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TALKSIN SAANEN 1974 1ST PUBLIC TALK
14TH JULY 1974

| think it is rather important to realize that we are going to talk
about serious things and to understand them we ourselves must be
quite serious. Thisis not an entertainment, something you attend to
one day and then forget the rest of the time.

| mean by serious, to be concerned and to be committed totally
to the understanding of what is happening around us; to try to find
- if we can, indeed we should as it is our responsibility - the answer
to these many many challenges that are offered to us. It isin that
sense that | mean we should be serious, we should be concerned
and committed. And to be committed means action, not just the
theoretical acceptance of any particular system, it meansto be
committed and totally concerned to find the solution and therefore
the action in the problems that face us, politically, economically,
socially, morally and religiously.

Aswe observe the world we see that it isin adreadful state.
There is so much confusion politically; and in the field of
education, they are educating people, but for what? Whereisit all
going, educationally? Also religiously, which should be the most
important issuein life, there is the denial of creed, the denial of all
the assumed authority of the priest, the doctrines and the beliefs.
Everything is going to pieces around us - of which | am sure you
must be aware. Go to India, an ancient country, with an ancient
culture and tradition, there they are destroying themselves
inwardly; and the ultimate destruction, there, inwardly is the

nuclear bomb - | hope you redlize all this. Turn to the West and it



IS the same problem, poverty - not so much asin the East - and the
decline of social morality. It is now looking for the new political
leaders. A leader is a dangerous person in whom, in that one
person, the whole of society isinvolved. Society is so complex.
When you follow aleader, either you know where heisleading to -
which he generally does not - or you must give your mind to the
investigation of histheories, of his propositionsand so on. That is,
you must be capable as citizens of following what he is saying. All
that isinvolved in leadership, political or otherwise. Unfortunately
the politicians, right throughout the world, are not concerned with
human beings, with the unity of man and his total welfare, but are
only concerned with their particular party, with their particular
system. As all governments are more or less corrupt, the politicians
cannot see very far, they can only operate within avery small field,
segregated, not concerned with the total understanding of man.

We accept slogans, cliches, worn out theories, or we invent new
theories, new systems, but always within the field of consciousness
which man has carried throughout the centuries. Consciousnessis
its content; without its content there is no consciousness, as we
know it.

Please, as we said, we are investigating together these problems.
Therefore you must partake in the investigation, you must sharein
it, you must be involved in it. Y ou must not merely listen to the
speaker, accepting or rglecting what he says, but together in
fellowship, in co-operation, try to find out what the world islike
around us and what the world is inside of us, whether thereisa
relationship between the inner and the outer; or are they one

indivisible? And that is our concern. We must be committed to the



understanding of this. And that is why we must not be led, but
investigate together; therefore there is no authority, thereis no
leader in investigating. To investigate you must be totally
concerned, not one day be concerned and the rest of the time forget
it. Y ou must be concerned day after day, month after month, year
after year, all your life - because thisisyour life.

So, where do we find the answer, the logical, sane, healthy
answer to all these problems; not only to the problemsthat lie
outside of us, the wars, the violence, the cunning politicians, the
preparation for war and talking about peace - you know what is
happening around us, it iswicked, diabolical, appalling - but also
the problem of our relationship to that? We have to find out what
our placeisin all this, our responsibility. To be responsible means
to respond adequately or totally to what is happening; and to
respond to it we must be deadly serious, right through our life. That
iIswhy, if you are going to be here for the next three or four weeks
and you are going to share with what the speaker is saying, you
have to listen, to find out. To find out, not merely what the speaker
Is saying, but to find out for yourself the right answer, you must
put aside you prejudices, your nationalities, your beliefs, your
experiences, your knowledge, your hopes, everything, to find out.
And that demands tremendous seriousness.

| do not think most of us realize what is actually going on in the
world. We read newspapers, watch the television, go to lectures,
political, religious and all the rest of it; but all they give are
superficial explanations, superficial demonstrations. But if one can
go beyond all that, put all that aside and observe rather closely, one

can see how man is deteriorating, degenerating. This degeneration



takes place when one depends totally on the outer, that is, when
matter, material, has become all important. When you look at all
this, the divergence of opinions, the ideologies, the political
systems, right, left, or centre, when everybody istalking or
arranging, or trying to reform the institutions, the governments,
you seeitisall still action in the field of time, of thought and
matter,

| use words which are very simple, not those of any particular
jargon or words which have a subtle or hidden meaning, but words
asthey exist in the dictionary. To communicate we must use
simple, clear words. And in communication, we must find out not
only the meaning of the words but aso the meaning that lies
behind them. Only then is there communication between the
gpeaker and you. But if you are merely caught in words and the
explanation of words, the semantic meaning of words, then you
will miss what lies behind. To communicate requires agreat deal
of concern on both sides, agreat deal of serious attention.

When one sees what is happening, when one observes the
politicians, the religious people, the various sects and
denominations and so on, one sees that they are merely concerned
with the operation of thought. Thought has created this world, the
world of politics, the world of economics, the world of business, of
social morality and the whole of the religious structures - whether
in India, or here or anywhere - and it is all based on thought,
whether it is Jewish thought, Arabic thought, Christian thought or
Hindu thought; it is all essentially the operation of thought as
matter.

When you meditate you are still caught within the pattern of



that thought, still within that area of consciousness which is put
together by thought. When you try to find political answersitis
still within that area. All our problems, all our desiresto find
answers to those problems, are within that consciousness. If you
have talked to any serious politicians, you will have seen, as the
speaker has, in India, in America, here and elsewhere, that they are
al trying to find an answer, a political philosophy, a reformation of
institutions, within that field which thought has created. So thought
istrying to find an answer to that which it has created, an answer to
the mess it has made in our personal relationships, in our
relationship with the community, in our relationship with the
government and so on and so on, all within that field. Politics,
unfortunately, play such an important part in our social, moral and
environmental conditioning and the politicians - the so-called 'right
on top of the ladder’ - if they are at all serious are trying to find an
answer to all these problemsin the field, or in the function, of
thought. That is so. It is not my invention, it isnot what | think, it
isafact. Thought has divided the world into the Americans, the
Communists, the Socialists, the Germans, the Swiss, the Hindus,
the Buddhists and all the other religious divisions which it has
created. S0, isthere an answer to all these problems through the
operation of thought? Even your meditations, even your gods, your
Christs and your Buddhas and all the rest, they are the creations of
thought, thought which is matter, which can only operate within
the field of time. If thought will give no answer to all these
problems, then what will? That is what we are going to investigate,
not only this morning, but right through all these discussions and
talks.



We think that through thought, through will, through ambition,
through drive and aggression, we can solve all these problems, the
problems of personal relationship between you and another by the
substitution of new religions for the old traditions which, dead
aready in India, are brought over here or to America by gurus,
who are soaked in tradition.

What is consciousness? What is the operation of thought?
Thought has created everything around us, the whole technological
field with all its scientific knowledge and the culture in which we
live - the Christian culture, the Western culture or the Eastern
culture, they are all put together by thought. The gods, the saviours
- our thought has created them. God has not created usin hisimage;
we have created god in our image and we pursue that image which
thought has created and we call that religious activity.

When one says,'| am conscious it impliesthat | am conscious of
everything happening around me as much as possible and further,
it means | am aware of what is happening within that
consciousness. The investigation of the content of consciousness
implies also what lies beyond - if there is something beyond the so-
called consciousness. All your meditations are in that area; all your
pursuits of pleasure, fear, greed, envy, brutality, violence, are
within that field. And thought is always endeavouring to go beyond
iIt, asserting the ineffable, the unnameabl e, unknowable and so on.

The content of consciousness is consciousness. Y our
consciousness, or another's consciousness, isits content. If itis
born in India, then all the traditions, superstitions, hopes, fears,
sorrows, anxieties, violence, sexual demands, aggression, the

beliefs, dogmas and creeds of that country are the content of its



consciousness. Y et the content of consciousnessis extraordinarily
similar, whether of one born in the East or in the West.

Consider, look at, your own consciousness, if you can. You are
brought up in areligious culture as a Christian, believing in
saviours, rituals, creeds and dogmas on one side and social
immorality, accepting wars, accepting nationalities and their
division and therefore restricting economic expansion and
consideration for others, on the other side. Y our personal
unhappiness, your ambitions, your fears, your greeds, your
aggressiveness, your demands, your loneliness, your sorrow, your
lack of relationship with another, the isolation, frustration,
confusion, misery, al that is consciousness, whether you are of the
East or the West; with variations, with joys, with more knowledge
or less knowledge, all that is the content of your consciousness.
Without that content there is no consciousness as we know it. All
education, in the schools, the colleges, the universities, is based on
the acquiring of more knowledge, more information, but
functioning always within this area. Any political reformation,
based on anew political philosophy, instead of the Marxist
philosophy or other established philosophy, is an invention still
within that area. And so man goes on suffering, unhappy, lonely,
fearful of death and of living, hoping for some great |eader to come
and take him out of hismisery - anew saviour, a new politician. In
this confusion we are so irresponsible, so that out of our own
disorder we are going to create tyrants, hoping they will create
order within this area. Thisiswhat is happening outside of us and
inside.

So what shall we do? It is not what the politicians will do,



because they like us are confused, unhappy, ambitious, envious just
aswe are. Any leader we choose will be like us, we will not choose
aleader who istotally different from us. So that is the actual
picture of our life: conflict, inside and outside, struggle, one
opposed to the other, appalling selfishness - you know the whole
picture.

Thefirst thing that behoves one, if oneisat all serious, and one
must be serious when there is so much sorrow in the world, isto
find out for oneself through careful investigation, slow, patient,
hesitating investigation, if there is any other way of solving all
these problems other than through the operation of thought. Is there
an action which is not based on thought? Is there an intelligence
which is not the function or the result of thought, which is not put
together by thought, which does not come about through cunning,
through friction and struggle, but something entirely different?
That iswhat | want to communicate. Therefore one hasto listen -
not just to the speaker - but to the very action of listening. How
does one listen? Does one ever really listen at all? Is one free to
listen, or does one always listen with the cunning operations of
thought, with interpretation, or prejudice? One hasto listen, if one
is free, to the content of one's consciousness; listen, not only to
what is at the surface, which isfairly smple, but to the deeper
layers of it, that means listen to the totality of consciousness,

So from that arises the question: how does one listen to and
look at one's consciousness? The speaker was born in acertain
country where he absorbed all the prejudices, the irrationalities and
the superstitions, the beliefs, the class differences, as a Brahmin;
there the young mind absorbed all this, the tradition, the rituas, the



extraordinary orthodoxy and the tremendous discipline imposed by
that group upon itself. And then he movesto the West, again he
absorbs from all that is there; the content of his consciousnessis
what has been put into it, what he has learnt, what his thoughts are
and the thought which recognizes its own emotions and so on. That
IS the content and the consciousness of this person. Within that area
he has al the problems, the political, religious, personal,
communal, you follow? - al the problems are there. And not being
able to solve them himself, he looks to books, to others, asking:
Please tell me what to do, how to meditate, what shall | do about
my personal relationship with my wife, or my girl-friend or
whatever it is, between myself and my parents, should | believein
Jesus or in Buddha, or the new guru who comes along with alot of
nonsense? - you follow? - searching for a new philosophy of life, a
new philosophy of politics and so on, all within thisarea. And man
has done this from time immemorial. Thereis no answer within
that area. Y ou may meditate for hours, sitting in a certain posture,
breathing in a special way, but it is still within that area because
you want something out of meditation. | do not know if you see al
this?

So there is this content of unconsciousness, thought, dull,
stupid, traditional, recognising all its emotions - otherwise they are
not emotions - always it is thought, which is the response of
memory, knowledge and experience, operating. Now, can the mind
look at it? Can you look at the operation of thought? Now, when
you look, who is the observer who islooking at the content, isit
different from the content? Thisisreally avery important question

to ask and to which to find an answer. Is the observer different



from the content and therefore capable of changing, altering and
going beyond the content? Or isit that the observer is the same as
the content? first look: if the observer - the "I' that looks, the ‘'me’
that looks - is different from the observed then thereisadivision
between the observer and the observed, therefore conflict - | must
not do this, | should do that - | must get rid of my particular
prejudice and adopt a new prejudice - get rid of my old gods and
take on new gods. So when there is a division between the observer
and the observed there must be conflict. That isaprinciple, that is
alaw. So, do | observe the content of my consciousness asif | were
an outsider looking in, altering the pieces and moving the pieces to
different places? Or am | the observer, the thinker, the experiencer,
the same as that thought which is observed, experienced, seen? If |
look at the content of my consciousness as an outsider observing
then there must be conflict between what is observed and the
observer. So what happens when | hear this statement that when
thereis a division between the observer and the observed, thereis
conflict? There must be conflict; on that division and in that
conflict we have lived, the 'me’ and he 'not me', ‘'we' and 'they'. If
'l', the observer, am different from anger, | try to control it,
suppress it, dominate it, overcome it and all the rest and hereis
conflict. But isthe observer different at all; or is he essentially the
same as the observed? If he is the same then thereisno conflict is
there? The understanding of that isintelligence; then intelligence
operates and not conflict.

It would be athousand pities if you did not understand this
simple thing. Man haslived 'in conflict' and he wants peace,

through conflict and there can never be peace through conflict -



however much armament you may have, against another armament
equally strong, there will never be peace.

Only when intelligence operates will there be peace -
intelligence which comes when one understands that there is no
division between the observer and the observed. That insight into
that very fact, that very truth, bring this intelligence. Have you got
it? Thisisavery serious thing, or then you will see you have no
nationality - you may have a Passport but you have no nationality -
you have no gods, there is no outside authority, nor inward
authority. The only authority then isintelligence, not the cunning
intelligence of thought, which is mere knowledge operating within
acertain area - that is not intelligence.

So thisisthe first thing to understand when you look at your
consciousness: this division between the thinker and the thought,
between the observer and the observed, between the experiencer
and the experienced is false, for they are one. Thereis no thinker if
you do not think. Thought has created the thinker. So that isthe
first thing to understand, to have an insight into the truth of it, the
fact of it, as palpable as you are sitting here, so that thereis no
conflict between the observer and the observed.

So: what is the content of you consciousness, the hidden as well
as the open? Can you look at it? But do not make an effort. This
you can find out, not just sitting here but in your relationships. That
isthe mirror in which you will see; not by closing your eyes, or by
going off into the woods, and thinking up some dreams, but in the
actual fact of relationship between man, woman, your neighbour,
your politician, your gods, your gurus, you will observe your

reactions, your attitudes, your prejudices, your images, your



constant groping and all therest - it isin that. What you are doing
now is merely ploughing and we can go on ploughing ploughing
and never sowing. Y ou can only sow when you observe your
relationships and see what actually is taking place.

From listening you move to looking; and you can look as much
as you like and begin to distinguish various qualities and
tendencies and all therest of it, but if you look as an observer
different from the observed then you are bound to create conflict,
therefore further suffering. When you have the insight, the truth of
it, that the observer is the observed, then conflict ceases altogether.
Then atotally different kind of energy comes into operation. There
are different kinds of energy: physical energy, from good food,;
there may be energy created by emotionalism, sentimentality; there
Is energy created by thought through various conflicts and
tensions; within that field of energy we have lived. | am only
putting it differently. And we are still trying to find greater energy
within that field, to solve our problems which need tremendous
energy. Now thereisadifferent kind of energy, or the continuation
of thisenergy in atotally different form, when themind is
completely operating, not in the field of thought, but intelligently.

Can the mind observe its content without any choice as to the
content - not choosing any part of the content"any part of the piece,
but observing totally? Now, how is it possible to observe totally?
When | look at a map of France, as| come from England and cross
the Channel, | see the road leading to Gstaad. | can tell the mileage,
| can see the direction, and that is very ssimple because it is marked
on themap and | follow it. In doing that | do not look at any other

part of the map because | know the direction in which | want to go



to, so that that direction excludes all others. In the same way, a
mind that is seeking in agiven direction does not see the whole. If
| want to find something, something which | think isreal, then the
direction is set and | follow that direction and my mind is incapable
of seeing the totality. Now, when | look at the content of my
consciousness - which is the same as yours - | have set adirection
to go beyond it. A movement in a particular direction, seeking a
certain pleasure, not wanting to do this or that, makes one
incapable of seeing the whole. If | am ascientist | only seeina
certain direction. If | am an artist, there again, if | have acertain
talent or gift, | see only a certain direction. So themind is
incapable of seeing the totality and the immensity of that totality if
there isa movement in a particular direction. So, can the mind have
no direction at all? Thisisadifficult question - please listen to it.
Of course the mind has to have direction when | go from here to
the house, or when | have to drive a car, when | have to do some
technical function, those are all directions. But | am talking of a
mind that understands the nature of direction and thereforeis
capable of seeing the whole. When it sees the whole it can then
also operate in direction. | wonder if you get this? If | have the
whole picture in mind then | can take in the detail; but if my mind
only operatesin adetail then | cannot take in the whole. If | am
concerned with my opinions, with my anxieties, with what | want
to do, with what | must do, | cannot see the whole - obvioudly. If |
come from Indiawith my preudices, superstitions and traditions |
cannot see the whole. So my question is: can the mind be free of
direction? - which does not mean that it is without direction. When

it operates from the whole the direction becomes clear, very strong



and effective. But when the mind only operatesin a direction
according to the pattern it has set for itself then it cannot see the
whole.

Thereis the content of my consciousness - the content makes
my consciousness. Now, can | look at it as awhole? - without any
direction, without any judgement, without any choice, just ook,
which implies no observer at al, for that observer is the past - can
it look with that intelligence which is not put together by thought,
for thought isthe past? Do it - it requires tremendous discipline;
not the discipline of suppression, control, imitation or conformity,
but a discipline that is an act in which the truth is seen. The
operation of truth creates its own action which is discipline.

Can your mind look at its content, when you talk to another, in
your gestures, in the way you walk, in the way you sit and eat, in
the way you behave? Behaviour indicates the content of your
consciousness - whether you are behaving according to pleasure,
reward or pain, which are part of your consciousness. The
psychologists are saying that, so far, man has been educated on the
principle of punishment and reward, hell and heaven. Now they say
he must be educated on the principle of reward. Do not punish him
but reward him - which is the same thing. They go from one thing
to another, thinking they are solving everything. To seethe
absurdity of punishment and reward is to see the whole; when you
see the whole there is the operation of intelligence which functions
when you behave; you are not then behaving according to reward
or punishment.

Behaviour exposes the content of your consciousness. Y ou may
hide yourself behind a polished behaviour, a behaviour that is very



carefully drilled, but such behaviour is merely mechanical. From
that arises another question: isthe mind entirely mechanical? - or is
there any portion of the brain where it is not mechanical at all?

| will go over what has been said this morning. Outside of us, in
the political world with its new political philosophies, in the
economic world, in the religious world, in the social world, and so
on, man is searching, searching. There are gods, new gurus, new
leaders. And when you observe al thisvery clearly you see that
man is functioning within the field of thought. Thought essentially
is never free, thought is always old, because thought is the
response of memory as knowledge and experience; thought is
maitter, it is of the material world. And thought istrying to escape
from that material world into a non-material world and trying to
escape into the non-material world by thought is still material.

We have al the moral, social and economic problems of the
individual and the collective. Theindividual is essentially,
intrinsically, part of the collective; the individual is different from
the collective, he may have different tendencies, different
occupations, different moods and so on, but heisintrinsically part
of the culture, which is society.

Now, those are facts as to what is going on about us; the facts as
to what is going on inside us are very much the same. We are
trying to find an answer to the major problems of our human life
through the operation of thought - thought which the Greeks
imposed upon the West, with their political philosophy, with their
mathematics and so on. Thought has not found an answer, and it
never will. So we must go then into the whole structure of thought

and the content which it has created as consciousness. We must



then observe the operation of thought in relationship, in our daily
life. That observation implies having an insight as to whether itisa
fact that the observer is different from the observed, for if thereisa
difference there must inevitably be conflict, just asthereis between
two ideologies - two ideologies which are the inventions of
thought, conditioned by the culture in which they have developed.
Now, can you, in your daily life, observe this? In such observation
you will find out what your behaviour is, whether it is based on the
principle of reward and punishment - as most of our behaviour is,
however polished and refined. From that observation one beginsto
learn what real intelligenceis - not the intelligence which is
obtained from a book, or out of experience, that is not intelligence
at al. Intelligence has nothing whatsoever to do with thought.
Intelligence operates when the mind sees the whole, the endless
whole, not my country, my problems, my little gods, my
meditations, whether thisisright or thisiswrong; it sees the whole
implication of living. And this quality of intelligence hasits own
tremendous energy.

14th July 1974,
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We were saying that the world outside and in usisin such a
chaotic condition and that the politicians, the leaders, the religious
priests, are all trying to solve our problemsin the field of thought.
This has been so for centuries upon centuries; trying to solve all
our human problems at the level of thought. One sees that suffering
still goes on, there are endless wars, governments are more or less
corrupt, politicians play a crooked game and ideologies and
systems have taken the place of morality and intelligence.

Seeing all this, objectively, without any prejudice, without
being dedicated to any particular ideology or a system, one
observes that thought is divisive and that excellence in thought is
not necessarily excellence in conduct.

Aswe said, these are serious talks, not mere entertainment, not
something to amuse or to be cried over. We are concerned with
something one has to go through, investigate deeply, as deeply as
one can, verbally and non verbally. That demands a great deal of
care, affection and consideration, a sense of intimate
communication with each other. It demands that you and | share
the thing together; that you share it, not by just listening to a series
of words or ideas or concepts because they are not ideas or
concepts with which to agree or disagree, but rather, by really
taking part in it with all your heart, with all your mind, with all
your energy; then such serious concern and commitment does
reveal agreat deal, does reveal, not only the source of our thought

and its mischief, but also the source of action. We live by action,



we cannot possibly avoid action; you may withdraw from the
world into amonastery but that is still action; you may take avow,
that is action. Y ou may specialize in a particular field which gives
you an opportunity for your talent and a career, that is action.
Action is also in relationship between you and another. The
movement of lifeis action.

And thought, in civilizations so far, has produced actions which
are conflicting, contradictory, opposing, therefore breeding great
mischief and misery. Is excellence in thought and therefore action,
possible - or isthere always conflict when thought produces
action?

You arefollowing al this? Thisisyour life and if you would
understand your life, your behaviour, your conduct, your
relationship, and in its confusion find out what to do so that action
isexcellent at al levels, then you must enquire if thereis an action
which is not fragmented by thought. Thought is fragmentary in its
very nature and yet through thought you are trying to find at all
levels an action which will not be contradictory, which will not be
regretful, which will be whole, total, complete. We must examine
very carefully whether such action can be the product of thought
before we take the next step. Is there an action which is supremely
excellent yet not based on the movement of thought?

Why is thought, upon which we live, upon which our whole
social morality is dependent, divisive? Thought is matter, it isthe
response of the past; it creates the movement of time, as yesterday,
today and tomorrow. Thought has its source and root in the past;
and having itsroot in the past it must create time as movement.

One seesthat by its very nature, by its very function and structure,



that it hasits being essentialy in the past, it livesin tradition, in the
accumul ated knowledge that society has acquired and in the great
accumulation of scientific knowledge, all of which isin the past.
Thought is essentially a movement from the past, therefore it must
be divisive; it can pretend, or stipulate, or conceive, that it is
beyond time, it can imagine atimeless state, but it is still thought.

It can pretend that it is going beyond its own limits, it is still
thought. So thought creates a boundary of time around itself and
that is the factor of division.

We are all reared in the field of thought. Education is the
movement in thought, the getting of more and more knowledge, the
refinement of thought and so on and so on. Thought being divisive
then whatever action it creates must be fragmented which therefore
givesrise to conflict. Thisisthe principle. Man has lived,
historically aswe know it, in aseries of crises and responses which
inevitably breed more conflict. One sees in the modern world what
iIsgoing on. Thereisacrisis, thought triesto answer it and in the
very answering it more problems are created. Arms are supplied to
one country knowing well that that is going to create more trouble,
and so on and so on.

So, can thought ever bring about an action that istotal, whole,
sane not contradictory? Because our life is contradictory. Welive
at different levels, at the business level, the family level, the
scientific level, thereligious level, or at the artistic level; each
opposing the other, each specializing in his own department.
Specialization - which is the fashion now - becomes exclusive and
therefore contradictory and therefore destructive. The man who

specializesin religion, heis called a saint and is the most



destructive man because he has speciaized in one department - like
the military man and so on and so on. So, thought trying to
excellent in its action specializes and brings about more conflict,
more division. Each specialization has its own ambitious end, each
career hasits own reward, contradictory, opposed to affection,

care, consideration and love.

Looking at it, one asks: is there an action which is whole, not
fragmentary; an action in which there is no regret, no sense of
fulfilment, no sense of frustration? |s there such an action?
Because that is what we are asking al our life, for whatever we do
brings a certain pain, a certain confusion or a certain reward in the
pursuit of which we create more division. It isinevitable and
natural and logical to ask if thereis an action which is not born out
of the movement of thought.

May | go into something which may appear to be different, but
which is not? We need energy; we have energy, physical energy,
emotional energy, the energy of hate, the energy of lust, the energy
of great passion and the energy of great tension which is brought
about through the sense of frustration, division and lack of
fulfilment. As one gets older the body becomes rather worn out,
there comes disease and pain and energy wastes away. Most of our
energy isthe product of conflict - * | am this, | should be that' - of
fight and the aggressive desire to continue in a given direction.
Thereisthe energy that is brought about through an ideal, through
commitment to that ideal; the whole Communist world is based on
that, from the beginning of Lenin until now; destroy people by the
million to get what you think isright. And that gives one

tremendous energy. The saint, dedicated to an ideal, to a picture, to



an imagination, to aformula, does have an extraordinary energy.
The idedlists have an extraordinary energy. In any form of
specialization energy isrequired. The more you specialize the more
energy you have, discarding all other forms of energy. Thisiswhat
one sees, not only in oneself but also outside.

Thought creates its own energy, asis happening in the Western
world; to produce such a marvellous machine as a submarine one
must have tremendous energy and co-operation, energy that is
brought about through an idea, through organized thought. And
thiskind of energy isaways, in the deep sense of that word,
destructive, becauseit isdivisive. Now, is there an energy whichis
not destructive, which is not divisive, which is not mechanical,
which is not based on idea or acommitment to an ideology? Is
there an energy which is not in any way involved in the field of
time as thought, movement? Life is action, in the very living all
relationship is action, movement in action. And that movement,
that action, is based on thought. At present, all political, religious,
social and economic life and moral relativism - which is rampant in
the world now - are based on thought, which isdivisive,
contradictory and breeding misery. Isthere an action totally
unrelated to all that? To find out one must have energy, neither
mere intellectual energy, with all its accumulated knowledge, nor
emotional energy, which is recognizable by thought and therefore
still part of thought, but an energy which can come so as to bring
about atotal transformation in the very process of the mind? To
enquire very deeply if there is an action which is not based on the
movement of thought, you need a great deal of energy, not the

energy of trying to find an end, not the energy that you have when



you are moving in a particular direction, but the energy that can
change the content of consciousness.

To put it differently: one knows what the content of one's
consciousnessis, if oneisat all awake and aware, attending to
one's behaviour, watching, listening. The desire to change that
content is a movement in a particular direction; that does give
energy but it isdivisive. Y et one realizes that the content must be
totally changed because we cannot go on as we are, unless we want
to destroy the whole of humanity. The content makes
consciousness, therefore when there is total transformation of the
content thereis adifferent kind of - I won't call it consciousness - a
different level altogether. To bring about that change one needs
tremendous energy.

So there must be freedom from direction - please see the logic
of it, the sanity of it - there must be freedom from a conclusion,
though a conclusion may give one agreat deal of energy, but a
kind of energy that iswasteful. The mind must be freed of the
response of thought, it must be free of ideals because they again
have direction. The mind must be free of all the divisive
movements of thought, as nationality, as race, asreligious division.
Now, can your mind be free of all that? If it cannot then it is not
possible, do what you will - stand on your head for ten thousand
years, or meditate sitting in a posture, breathing rightly, for another
ten thousand years - you will never find the other.

S0, can the mind see how stupid, how unintelligent, ideals are;
can it see the truth of it - not say that they are wrong and put them
away - for when you see the truth of it you are free of it; not as

when you logically or historically examine, but as when you see



something poisonous you drop it; there is no conflict because
intelligence sees it is too stupid to go that way. Can you free your
mind from all this? Do you free it one thing at atime, or do you
freeit totally? If you free it one thing at atime, that takes energy,
saying, - Well, I'll look at my nationality, how stupiditis, I'll drop
it: I'll look at my ideals saying they are too old fashioned, they do
not lead anywhere, they breed conflict, I'll drop them.' Will you
free the mind layer by layer, which will take time, which will take
analysis - and analysisis paralysis? Will you go through that
process taking long years?, Or isthere away of looking at all this
totally? - and therefore being totally free of it. Traditionally itis
said that you must go step by step; first you must get rid of this and
then that, control your body, breathe rightly. Not only traditional
but modern psychology says, go step by step, analyse, tear away
layer by layer. Y ou can spend years, until you die, doing that.
Now, isthat not awastage of energy? If it is, then how shall the
mind empty itself of its content so that it has atotally different kind
of energy, atotally different existence?

The content of my mind is the content of your mind. The
content of your consciousness is the content of my consciousness,
dlightly modified, with alittle more or alittle less colour, alittle
more or alittle less elaborate, more artistic and less and so on, but
it ismore or less the same as your consciousness. The mind
becomes aware of thisand it says, - How can | be aware of the
totality of it? - not only of the conscious but the unconscious. |
know | can strip layer after layer, both of the conscious as well as
of the unconscious; | know | can go through that process, taking
time, analysing, knowing the danger of analysis. | can do that. That



Is the traditional, accepted way to do this - if you are serious and so
interested. And | see that that takes infinite time, because every
step in analysis must be accurate, otherwise the next step will be
corrupted by the previous analysis. So, each analysis must be
complete, true and final, otherwise | am lost. And can such analysis
take place? And who is the analyser? I's not the analyser the
analysed? So | seethat that is not going to do athing. So what am |
to do? Y ou understand my question? What is my mind to do when
it has seen the absurdity of this? Now, hasit actually seen the
absurdity of it, or does it imagine it has seen it because somebody
has said that it is absurd - because we are secondhand people - so
that | am accepting the authority of another when | say, "Yes, that
isabsurd'? That is averbal assertion without any reality; that
acceptance has no validity; it does not produce results. So the mind
discards authority, whether traditional or the authority | have
cultivated out of my own desires and selfishness; my authority
which asserts that | know. The mind totally discards authority. Not
the authority of law, | am obviously not talking about that, but the
psychological authority of someone who tells you what to do
because you are in confusion and look to somebody who will free
you from this confusion - out of your disorder creating the
authority. It is historically so: wherever thereis disorder a man
springs up and tyrannically brings about some kind of order -
which istotal disorder.

So, can the mind put away authority because it sees the truth of
it, the significance of it, the nature of it? - not as areaction against
authority, which iswhat is going on. When you react against

authority you are creating another authority - that is obvious.



S0, can the mind, your mind, be free of this traditional
approach. traditional analysis, introspectively trying to improve,
because you see the truth of being free of it; therefore thereisno
guru, no saviour, there are no steps through meditation to come
upon something extraordinary - there is something extraordinary,
but not through this way. Can the mind put away all this, deny all
this, without any resistance? To do that you must look. Y ou must
look outwardly and inwardly; hear the music of the world and the
discord of the world and the music inwardly and the discord
outwardly, because both are the same, we are an intrinsic part of
the world. To do this we require energy and this energy is not
brought about by concepts, by words. This energy comes when you
have the insight into the disorder of a mind which functions
mechanically in the movement of thought. So, no belief, no idea,
no concept, no ideal, no commitment of any kind in that field.
Then, through negation of what is false - not through resistance or
reaction to the false - through choiceless rejection of what isfalse,
you have a different kind of energy. It is simple enough. If you do
climb a mountain you must discard all the things that you have
been carrying on the plain, you must put them all aside. It isfar
more important to understand attachment and the corrupting factors
of thought - which are attachment and power, domination in
different forms, the corruption of property and possessions - than
the search, or the taking of vows.

Most of us are attached to possessions, whether the possession
of an antique table which you look after and polish very carefully,
or ahouse, or aperson, or an idea, or attached to a particular form

of experience, attached to a group and so on and so on. Why isthe



mind attached, to our looks, our hair, our worries? - there are so
many things we are attached to. Why? And knowing that
possessions in any form are one of the major corrupting factorsin
life we say "Do not possess, have afew clothes that are necessary
but do not possess, take a vow of non-possession'. In that thereis a
lot of travail, 'l want that; | must giveit up, | have taken avow'.
Possessions corrupt and we say we must be detached from
possessions; so then thereis all the conflict involved in that.
Understanding attachment is much more important than
detachment. Why is there attachment? Not, how to be detached,
but, why the mind is attached - you see the difference? Why are
you attached to your house, to your wife, to your girl, to your
ideas, to your meditations, to your system - why? What would
happen if you were not attached? Attachment gives a certain
occupation to the mind; you constantly think about something. This
constant occupation is one of the factors about which the brain and
the mind says, "Yes, | must be occupied with something - with my
god, with my sex, with my drink - I must be occupied' - with the
kitchen or with some social order, or commune, or whatever it is.
Out of this demand for occupation there is attachment, you hold on
to something. Why must the mind be so occupied? What would
happen if it was not so occupied? Would it go astray? Would it
disintegrate? Would it feel utterly naked, empty and would the fear
of that emptiness demand occupation? - therefore the importance
of the furniture, the book, the idea and so on. Out of the empty
feeling and loneliness from not being totally whole, the mind is
attached. Can the mind live, be vital, energetic, full of depth,

without attachment? Of course it can.



One asks: islove attachment? - not that love is detachment.
When love is attached or detached then it is painful - which we all
know, we go through that ugly state. Power is another form of
corruption, political power, religious power, power in the business
world, power in the exercise of a certain talent that one has - the
pleasure of power. When you dominate somebody, your cook or
your servant, your wife or your husband, or somebody, thereis
tremendous pleasure. That is another factor of corruption. That
energy, which is so necessary to bring about atransformation in the
content of consciousness, is dissipated in all these ways. Can you
see dl thisasfact, as a dangerous fact? - not arelative danger but a
total danger for human beings.

Now, if you see that as real danger, as you would see the danger
of afalling rock, you move away from it instantly and you are free
of it. To observe this you need a certain sensitivity, both physical
aswell as psychological and you cannot have this sensitivity if you
areindulging in all kinds of things - drink, sex, overworking - you
know the whole business. S0, if you are at all serious, if you give
your attention, your care, your affection to this, then you will see
for yourself that out of this freedom from the division which
thought has created, there is another kind of energy, which is
intelligence. That intelligence is not put together by thought; itis
not the cunning intelligence of a politician or apriest or a
businessman. It comes out of the freedom which is perceiving the
falseness, the unreality of all that. Can your mind seeit totally? - it
cannot seeit totally if it has any direction at all.

Anintelligent mind actsin the field of thought intelligently,

sanely, without resistance; it is free from the structure and



implications of attachment, from the action of attachment, from the
pursuit of power with all its complications, the ruthlessness of it. It
sees the dividing process of thought, and seeing that clearly,
totally, it has energy; that energy isintelligence. Having that
energy, that intelligence, it can operate in the field of thought, not
the other way round.

One can see that there is no division between the outside and
theinside, it is an interrelationship. One sees it; and one needs
energy to transform the mind. So one discards everything that is
wasteful, every thing that is psychological, everything that breeds
division and conflict within the mind. It can be done only when
thereis an observation of it, not aresistance to it. Thereis such
observation only when the observer is the observed. The observer
IS the past, put together by thought in terms of experience,
knowledge, memory, tradition; they are the essence of the
observer. What he observes, which is the result of thought, is still
thought. The chaosin the world, the misery, the starvation, the
poverty, the brutality, the violence, the mess that is going on, the
madness that is going on, is created by thought. And it is the
observer who says,'| must change all that' - if heisat al intelligent,
if heisat all awake and not concerned with his own little pattern of
life. But is the observer different from what he observes? Heis put
together by thought also, so he is the observed. Now when that
takes place not as a verbal statement but as a reality, conflict ceases
and the mind goes beyond the limitations which thought has
imposed on action.

Now can you do this? If you cannot, why not? Isit because you

are indolent, lazy, indifferent, not only to your own sorrow, to your



own suffering, to your own misery, but to the misery of millions of
people, to what isgoing on in Russia, in India, everywhere? Are
you totally indifferent to all that, because you want to find God,
you want to meditate, you want to learn how to breathe properly,
how to have the right kind of sexual relationship and this and that?
If you are concerned with the whole - you understand? - with the
whole of humanity, not just your neighbour or your wife, but with
the whole of humanity, then when you see that whole you can put
the detail in order. But without the perception of the whole you
cannot put the detail in order. That iswhy the politicians are
failing, they never answer this problem, neither do the analysts, nor
the priests - nobody does. It isonly you and I, if we are utterly
responsible, concerned, serious, committed, who will be ableto
answer this question because we have seen the whole and therefore
are extraordinarily alive and intelligent and yet able to function in
detail.

Questioner:Is the operation of intelligence insight?

Krishnamurti: What isinsight - to have an insight into
something? To have insight into attachment: what does that mean?
To see what the nature of attachment is, what it does, why it arises.
What is the structure of attachment and what are the responses and
actions of attachment? To have an insight into all that you must
look at attachment, your attachment. Y our attachment to your
possessions. have you ever looked at it? Have you ever looked at
your ideas, your opinions? - why you have a thousand opinions?
That is another occupation of the mind, to have opinions; and you
think it is extraordinarily important to have opinions. To have

insight into attachment means that you go behind the word, you go



behind your reactions of asserting and not asserting and you see
how the mind has built up this whole process of attachment. Itisto
observe it; and you can only observe it when you are not against it,
when you are not opposed to it, when you do not want to retain or
to discard it. Y ou can only observe when you see that the observer
is that thing which he is observing; he has created the attachment
and then tries to disassociate himself fromit, triesto change it,
control it, shapeit, deny it, alter it, go beyond it and all the rest of
it. Now, when you have an insight of that kind, then out of that
insight comes intelligence. Simple, Sir, but you have to do it - not
endlessly talk about it.

Questioner: How can one live without foundations?
Krishnamurti: What do you mean by foundation? Thisisthe
guestion for most of us; we need a basis, a foundation, a something

from which to start, on which we can rely, something which says
“that' is so. And then on that we build, we move; we say thereis
God, millions and millions have said there is God and on that they
have built their life, that is their foundation. | may have afamily,
children, my responsibilities to them that is my foundation. Others
may have the foundation of the ideology that the State as the only
god - the Communists - and that is mine - you follow? Each one
adopts a foundation according to his own temperament, according
to his own conditioning in the culture in which he is born. So we
say that afoundation, abasis, is necessary. Now, who has built that
basis - Lenin, Marx, Trotsky, Stalin and so on, laid afoundation for
you and me; if you accept that, on that you start? If | am a Catholic
or aHindu that is my basis. Now, how are these bases created? -
obviously by thought - thought in different forms, in different



manifestations. Now why does the mind need such foundations?
Please ask that question of yourself. Why do you need a
foundation? Is it because without it you would have no rudder, no
direction, every whiff of wind would push you in every direction?
Now, see what happens if | have afoundation; say for instance, if |
have a foundation as a Hindu, what takes place? | live according to
the Hindu tradition, according to the beliefs and dogmas handed
down through the centuries. It isthe past and that is my foundation.
The result of that foundation isthat | consider that | am not as you
- you who are a Muslim, Buddhist; | am not asyou; | am willing to
tolerate you - toleration is the invention of the intellect - to live
amicably, but that has nothing to do with reality because | am
rooted in my foundation as a Hindu. So there is conflict between
you and me, me a Hindu and you a Muslim, a Catholic, and so on,
abeliever in God and a non-believer in God, in Jesus, in Buddha.
So | say to myself: "Why should | have afoundation at all? If | had
no foundation, would | go wrong? Does a foundation give me
direction, or does it bring confusion? A foundation as a Hindu, or
as a Catholic, Communist, Socialist, whatever it is, breeds more
confusion, greater misery, greater division. Y ou have your
conclusions, your foundation, and | have mine. So | see that
foundations have brought man to great sorrow and misery: heis
willing to fight and kill, for what? - for ideas, which are part of
reasoned thought. And if my foundation is based on thought then |
live in conflict and misery for the rest of my life. That is obvious.
So | say to myself: can | live without any foundation? | know the
tree cannot live without foundations, it must have roots in the soil,

water, sunshine, darkness. The foundation of food, clothes, shelter,



| need, but is afoundation of ideas necessary? Now, can | live
without any such foundation? | can only answer that when | see the
nature and the structure of that foundation. The very negation of
that foundation isintelligence. Then wherever themind is, in a
palace, in ahovel, when walking along by yourself in woods and
looking at the beauty of light and darkness, at the shadows and the
Immeasureable sky, that intelligence isin operation, and it needs
no foundation at all. That intelligence is not mine or yours, it is
intelligence.

Questioner: | see the implications of attachment but
nevertheless | would like to ask you if there is not a certain
biological attachment, as there are attachments in the animal
kingdom. How can you possibly see the human race, composed of
millions of people, with no possible attachments among
themselves. Do you see, in al redlity, the prospect of the human
race with no attachment?

Krishnamurti: Are we talking to the millions of people; in India,
Mexico and America are millions and millions of people, are we
talking to them about attachment? Or are we talking about
attachment to you? Because the millions of people are not
concerned with this. They say,'for god's sake give me food,
clothing and shelter, | am starving, | am diseased' - they are not
concerned with this. And you are asking: how do you answer those
millions of people and ask them to be detached, or not be
detached? Y ou cannot, We are talking to you. If in your
consciousness - which is the consciousness of millions of people -
there is atransformation then that transformation affects the

millions. Then you will have adifferent kind of education, a



different kind of society - you follow - but not to ask: how can the
millions and millions accept thisidea of detachment? Of course
you are attached to your mother when you are very young, you
need a mother and afather to look after you; the child needs
complete security, the more security of the right kind, then the
happier it is.

Millions of people want security, they think they will find it in
attachment, in their country, in their little house, they are willing to
fight the rest of the world for their country - that is their
attachment. The Catholic iswilling to fight the Protestant for his
attachment. So for the moment we are concerned with the people
who arein thistent. Y ou are here. We are talking to you. Can you
change the content of you consciousness so that in that
transformation you affect the consciousness of man? Thisis afact.
The so-called Catholics have for two thousand years talked to
individuals, they have conditioned them and their consciousness
has accepted this conditioning and you have thereby been
Catholics, Protestants or Communists, and you have functioned
from there, if you have been at all seriousin what you have
accepted. In that way your consciousness has affected the world.
Goto avillagein India; you find a Christian cross there; the
villagers do not know what it is all about, but there is a nice place
to sit and chat, or sing or do something or other and they go there.
But it has affected the consciousness of the world by conditioning
it to acertain idea. Now what we are saying is quite to the contrary.
In the transformation of your consciousness with al its content,
you have freedom, and in that freedom you have a tremendous

energy, an energy which isthe essence of intelligence.That



intelligence will operatein every field if you are so aware of the
total human existence. Everybody needs clothes, food and shelter,
that is prevented by division, the economic, racial and national
divisions - Americais more powerful than Russia and so on - you
follow? - that iswhat is happening. Once we talked about thisto a
prominent politician and he said, "My dear man, that isimpossible,
that is so far away, amarvellous but distant lifeand ideal. | like
what you are saying but it isimpracticable. We have to deal with
the immediate’. And the immediate is their power, their position,
their ideology - the most impracticable and the most destructive
thing. Y ou know all this. Do you mean to say that if all the
politicians in the world got together and said,’ Look, forget your
ideologies, forget your power, let us be concerned with human
suffering, with human needs, food, clothing, shelter, then could we
not solve this problem? Of course they could. But nobody wants
to. Everybody is concerned with their own immediate sickness,
their ideologies.

16th July 1974
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At the last two meetings we were concerned with the
understanding of our actions, of our behaviour and the content of
consciousness. Unless we understand the nature and the structure
of this consciousness in which we act, through which all our
behaviour and all our thinking takes place, until we understand
that, it seems to me, we shall always be floundering, confused,
awaysliving in constant battle within ourselves and outside; we
shall never be able to find peace, a sense of deep inward
tranquillity. In aworld that is getting madder and madder every
day, where there is so much brutality, violence, deception and
chicanery, it is so necessary that all of us should understand this
immense problem of living.

We are going to concern ourselves this morning, with what is
called materialism. Materialism means the evaluating of life as
matter, matter in its movement and modification; also matter as
consciousness and will. That is what the materialists maintain. We
haveto gointo it to find out if there is anything more than matter
and if we can go beyond it. Thisis not merely an intellectual
amusement and investigation but rather a deep enquiry asto
whether our minds and our whole social, economic and religious
lifeis entirely material, in the sense that materialism means having
an opinion that all existence is matter, its movement, its
modifications, including also its consciousness and will.

We are ruled by our senses - taste, smell, touch and so on - and

they play agreat part in our life. And thought, the capacity to think,



isalso material. The brain - if you examineit, if you are rather
aware of its activities - holds in its cells memory, memory as
experience and know, ledge. What these cells hold is material; so
thought is matter. And you can imagine, or construct through
thought, as thought, “otherness, that isto say, other than matter;
but it is still matter as imagination. We know that welivein a
material world, based on our sensations, desires and emotions and
we construct a consciousness which is essentially the product of
thought with its content. We know that, if we do not just
romanticize but go into it very deeply and seriously; yet knowing
that, we say there must be '‘otherness, something beyond that. So
thought begins to investigate the ~ other'. Y et when thought
investigates the ~ other' it is still material. It isimportant to
understand this because we are all so romantically minded, all our
religions are sentimental and romantic. Living in this very small
field of materialism we want to have something much great
beyond. That is anatural desire. So thought constructs a verbal or
non-verbal structure of god, otherness, immensity, timelessness
and so on and so on, but it is still the product of thought, soitis
still material.

So thought creates the form outside, thinking that that form, that
image, that prototype is not material. But that form is the product
of thought, the ideal is still the product of thought, so it is still
material. If you go to India, or elsewhere in the East, they will tell
you they accept that, but they say thereis ahigher self, thereisa
superconsciousness, which dominates the material, or encloses the
material; asin the West you have the soul. They call it by a

Sanskrit word, Atman and so on. But the Atman, the super



consciousness, the soul, is still the product of thought. Thought is
matter; whatever its movements, inside, outside, in trying to go
beyond itsalf, it is still material.

S0 the question arises. is the mind mechanical? That is, in your
mind, are your thoughts, your feelings, your reactions, your
responsibilities, your relationships, your ways, your opinions and
so on and so on,merely mechanical? - that is, responding according
to its conditioning, according to environmental influence and so
on. If that is the totality of the mind then we live in atremendous,
inescapabl e prison.

This has been the problem of man right through the ages. He
knows he lives by the senses, by his desires, by touch, by appetites,
sexual, intellectual, otherwise, and he questions - “isthat all? Then
he beginsto invent - the gods, the super gods, superconsciousness
and so on and so on. Having invented and projected aform he
pursues it thinking he is tremendously idealistic, or tremendously
religious. But his pursuit of what he calls god or truth is still the
pursuit of the product of thought, which is material. See what he
has been doing. See what his churches, temples and the mosgues
have done to him, to each one of us, sense this great deception on
which he has been fed, which he thinks is extraordinarily idealistic.
When one realizes that, in seriousness, it is rather a shock, because
oneis stripped of al illusion.

So one then begins to ask - if one has gone that far - istherea
movement other than the movement of thought”? How does one
find out? If oneistrying to find out if there is something beyond
the material, then one must examine what is the cause of one's

search. |s the cause of one's search an escape from this? Y ou see,



cause means motive. Is al one's enquiry motivated? Because if it
IS, the root of that is either the seeking of pleasure or the escape
from fear; or if it istotal dissatisfaction with what is, then it
projects its own answer. Therefore to enquire into "the other' my
mind must be without cause. Aswe said the other day and we are
saying again today, there must be a transformation in the mind, not
peripheral reformation, but a revolution deep in the mind, to solve
our problems - the problems which thought has created, whether
religious, economic, social or moral and so on. If oneisreally
serious, not flippant, not merely amused by intellectual theories, or
philosophies, that are invented by thought, then one must be
concerned and totally committed to this question of transforming
the content of consciousness; for it isin this content that makes up
consciousness. We went into that, and asked: who is the entity that
isto change it? We said that the observer is the observed and that
when there is a division between the observer and the observed, the
'me’ and the 'not me', then thereis conflict. That conflict is
essentially awaste of energy. And when you look into it and find
that the observer is the observed, you remove conflict altogether
and you have enormous energy because it is no longer wasted in
conflict.

Now this energy is either in the field of thought, or itisin
energy totally different from thought. And we are asking now: if
for amind that is burdened, conditioned and shaped by
materialistic thought, is there a movement other than that of
thought? We said, to find that out we must ook into the cause of
this search. Where there is a cause there is time; the cause produces

an effect and that effect again becomes a cause.ls this too difficult?



It is not really difficult because thisis our life. It becomes difficult
when you treat it, or look at it, as something apart from our daily
life.

Put it differently. What is virtue, morality? Is morality
transient? Is morality relative? Or isit absolute? For us, in the
modern world, morality is relative, and that relativism is nearly
destroying us. So one asks. what is virtue? | s there an absolute
virtue; a sense of no hate under any circumstance? Isthere a
compl ete peace, an absolute peace, which can never be disturbed?
Can one live without any sense of violence? Or isviolence
relative? - hate modified and so on. So what is virtue? If you hit me
and | hit you back and apologize for it later, that becomes relative.
If | have a cause for hating you, or disliking you, or being violent,
that cause makes my action not complete, therefore relative. Is
there away of living which has no cause - because the moment you
have a cause living becomes relative. If | have cause to love you
because you give me comfort, psychologically, physicaly,
sexually, morally, it is not love. So where there is a cause, action
must be relative. But when there is no cause action will be
absolute. See what takes place in your life, not in the explanation |
am giving. If | depend on you, if | am attached to you, that
dependence and attachment has a causg, it is because | am lonely,
or | am unhappy, or | want companionship, | want your love, your
affection, your care and so | am attached to you. From that
attachment there is great sorrow, there is pain, because you do not
love me, or you tolerate me, or give me alittle of your affection
and turn to somebody else, so thereisjealousy, antagonism, hate

and all therest that follows. Where there is a cause, then action,



morality, must be relative.

Can the mind be free of form, free of the ideal, of that form asa
cause, so that the mind is capable of going beyond itself. It isvery
simple really; words make it so difficult. Words are necessary in
order to communicate, but if you merely live at the verbal level
they are absolutely useless. It islike ploughing, ploughing,
ploughing and you destroy the earth merely by ploughing.

We have this problem, the problem which man right from the
beginning has sought to solve, whichiis: isall life mechanical? Is
al life material? - material in the sense of having an opinion, or
evaluation, that all existence is matter, its movement, its
modification - that mind and consciousness, with itswill, isalso
matter; that your whole lifeisthat. Y ou may pretend it is not, but
actually it isthat. Being enclosed in that, thought creates a form,
the ideal of the supreme, the highest form of excellence, great
nobility, the gods, as well as al the other things that thought has
put together in the world - the immense technological movement. It
isall matter. And living on this shore - as we are, with our wars,
our hatreds, our political appallingness - living on this side of the
river, which is matter the mind says:| want to go across, there must
be something there because thislife istoo stupid'. And it is stupid;
just to go to the office, to earn money, to take responsibility, to
struggle, compete, worry, to despair, to have anxieties, immense
sorrows and then die. We say that is not good enough - we may put
it more philosophically, in more extravagant or romantic language
- and we want something more. Then we say: "How are we to cross
thisriver to the other shore? We ask "Who will take us across?

When we ask that question there is the priest, the guru, the man



who knows and he says, "Follow me' and then we are done because
heis exactly like us, because he still functions within the field of
thought. He has created the gods, Jesus, Buddha, Krishna, he has
created the form and that form is as materialistic as your
sensations, it is the product of thought. Now, if that is absolutely
clear and there is no romantic escape, no ideological washing of
the hands, no comfort and everything el se that leads to such
illusions, if it is absolutely clear that any movement and
modification within the field of consciousnessis merely moving
from one object to another within the field of thought, then what is
the mind to do? - or not to do? First, such amind must be in total
order - you understand? - material order. Becauseif it isin disorder
it cannot go away from itself. Thought is matter and all its activity
within consciousness has created extraordinary confusion and
disorder - politically, religioudly, socially, morally, in relationships,
in every direction it has created disorder; and that is your life.
Unlessthere is absolute order - and | am using the word ™ absolute'
not " relative - unless there is absolute order within that area, any
cause to move away from that areais still the product of disorder.
So there must be order. Now how does this order come about -
politicaly, religiously, intellectually, morally, physicaly, in
relationships - order, an absolute order, not a convenient order, not
arelative order? How is the mind, which has been trained,
educated, conditioned, to live in disorder and to accept disorder to
bring order in itself? Bear in mind, that if you say thereisan
outside agency which will bring order then that outside agency is
the product of thought and therefore it will create contradiction and

therefore disorder. If you say the action of will will bring about



order, then what iswill? "I will do that' - ook at it, find out. When
you are aggressive, when you say, '| must do that', what is that will
whichisin action? It is- isit not? - desire; a projected end to be
achieved; a projected end conceived by thought - the desire for
success, the achieving of an end projected by thought as an ideal,
asaform, asan original pattern. Can thought bring order? - which
IS the way the politicians and the so called priests and all the
reformers are trying to achieve it. Can thought bring order?
Thought has created disorder. So what is one to do?

Now, can the mind, your mind observe, see, this disorder? One
isin disorder, one sees that the exercise of will, the following of
another, having desire to overcomeit, is still within the field of
disorder. So one says to oneself "What am | to do; what isthe mind
to do?first of all, does one know disorder, does the mind see
disorder - or doesit know the description of disorder? Y ou
describe to me the mountain, its beauty, the snow, its lines against
the blue sky, the depth of shadows in the forest, the running waters,
the murmur of trees, the beauty of it al; you describe it to me and
the description catches my mind and | live with that description
But the description is not that which is described. So one asks
oneself, am | caught in the description, or am | actually seeing
disorder? One isintellectual, the other isfactual. Now, isthe mind
observing its disorder which means no word, not caught in the
description, but merely observing this enormous disorder? Can the
mind so observe? And in observing its own disorder, isthere an
‘observer’ looking at it, or isthere no observer at all, but merely the
observing?

| observeyou, | seeyou. | met you last year. Y ou were pleasant



or unpleasant to me, you flattered or insulted me, or neglected me.
The memory of that remains - the memory. Thisyear | meet you
and the memory responds. That memory is the past and also that
memory is the observer - of course.

Can the mind observe all the disorder, social and moral and so
on, which is created by thought - in which | am, which is part of
me - can it observe this disorder without the observer? If the mind
can do it then what takes place?

If the observer isthere looking at disorder then thereisa
division between the observer and the observed, in that division
conflict takes place - | must contral it, | must changeit, | must
suppressit, | must overcome it and so on; there is conflict. Now
when the observer is not, and there is only observation, then there
isno conflict, there is merely observing. Then there is energy to go
beyond disorder.

Where there is division there must be disorder. The observer
rooted in the past is essentially the factor of division. Now can the
mind see the truth of that and observe the disorder - the actual
disorder of your life-, not the description? Can it observe your
disorder, your confusion, your anxieties, your contradictions, your
selfish demands, all that, observe? And if it observes without the
observer there is then the going beyond it, which means total order,
not relative order, mathematical order - that is essential before you
can go any further. Without order in the material world, in the
world of matter, in the world of thought, the mind has no basis, no
foundation on which to move. Therefore there must be observation
of behaviour, which is order. Do | behave according to a motive,

according to circumstances? Is my behaviour pragmatic - you



follow? - or isit under all circumstances the same? - not the same
in the sense of copying a pattern. Isit a behaviour which is never
relative, which is not based on reward and punishment? Enquire
into it, observe it and you will find how terrible your behaviour is,
how you look to a superior and inferior and al the rest of it. There
IS never a constant movement free of the motive of reward and
punishment.

Then aso you have to enquire into relationship, for it is still the
material world. Relationship is of the highest importance, because
lifeisrelationship. What is your relationship? Have you any
relationship? Relationship means to respond adequately to any
challenge in that relationship.

Enquiring into relationship; is my relationship with you
personal and intimate, or not so intimate; isit based on my
opinions, my memories, my hurts, my demands, my sexual
appetites? If it is, then my relationship with you is relative, it
changes - | am moody one day, not moody the next day, the next
day | am affectionate and the third day | hate you and the fourth
day | love you and so on and so on. In that relationship, if it is not
satisfactory, | will go to somebody else. Thisisthe game that we
have been playing for centuries, now it is more open, more
extravagant, more vulgar - that isal. So my mind has to find out
what its relationships actually are. Unless there is complete
harmony in the world of material in which | live, which is part of
me, in me, which is my consciousness, the mind cannot possibly go
beyond itself. That iswhy your meditations, your postures, your
breathing, your going to India and searching... well, never mind!...

IS so utterly meaningless.



S0, ismy relationship relative? - is al relationship relative? Or
isthere no relationship at all except when the division as the me
and the you does not exist? | am related to you because | love you,
because you give me food, clothes, shelter, you give me sex, you
give me companionship, | have built a marvellous image about
you, we may get annoyed with each other, irritated, but that is
trivial. And | hold on to you, | am attached to you, and in that
attachment thereis great pain, there is great sorrow, suffering,
torture, jealousy, antagonism, and then | say to mysdlf, | must be
free of that'. And in freeing myself from that | attach myself to
somebody else. And the game begins again. So | say to myself,
"What is this relationship? | s there arelationship, can there ever be
arelationship? Thereisthe'me' that,is pursuing my appetites, my
ambitions, my greed, my fears, my wanting to have more prestige,
greater position and so on and so on; and there is the other also
pursuing his or her own demands. So is there any relationship
possible at all between two human beings, each functioning on and
each pursuing his own exclusive, selfish, demands? So there may
be no relationship in that direction, but there may be relationship
when thereisno ‘me' at all. When the ‘'me, as thought, is non-
existent, | am related - related to you, the trees, the mountains, to
the rivers, to human beings. That means|ove - doesit not? - which
has no cause.

Consciousness with its content is within the field of matter. The
mind cannot possibly go beyond that under any circumstances, do
what it will, unlessit has complete order within itself and the
conflict in relationship has come totally to an end; which means a

relationship in which thereisno "'me'. Thisisnot just a verbal



explanation. The speaker istelling you what he lives, not what he
talks about. If he does not liveit, it is hypocrisy, adirty thing to do.

When the mind has order and the sense of total relationship,
then what takes place? Then the mind is not seeking at all; it is not
capable of any kind of illusion. That is absolutely necessary,
because thought can invent anything, any experience, any kind of
vision, any kind of superconsciousness and all therest of it. There
isno idedl, thereis no form, there is only behaviour, which is order
and the sense of relationship for the whole of man. There you have
the foundation.

Now another question arises from this: is the brain totally
conditioned? This brain of man, having thousands and thousands of
experiences, educated with a great deal of accumulated knowledge,
whether its own or from books and so on, it istherein the brain.
And thought operates only within that field of the known. It can
invent afield that says, 'Apart from knowing, | am there' - but that
istoo silly. So my mind is asking: is the whole brain conditioned,
conditioned by the culture it haslived in, economic, social,
environmental, religious? Is the mind, in which included the brain,
totally conditioned within the borders of time? Ishe mind a
complete slave? Do not say yes or no, for then you have settled; if
you say "Yes then there is nothing more into which to enquire; if
you say "No' there is nothing more either. But amind that is
asking, groping, looking, without any motive, without any
direction, says, "Isthe mind totally conditioned, therefore
mechanical? And you see it is mechanical; when it is functioning
in the field of knowledge it is mechanical, whether scientific,

technological, or the priestly tradition, it is mechanical and thereis



repetition, repetition, repetition. That iswhat is going on; the
repetition of a certain desire, sexual or otherwise, repeating,
repeating, repeating. Therefore the mind asksitself, "Isthe totality
of thisthing mechanical; or isthere, in thisfield of the mind, an
areawhich is not mechanical? Can the mind be free of causation;
for where there is causation it must be mechanical - all movement
as thought must be mechanical. Therefore, the mind asks: isthere a
movement which is not of time?

Questioner: Who isit then that observes when the observer and
the observed are one?

Krishnamurti: | observe the tree; there is the tree and there is the
"me' that is observing it. The observer looks at the tree with the
accumulation of knowledge about the tree - botanical and all the
rest. Now when there is no knowledge as the observer looking at
the tree, what takes place? | s there an observation as we know it
now? What takes place when there is an observation of the tree, the
mountain, or of a person - which is much more difficult, more
involved rather - what takes place? First of all, the observer creates
the distance - maybe afoot, or ten thousand miles - and distance
means time. The observer is the creator of distance and time. When
there is no distance and time what takes place? |s there an observer
at al? Or only the thing that is? - only the tree and not the
observer. Only that. Then what takes place when there is the
observation of ahuman being? | observe you, the observer being
the past, then there is a distance between me and the observed; in
the past you have insulted me, the observer, flattered me, or
whatever it is; that is the past and it creates the distance between

me, the observer and you. But when the observer is not, the



distance and time ceases, does it not? Do it and you will see this
happen. Then there is no reaction, but only the observation -
reaction is from the observer. So you exist, not the observer. But
the observer says, | have been cheated;you have taken my money'.
| remember that. Should the observer forget that? So | ook at you
without the reaction of the past, but knowing that it has happened.
Thereisno reaction to it, but the fact is that; my mind observes
without the reaction but the fact is there. It is the reaction to the
fact that creates distance, not the fact.

So when the observer is not, which is when the 'me' is not, there
isonly the fact. And the operation of the fact matters, not my
reaction. This requires great attention to one's observation, one's
reactions.

Questioner: Who sees the fact?

Krishnamurti: Thereis this fact, the microphone, is there not?
Thereis no question of who seesit. We both have agreed to call it
the microphone - we won't call it the giraffe - in observing that
thereisno ‘'me or 'you', thereisjust that fact. But if you say that it
Is not a microphone, then begins all the reactions.

Questioner: If | call what is going on disorder, does not that
imply that | am imagining an order?

Krishnamurti: The mind is only concerned with disorder, not
with order; because it is disordered it does not know what order is.
A neurotic, unbalanced mind, how can it know order? All it can
know, all it can be aware of, isits own disorder. Any projection
from that disorder is still disorder, that is ssimple. So can the mind
be aware simply of its disorder - in the sense of contradiction,

imitation, conformity, all that isimplied in disorder? Disorder is



the fact. The reaction to that disorder is the reaction of the
observer. Now, can the mind observe that disorder?

Questioner: Maybe | misunderstand you. The moment | use the
word disorder, does that not...

Krishnamurti: The word disorder - isthat actually disorder? Is
hunger aword or areality? When you are hungry that is areality.
But the word hunger is different from the reality - although the
word may awaken hunger. When we use the word disorder; is that
a description which then tells you what disorder is? Or isit that
within the description you see the actual disorder? So can the mind
be free of the word disorder and look and discover its actual
disorder?

Can you disassociate the object and the name of the object? It is
good to investigate this. The name and the object. | say itismy
wife - or girl friend, my father, whatever it is. Wife is the name, the
person is different from the word. Can | disassociate the word from
the person? Does the word interfere with looking at the person? Do
you follow? If it does, then the mind is a slave to the word and the
person is then not important.

So we are caught in words. We are slaves to words and the
word is then the object, of course - for most of us.

18th July , 1974
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We have been talking over together the whole materialistic attitude
towards life. The word "materialism' means having val ues,
opinions, judgements based on the principle that there is nothing
el se but matter, its movement, its modification which includes
consciousness and will. That is generally accepted as the meaning
of materialism. And philosophies - philosophy really means the
love of life, or the love of truth - are ideals, suppositions, theories
and systems which have been invented, or been conceived, or
formulated by the mind of man. Most people in the world have
been conditioned by these philosophies - religious, economic or
social. And man has never tackled or enquired into, come to grips
with, the whole structure of the mind - the mind that has built the
egocentric activity. Egotism has been one of the mgjor factors of
our life, probably the only factor. Human beings have accepted it
asinevitable, natural. We say, -1t existsin animals, so it existsin
us; it isright we should be concerned with ourselves, with
improvement, with our position in society', and so on and so on. |
do not know if you have ever enquired whether it is not the human
mind throughout the world, under different guises, in different
forms, which has been the central factor of man's cruelty, man's
barbarity and suffering.

To understand the "'me’, the ego, we must first of all understand
our consciousness at the very centre of which isthe 'me'. That
consciousness may expand, include everything, but it still hasa

centre, and that centre, with its structure, its nature and activity is



in essence the 'me.

Consciousness, your consciousness is its content, the content
being al the identifications with the race, the family, the
community, with an ideology, a culture, atradition, with the
conflict, misery, confusion, with the struggle, the pain, the
enormous amount of sorrow and the occasional joy and laughter -
al that isits content. And that content is essentialy the ‘me.
Remove your furniture, your name - what are you? Remove all the
ideologies, experiences, knowledge, the fears, hopes, pleasures,
pursuits and ambitions - there is nothing left. And we make such an
enormous fuss, such a struggle, to maintain this structure.

From this arises the question: is the mind mechanical ? Because
the 'me' ismechanical, the "I' which says, "I believein, | have faith
in, I am this, not that, or | must be this and not that' - this centre of
great activity, is the product of a mind which is mechanical. | mean
by mechanical the activity of a mind that always operatesin the
field of the known. If the whole of the mind is mechanical, then no
matter what theory, what philosophy it may invent out of its own
desperation, its gods, itsrituals, its beliefs are no more than
theories of the mechanical mind, responses which are the outcome
of stored up knowledge. | am a Christian, my conditioning being
Christian | respond to that; or according to my conditioning, | am a
Communist, a Hindu, and so on. So reflex actions are mechanical.
This brings one to question whether the brain, the mind, is wholly
conditioned by the culture, the environmental influences, economic
conditions, religious penetration of beliefs, ideals, gods, hopes, all
that. |s the whole structure conditioned? When we use the word

'mind' we are including not only the nervous responses of the body,



but also the emotions, the recognition of emotional states by
thought - thought being the response of memory which is stored up
as knowledge - and of course the intellect - the total mind, not just
apart.

We want to find out if there is any areain the mind which is not
mechanical, if thereis an energy which is non-mechanical, because
we have lived on an energy which is mechanical: | respond to your
insult or your flattery; | respond according to my conditioning.
That isal within the field of the known, and aslong as thereis
operation within the field of the known it must be mechanical. Man
has recognised this, that to live in the field of the knownisto live
in aprison, and so he begins to speculate, invent, theorize, to say
there must be an outside agency, a god, super-consciousness,
Atman and so on. But it is still born out of the known. Itisa
concept formed by the past, therefore it is still within the field of
time. So it isnothing new. And in that field we have lived, and in
that field there is a certain energy created by thought and friction.
That we know - friction as ambition, as envy, friction as
competition, and so on. We have lived for centuriesin that field,
and in that field one has enormous energy, as seen in technology,
science, political divisions, quarrels, antagonisms, wars, the
extraordinary inventions of destruction - all that demands
tremendous energy. Please watch your own mind, your own life,
your own way of thinking, living, behaving and responding. And
when you watch you will see it isaways mechanical, it is always
from the known.

Now we are asking whether thereis afield, an area of the mind

or brain, which has not been touched by the known? |s there an



areain the brain which is not contaminated (if | may use that word)
by thought - thought being the response of memory? Thisisreal
meditation - to find out - and not all the nonsense that goeson in
the world in the name of meditation. How is the mind to find out? -
not invent, not hypnotize itself in the hope of something new
becauseit isin despair, because it is bored with existence. To find
that out every form of illusion must be totally put aside. Right?
What brings about illusion? Why does the mind deceive itself, not
facethefact asit is; why does it cover it up, escape from it - al of
which areillusionary activities. The active present is the fact,
whatever that fact is. Isit part of our education never to come
directly in contact with "what is, to be other than we are, to be like
someone else, to be somebody in this abominable world; isit
because we are always educated to reform ourselves to improve
ourselves? And isit because we have ideals which are always over
there and never here, never actual, unreal? Is it because basically,
fundamentally, we don't know what to do with "what is? The
incapacity to deal with "what is' makes us move away from ~ what
IS,

Thisis dreadfully serious, because the world isin chaos; itis
getting worse everyday, and a serious man has a tremendous
responsibility to discover how to face this chaos. Religions haven't
solved the problem, nor the politicians, the businessmen, the
scientists; they are just drifting, and the more you drift the more the
chaos grows. So the man who isreally serious, who knows and
feels his responsibility, has to consider the transformation of his
consciousness, because it is only there that there is any hope of

bringing about adifferent world, a different kind of education, a



different human being.

So we are asking:Is there any area of the mind which isreally
free from the known? | s there any part of the brain which is not
cultivated by thought? Thisis really important, for if we do not
find it then we will alwayslivein the field of the known from
which thought arises, which is matter. Thought is matter because it
IS the response of memory; memory is held in the brain cells and
from there it responds, therefore it is still matter, and any activity is
still within the known and therefore matter. So to find if thereis
any area of the brain, the mind, which thought cannot possibly
enter, one must be free of the known, yet realize its value as
function.

Y ou understand the problem? If we understand the problem
then the problem will solve itself. It isthis: man has cultivated the
brain, the mind, giving extensive growth to knowledge - there must
be knowledge, obviously, knowledge is essential to function, to go
to the factory, to write aletter, to speak English and all the rest -
but so long as the mind lives within that areait livesin a prison.

So can the mind see the fact that knowledge is necessary, and
yet realize, seethe truth, that aslong asit lives there it will
everlastingly suffer, because it is based on thought? Then can the
mind realize the value of knowledge and not be aslaveto it? If the
mind realizes something it isfree of it. Recognising the value of
knowledge, yet not dependent on it, not caught in it, not enslaved
by knowledge, a new quality comes into being, a new kind of
energy. So knowledge hasitsrelative value, and being relativeit is
not all-important, which we are now making it. Can you see the
reality of this: that you must operate in the field of knowledge and



yet not be dependent on it? Therefore a certain quality of freedom
from the known comes into being. Then you can begin to enquire
by watching the movement of thought, the source of thought, by
being aware, whether there is a demarcation, not drawn by thought,
between the known and something else which is not at the behest
of thought, which thought cannot capture at all.

Let me put it differently. When we look at our life, our daily
life, obviously we are very materialistic people; we depend on our
senses, our senses dictate our action. We arereally totally worldly
people. And in materialism, which has been the conditioning of our
life, there are two principal factors. pain and pleasure. Aslong as
we live within that field of materialism pain and pleasure become
extraordinarily important, and there is no escape aslong aswelive
there. | don't know whether you understand this? We are
materialistic, we depend on and react according to our senses we
react according to our opinions, judgements, evaluations, which are
all the product of thought, thought being matter. And as that has
become as extraordinarily important in the world, pleasure and fear
are the principal factors that direct behaviour. Aslong aswelivein
that area these two factors dominate, and there can be no escape
from it, because to what do you escape? - more pleasure or more
fear; more pleasure conceived by thought, or the avoidance of fear
by seeking security in isolation: looking after myself, looking after
my country with which | have identified myself, with my gods -
gradual identification and isolation, and therefore more fear. Where
thereisisolation, division, thereisinevitably wider and deeper
fear, because the mind, being materialistic, pursues pleasure; for

that isall it has, its gods, its moralities, its churches, its doctrines,



everything based on the pursuit of pleasure and therefore more
fear. Please do see this, because we are caught in this. Y ou have
your fears and the endless pursuit of pleasure, the dark fears
explored and unexplored, al within this area of the known, which
IS matter.

Only when the mind discovers an area where thought cannot
possibly enter - not as an illusion, not as ahope, a belief, not as an
idea - then only does fear disappear entirely. Do you understand?
And there- fore, when there is no fear there is the understanding of
pleasure, not the pursuit of pleasure, but the understanding of it.

So can the mind be free from the known yet see how important
the known is? If it sees this, then in the field of the known the
activity of the "'me’ does not enter. Do you see the difference? If |
see the importance of knowledge and its value, its significance, its
necessity, then the "me’ which has created such mischief in the
world has no place in knowledge, it cannot identify itself with
knowledge, because knowledge is pure function. But when
function becomes status then it is the operation of the 'me'. |
wonder if you have understood?

Thusin the field of knowledge, objective efficiency, without the
ruthlessness of the 'me' entering into it, takes place, because it is
pure function. There the "'me’ has no place at all. See the beauty of
it! So the mind then beginsto enquire if there is any areawhere it
istotally free of the human endeavour, the human struggle, pain,
sorrow. Unless the mind finds that, there is no way out. Y ou can
invent away out, but it is still the known, materialistic. Now how
does one discover this? Obvioudy not by a system - asystemis

still part of the known. Therefore what is the instrument of enquiry,



of observation? Do you know? Y ou have to find out, but not
through somebody else, because if you find it through somebody
elseitisnot truth; it islike living in the shadow of another. So
when you are confronted with this problem, probably for the first
time, you have no answer. Right? Really, you have no answer.
That isagreat thing! You understand? It is amarvellous thing to
say, | have no answer. | don't know what to do', knowing that
nobody is going to give you a helping hand, knowing that you can't
possibly look to another. You really don't know. That is essential,
and that is real innocence. Please listen to this carefully. That is
deep, inexhaustible, innocence to say, ‘| really don't know.' Not
that you are waiting for an answer, not that you are expecting
something, because then we play that game again. To remain
totally in that state of not knowing, for out of that not knowing you
have a tremendous energy, haven't you? Then you are curious, you
are not eager for satisfaction, you are not wanting to achieve
something. That state of total not knowing is part of the brain
which has not been contaminated. Y ou understand? All the things
which man has put together through centuries | know very well,
but when | say, | don't know', the mind has uncovered afield
which has not been touched.

Now can the mind remain there, yet function in knowledge?
L ook Sirs, man has searched for god, for happiness, for a better
way of life, he has invented philosophies of various kinds, but he
has not been able to solve his problem of sorrow, and unless he
solves that he cannot possibly come upon that area of the mind
which has not been touched by thought. Can the mind watch its

activity - not try to change, reform or control it, because the



observer isthe observed - and see what it discoversin the field of
the known and be totally responsible for that? That means not to et
knowledge be used by thought as the 'me’ - therefore there is only
function, no status. Where there is status there is the 'me’
operating. Now can we do this, do thisin daily life? Y ou know that
means great attention, not the attention of will, but ssmply to watch
it as you watch asquirrel playing round the trees, or achild
running about, just to watch it with care and affection. Then you
will seethat the 'me' doesn't enter at al in the field of the known,
in the operation, in the function. Then you have awhole area of the
mind, the brain, which is totally unoccupied. Y ou know when there
ISno occupation itisfree, itisalive, itis moving.

From this arises another problem: is it a matter of time to see
this? The reality of knowledge and the non-reality of knowledge -
to see this and to function in that - does that require time - time
being a movement from here to there? | need timeto learn a
language, to learn a new technique; but is time necessary in seeing
the operation of the known, the reality of it, the necessity of it, the
inevitability of it, and the freedom from that which isan area
totally innocent, innocent in the sense of an area which has not
been hurt at all? Y ou understand? We human beings are hurt, from
our childhood we have been hurt, by parents, by fellow students,
by everybody; the more sensitive we become the more we are hurt.
And being hurt we resist, we withdraw and go through agonies of
neurotic activity. An area of the brain which has never been hurt -
doesit take time to come upon that? It will take time if you make
that into an ideal - which the mind will inevitably do - athing to be
gained, achieved, athing with which | want to identify myself so



that | will have more energy - to create more mischief. The desire
to achieveisthe factor of the 'me' which givesadirection. Isit a
matter of time? Improvement is a matter of time, self-
improvement, but the total emptying of the mind as the "'me' is not
of time, because you see reality.

Do you see the whole of this, all that has been said this
morning? - the materialistic attitude of our daily living in which
there is great fear and great pleasure as the two operating principles
within the field of the known. That iswhat we have lived on, and
with that we are trying to get rid of fear to hold on to pleasure - al
the battle that has been going on. Do you see also that aslong as
the mind lives there, there is no escape from fear, no solution to
fear however deeply you analyse, there is no ending to fear or to
sorrow? It is only when you come upon that other thing that there
isan ending to al that. To see dll that, the totality, doesn't require
timeat al. You either seeit or don't seeit. If you don't seeit, itis
either because you don't want to seeit or you are so committed to
your own belief, your own knowledge, to your own little self, or it
IS because you have not paid attention or you don't care how you
live. But if you give your total attention you can't help seeing the
totality - and then it is over, finished.

Questioner: How can we put an end to violence between
youngstersin our family?

Krishnamurti: How can we put an end to violence between our
children, the violence of the younger generation? Why has violence
become so extraordinarily pervasive, why isit increasing so
incredibly? Isit, first of all, because the parents have no timeto

give their children, because they are so occupied with their own



problems, earning alivelihood and so on, and thus there is no
relationship between the young and their elders? Is that one of the
reasons? - not the only reason. The parents are away from home
working to earn more money and the children are sent off to school.
In the school there is competition, there is fighting - you know all
that is going on in modern schools. Thereis no relationship, no
real, degp human communication between the so-called teacher
and the students. The teacher is occupied with his own problems,
so he cannot find time before the lesson startsto talk to his pupils
about living alife of goodness, quietness and gentleness; or to
convey what he means because he is himsalf living it and not just
talking about it. Is that one of the reasons? And yet another - pick
up any newspaper any day and you read of some kind of violence:
wars, somebody has been murdered, raped or kidnapped. It is
pervasive, it isall around, this sense of violence.

Why has this happened right throughout the world in recent
years? Isit areaction to Victorian ideals? Is it because some
specialists have declared that children must just be allowed to grow
up, never corrected, never told what to do, never punished? Isit
because of recent wars? Or is it because everything around us has
lost its meaning? The Communists, with their gods and their
philosophy, have treated human beings like so many insects:
millions and millions have been destroyed. There is so much
violence everywhere, and is this why the younger generation,
seeing how their elders have not brought peace to the world, feel
they must be violent too? They see conflict in everything around
them, in the struggle for security, success, position. Thisisthe
pattern of life, and we are educated to that from childhood. Do you



not think it isinevitable then that violence comes into being.

Also with religion - not this kind of crazy, circus religion, but
the established religion which everyone quotes from - never do the
churches say, "Don't kill!". Rather they say = Kill when necessary'.
They have blessed the battleships, they have blessed the guns.
They dare not say, ‘Don't kill another human being’, because they
are supported by governments, property and all the rest.

So taking all thisinto account, what isachild to do? Heis
sensitive, inquisitive, tender, has no affection, no love in his home,
or only occasionally, he sees his parents drinking, smoking, taking
drugs, quarrelling, violent. There is the whole pattern set for him.
Therefore what is he to do? What are you to do if you have
children? And those who have no children in these days may well
say, Thank god!" But for those who have, thisis atremendous
problem, atremendous responsibility. It isnot just a matter for half-
an-hour's discussion and then return to your life of violence. So
what are you to do when all the schools, the colleges, the
universities are based on competition, with the struggle to have a
place, the fear of not getting a place? What will you do with your
child? Will you create a new school, undertake the responsibility
with afew others for the money, the work, everything involved in a
school ? Have you the energy, the interest, the care, the affection to
do that? If not, you will drift the way of the rest. If you cannot start
aschool and there are other kinds of schools, then help them. Do
you follow? It is for you to create schools. We, the speaker and
some others, are doing this; we want to do this, we are burning
with it. It isour responsibility to carry this out and not just talk and
talk endlessly and do nothing.



21st July 1974



TALKSIN SAANEN 1974 5TH PUBLIC TALK
23RD JULY 1974

We have been talking over together the nature and the structure of
thought, its place and its limitations and all the processes and
functions involved in the movement of thought. If | may, this
morning - and it israther lovely after all these days of rain and
cloud to see the mountains, the shadows and the rivers, and to
smell the pleasant air - | would like to talk about the question of
responsibility and who is answerable to what. In observing,
objectively, without any opinion or judgement, what isgoing onin
the world, the recent wars, the appalling misery and confusion, one
asks, who is responsible, or answerable, for all this? To really find
the right response, the right answer, we must ook at the whole
phenomenon of existence; at the one end you have the
extraordinary development of technology - which is almost
destroying the earth - and at the other you have what may be called
the hope, the demand, the entreatment of god, truth or what you
will. Thereisthisvast spectrum, this vast field of existence, which
isour daily living and we seem to be incapabl e of responding to
the whole of it, rather than just part of it. So we must find out for
ourselves the right response, the right answer, to all this. If we
merely answer to, or are responsible for, avery small part of it,
which is ourselves and our little circle, our little desires, our petty
little responsibilities, our selfish enclosed movement, if we only
respond to that, neglecting the whole of it, then we are bound to
create not only suffering for ourselves, but suffering for the whole

of mankind. Because, as we said the other day, our consciousness



IS its content; when there is the transformation in that
consciousness you affect the whole of the consciousness of human
beings. Thisisafact. It is not imagination, not atheory, not a
speculative hope. If you change radically the content of your
Consciousness you are affecting the consciousness of your
neighbour, of your children, of your society, of al the
consciousness of human beings. Thisis so; Hitler, Lenin, Stalin,
Mussolini, all of them, affected mankind, because they created in
themselves a change - whether a good or bad change we are not
discussing.

S0, isit possible to be responsible, to answer adequately, to the
whole, the whole of mankind and therefore be responsible to
nature, to your children, to your neighbour, to all the movement
that man has created in his endeavour to liverightly? Isit possible
to feel that immense responsibility, not only intellectualy,
verbally, but very deeply, so asto be able to answer to thiswhole
of human struggle, pain, brutality, violence and despair?

To respond totally one must know what it meansto love. That
word love has been misused, so spoilt, so trodden upon; but we
will haveto useit and give to it atotally different kind of meaning.
To answer to the whole there must be love and to understand that
guality, that compassion, to have that extraordinary sense of energy
which is not created by thought, we must understand suffering.

When we use the word love, understand that it is not averbal or
intellectual communication of the word, but the communication or
communion that lies behind the word. Now first we must
understand suffering and be able to go beyond it, otherwise we

cannot possibly understand what responsibility to the wholeis,



which isrea love. Aswe said the other day, we are sharing this
thing together, we are partaking, not only verbally, intellectually,
but going far beyond that. To shareit is our responsibility. That
means you must not only hear the word, listen to the meaning of
the word semantically, but also share in the movement of self
enquiry and go beyond it. Y ou must take part in thiswhole
movement, otherwise you will treat it merely verbally or
intellectually or emotionally and then it is nothing.

So as we said, to understand this responsibility to the whole and
therefore that strange quality of love, one must go beyond
suffering. What is suffering? Why do human beings suffer? This
has been one of the great problems of life for millions of years.
And apparently very very few have gone beyond suffering and they
have become heroes or saviours, or some kind of neurotic religious
|leaders and there they remain. But as ordinary human beings we
never seem to go beyond suffering. We seem to be caught in it; and
we are asking now, this morning, isit possible to be really free of
it? There are various kinds of suffering; the physical and the
various psychological movements of suffering, the ordinary
organic pains through disease, old age, ill health, bad diet and so
on and the enormous field of psychological suffering. Can you be
aware of that field? Can you know intimately the structure, nature
and function of that suffering? Can you know how it operates, what
are itsresults, crippling the mind, enclosing it in self-centred
activity, more and more? Are you aware of it? Y ou can have a
great deal of pain through a disease and not allow it to interfere
with the activity of the mind; you can dissociate from the physical

pain so that that pain does not create neurotic activity; it requires



considerable attention to the intelligence of the body. When the
body is not dictated to by taste, by the tongue, by the various forms
of artificial stimulation, then the organism has its own intelligence.

Probably you will not pay the least attention to all this after you
have left here, but at least during this hour do give alittle attention
and care. Because thereisalot to learn, alot that you should know,
though you may not act upon it, because most of us are rather lazy,
indolent, easy going, accepting things as they are and carrying
enormous burdens throughout our life. But at least you should
know about these things, as you are good enough to be here.

So, we now consider psychological suffering, which apparently
man has not been able to resolve. He has been able to escape from
it, through various channels, religious, economic, social, through
political and business activities, through various drugs and every
form of escape but never confronting the actual fact of suffering.
What is suffering? Isit possible for the mind to be completely free
of the psychological activity that brings about suffering?

One of the major reasons for psychological suffering isthe
sense of isolation, the feeling of total loneliness, the feeling that
you have nothing to depend upon, that you have no relationship
with anyone, that you are totally isolated. Y ou have had this
feeling | am quite sure; you may be with your family, in abus, or
at a party or what you will and you have these moments of an
extraordinary sense of isolation, an extraordinary sense of lack of
total nothingness. Also, suffering, psychologically, comes through
attachment. Attachment to ideas, or ideals, to opinions, to beliefs,
to concepts. Please observe thisin yourself. The word is the mirror

in which you are looking in which to see the operations of your



own mind - so look there.

Another cause of suffering, isthe great sense of 1oss - loss of
prestige, loss of power, loss of so many things. The loss of
somebody whom you think you love, in death, that is the ultimate
suffering. Now can the mind be free of all this? Otherwise it cannot
possibly know this sense of love for the whole. If thereis no love
for the whole of existence - which is not only your existence but
that of total man - then there is no compassion and you will never
understand, do what you will, what loveis. In the love of the whole
the particular comesin; but when there is the particular love of the
one then there is the absence of the other.

It is absolutely imperative that we understand and go beyond
suffering. Isthat possible? That is, isit possible for the mind to
understand this sense of deep inward loneliness? When we feel
lonely it is rather frightening, rather depressing and from that
various kinds of moods arise; now without escaping, without
rationalizing, can you observe it? - without any movement of
escape? When you feel lonely, with all the implicationsinvolved in
it, the escapes, the attachments, can you look at it without any
movement of escape? Can you be aware of it without rationalizing,
without trying to find the cause of it, just observing it. In that
observation you discover that your escape is through attachment to
an idea, to a concept, to a belief. Now can you be aware of that
belief and how it is an escape? - when you observe it quietly, the
escape and the belief disappear, without any effort. But the
moment you introduce effort there is the observer and the observed
and therefore the conflict. But when you are aware of all the

implications of loneliness then there is no observer, thereis only



the fact of thisfeeling of being utterly isolated. Thisisolation takes
place through your daily activity, your ambition, greed, envy, your
concern with your own desire to fulfil, to become somebody, to
improve yourself. You are so concerned with your little self and
that is part of your loneliness. During the day, or during sleep, in
al your activities you are so concerned about yourself - the' me'
and 'you','we' and "they' - concerned and committed to yourself,
wanting to do things for yourself in the name of your nation, in the
name of your god, in the name of your family, in the name of your
wife and all the nonsense that goes on.

L oneliness comes into being through the daily activities of self
concern. When you become aware of all the implications of
loneliness you see this. Y ou seeit, you do not theorize about it.
When you look at something closely the details come out, at atree,
at ariver, or the mountain, or a person, in that observation you see
everything, it tellsyou, you do not tell it. So when you observe,
when you are so greatly without any choice, aware of this
loneliness, then the thing disappears altogether.

Then one of the causes of suffering is attachment. | am attached
to a person, attached to an idea, attached to an opinion, attached to
tradition and so on and so on. Why is the mind attached - attached
to furniture, attached to a house, attached to your wife - why?Itis
one of the reasons for great suffering. Being attached and finding it
is painful, we try to cultivate detachment, which is another horror.

Attachment is aform of occupation for the mind. If | am
attached to you then | am thinking about you, | am worrying about
you, | am concerned about you, in my self-centred way, because |

do not want to lose you; | do not want you to be free, | do not want



you to do something which disturbs my attachment, for in that
attachment | feel, somewnhat at least, temporarily secure. In
attachment there is fear, jealousy, anxiety, suffering. Now just ook
at it. Do not say, What am | to do? - you cannot do anything. If
you try to do something about your attachment then you are trying
to create another form of attachment. Do you follow this? So just
observe it. When you are attached to a person you dominate that
person, you want to control that person, you deny freedom to that
person. When you are attached you are denying freedom altogether.
If | am attached to communist ideals then | bring destruction to
others - which iswhat is happening.

So, seeing that attachment is one of the causes of sorrow, thenis
it possible for the mind to be free of attachments? - which does not
mean that the mind becomes indifferent. If | am concerned with the
whole of existence, | must respond, answer, to the whole and not
just be concerned with my particular little desire to be attached to
you and my wanting to get over that little anxiety or pain, my
jealousy and all therest of it. For the quality of love can only come
into being when the mind is concerned with the whole and not with
the particular. When it is concerned with the whole there is love
and then from the whole the particular has a place.

Thereisthe suffering of loss, of losing somebody whom you
love - "love, you understand, | am using that word in quotation
marks. Why do you suffer? Y ou lose your son, your mother, your
wife - why do you suffer? Isit that you are suddenly left hurt, very
deeply, through the death of another? Y ou have identified yourself
with that person, heis your son, you want him, for you are yourself

projected in him, you have identified yourself with him, and when



he is no longer there you fedl atremendous sense of hurt because
you have none other in whom to continue the sense of ‘'me'. So you
are deeply hurt; from that hurt arises self-pity. You are not really
so much concerned about the other but about yourself through the
other. Therefore you are hurt when the other is not; and from that
hurt and self-pity arises the desire to find somebody else through
whom you can survive.

Thereisnot only your personal suffering, but the vast suffering
of man; the suffering which wars have brought about to innocent
people, to the killer and the killed, the mother, the husband, the
children, whether in the far East, the Middle East or in the West;
there is this vast human suffering, both physically and
psychologically. Unless the mind understands this whole problem
it will only play with the word love; you can do social work and
talk about the love of god, the love of man, the love all this, but in
your heart you will never know what it is- right? So is your mind,
your consciousness, capable of looking at this fact, looking at it,
seeing what extraordinary misery is caused, not only to another but
to oneself? Seeing how you deprive the freedom of another when
you are attached and in attachment depriving your own freedom;
and so the battle goes on between you and me. So can the mind
observe this? Because it is only with the ending of suffering that
wisdom comes into being. Wisdom is not athing that you learn
from books or from another. Wisdom comes in the understanding
of suffering and all its implications, not only the personal but also
the vast human suffering which man has created. It is only when
you go beyond it that wisdom comes into being.

Then to understand, or come upon, this thing that we call love,



we must also understand beauty - one of the most difficult things to
put into words. Do you know what it means to be sensitive? - not
sensitive to your desires and ambitions, to your hurts and failures
or successes, most of us are sensitive to our own little demands, to
our little pursuits of pleasure, fear, anxiety or delight. But we are
talking of being sensitive, not to something, but being sensitive,
both psychologically and physically. Physically, to be sensitive, is
to have avery good supple body - healthy, not overeating and
indulging - a sensitive body. To be sensitive psychologically - not
that we are dividing the psyche from the body, they are inter-
related - you cannot be sensitive in the psychological areaif there
isany kind of hurt. We human beings are hurt greatly, we have
deep wounds, unconscious and conscious wounds, either self
inflicted or caused by others, at school, at home, in the bus, in the
office, in the factory, we are hurt. That deep hurt, conscious or
unconscious, makes us psychologically insensitive, dull. Watch
your own hurt if you can. A gesture, aword, alook, is enough to
hurt. Y ou are hurt when you are compared with somebody else,
when you are trying to imitate somebody else, when you are
conforming to a pattern you are hurt, whether that pattern is set by
another or by yourself. We human beings are deeply wounded and
those wounds bring about neurotic activity - neurotic beliefs and
ideals. Again, isit possible to understand these hurts and to be free
of them, never to be hurt again under any circumstances? We are
hurt from childhood, as aresult of various incidents or accidents,
by aword, a gesture, adlighting look, gnawed; there are these
wounds, can they be wiped away without leaving a mark?

If thereis ahurt, you are not sensitive and will never know what



beauty is. You can go to all the museums in the world, comparing
Michelangel o with Picasso, whatever you like, being expertsin the
study of artists and their paintings and all the rest of it, but aslong
as a human mind is hurt and therefore insensitive, it will never
know beauty. Without knowing that quality of beauty - which is
not merely in the thing, in the product which man has made, in the
line which an architect has given to abuilding, or in the mountain,
the beautiful tree and al the rest of it - thereisno love.

Can your mind know it has been hurt and not react to that hurt
at the conscious or at the unconscious level? Can it know these
hurts, be aware of them? It isfairly easy to be aware of conscious
hurts but can you know those that are unconscious? Or must you
go through all the process of analysis? Analysisimplies the
analyser and the analysed. And who isthe analyser? Is he different
from the analysed? If heis different why is he different? Who
created the analyser to be different from the analysed? If heis
different how can he know what the analysed is? The analyser is
the analysed. That is obvious. At each stage of analysis there must
be not the slightest misunderstanding for at the next analysis you
cannot analyses completely because of that previous
misunderstanding. And analysis implies time - you can go on,
endlessly for the rest of your life and you will still be analysing as
you are dying.

So how isthe mind to uncover the deep unconscious wounds?
And there are the wounds which the race has collected. When the
conqueror subjugates the victim he has hurt him; that isaracial
hurt. The Imperialists, the makers of Empires, to them everybody

IS beneath them and they |eave a deep unconscious hurt on those



who have been conquered - it is there. How is the mind to uncover
al these hidden hurts, deep in the recesses of its consciousness? |
see the fallacy of analysis - right? Our tradition isto analyse and |
have put aside the tradition of analysis. So what has happened to
the mind when it has denied, put aside, or seen the fal seness of
something, the falseness of analysis? - it isfree of that burden,
therefore it has become sensitive. The mind is lighter, clearer, it
can observe more sharply. By putting aside the tradition of analysis
and introspection which man has accepted, the mind has become
freed. By denying the tradition you have denied the content of the
unconscious. The unconsciousis the tradition; it is the tradition of
religion, the tradition of marriage, of so many things. One of the
traditions is to accept hurt and having accepted hurt then analyse to
get rid of it. Now when you deny that, because it isfalse, you have
denied the content of unconsciousness. Therefore you are free of
the unconscious hurts,

The mind by observing its hurt and not using the traditional
instrument to wipe away that hurt - which isanalysis, whichis
talking it over together, you know all that goes on, group therapy
and individual therapy and collective therapy - wipesit away by
being aware of the tradition and in denying that tradition you deny
the hurt which accepts that tradition. The mind then becomes
extraordinarily sensitive - the mind being the body, heart, brain,
nerves, the total thing becomes sensitive.

We said that beauty is not in the museum, it is not in the picture,
itisnot inthe face, it is not in any response from the background
of your tradition.The mind, having put all that aside, becauseit is

sensitive and because suffering has been understood, thereis



passion. Passion is different from lust, obvioudly. Lust isthe
continuation of pleasure and the demand for pleasure in different
forms, sexually or in the religious entertainment that goes on in
churches and temples and all the rest of it. So when the mind is
beyond suffering, then thereisthat quality of passion, a quality
which istotally necessary to understand the extraordinary sense of
beauty. That beauty cannot possibly exist when the 'me' is
constantly asserting itself. Y ou may be accepted by the world as
the greatest painter, but if you are concerned with your little self
you are no longer an artist. Y ou are only furthering through art
your own selfish continuation.

Now we have amind that is freed, that has gone beyond this
sense of suffering, it isfree from all hurt and therefore incapable of
being hurt again under any circumstance, whether it is flattered or
insulted, nothing can touch it - which does not mean it has built a
resistance; on the contrary, it is excellently vulnerable. Then the
mind will begin to find out what loveis. Obviously loveis not
pleasure, because you have now been through al that and put it
aside - not that you cannot enjoy the mountains, trees, and the
rivers and the beauty of the land, but when that beauty becomes the
pursuit of pleasure it ceases to be beauty. Love is not pleasure.
Love is not the pursuit or the avoidance of fear. Loveis not
attachment. Love has no suffering. Love means the love of the
whole, which is compassion. And that love has its own order, order
both within and without, an order which cannot be brought about
through legislation. Now when you understand this and liveit,
daily - otherwise all that we have spoken about has no value at all,

itisjust alot of words without any meaning, just ashes - then life



has quite a different significance.

Questioner: If | am aware during the day of all my thoughts and
actions, really aware, clearly, limpidly, with a quality of lightness,
what takes place in deep, what is the movement in sleep?

Krishnamurti: What goes on during sleep? There are dreams,
pleasant and unpleasant, dreams which indicate something that
may happen in the future, dreams that warn me of certain actions
and so on dreams. Now can the mind during so-called sleep renew
itself totally?

Is one really aware during the day? One says one is aware, or
one thinks one is aware, which isworse. But actually is one aware
of the fact, not the word but the fact? The word is never the thing,
the description is never the described. So, | am aware not of the
word, not of the description, but of the actual fact that | am angry, |
am jealous, that | am conceited, vain, stupid, full of vanity, hurt,
pride, anxiety; and | am aware of that, actually. Somebody can tell
me | am hungry but that is not hunger. So in the same way am |
aware actually? Or isit that | think | am aware? If | am so aware
during the day, during the waking hours then the unconscious
bringsits intimations; it wants to tell you something, its prejudices,
itsfears, its anxieties, its hurts, its extraordinary hidden demands.
Being conscioudly, totally aware one begins to discover what the
unconscious is saying. Now if one does that during the day what
takes place at night? Does the same process go on? If it does, then
it is acontinuation in dreams of what you have done during the
day.

| am aware - or rather, not fully aware but partially aware. |

want to be aware because | think what you are talking about is



fairly rational. | want to be aware and | try to be so; but it isavery
difficult thing to be aware. So | play with it for atime, drop it, pick
it up, drop it, pick it up and go on that way during the day. Then
during the night the same game is going on in dreams. Themind is
never at rest, it never has compl ete relaxation, compl ete quietness;
it has been working, working, working during the day, it keepson
working, working at night. If during the day it does not find order,
then at night it goes on trying to find it. Y ou have watched all this|
am sure.

So what takes place when during the day you are really, non-
verbally, completely, conscious, aware of everything happening
inside you and as much as possible around you - what takes place?
In that awareness during the day you have established order, have
you not? See the importance of this. Y ou have established order;
order being no contradiction, no conflict, no sense of "'me
dominating, which is disorder. So during the day by becoming
totally aware - if that is possible and it is possible obviously - there
is order; then the mind does not have to find order during sleep.
Unless you have order during the day the mind triesto find it in
sleep; the brain must have order, otherwise it cannot function
happily, freely, effectively - obvioudly, for it islike achild, it must
have security. When there is order the brain does not have to
struggle to create order for itself; therefore there is no neurotic
action during the day, nor does it invent neurotic actions which it
thinks will giveit security.

When there is complete order during the day the brain does not
have to struggle to create order neurotically or order according to

circumstances and so on, it isorderly. In that order thereis



complete security for itself and dreams then become merely a
physical reaction - you have eaten wrongly, or this or that - then
dreams have very little meaning. So, can your mind be totally
aware during the day and bring order out of disorder?

Questioner: Why isit that sometimes one understands and at
other times one does not? Why is it one thinks at times that one
sees very clearly, without any conflict and yet at other times
everything is dark?

Krishnamurti: What is understanding ? When one says |
understand’, | understand the problem’, "I understand my
relationship with another’, "I understand the meaning of love', what
does one mean by that word understand? Does one mean a verbal
understanding? - implying that the words are a means of
communication and that by using certain words one says,'Yes, |
have understood through the words what you mean' - thereforeit is
still verbal understanding. Or one understands the logic of certain
things so that intellectually one understands. Now, oneis asking
something entirely different: is understanding something totally
other? One has described what suffering is, and one says, Yes, |
have understood; has one understood the words, or seen the whole
picture that the words convey and the implications of what they
have conveyed and one says,'Yes, | seeit, | understand the
meaning, the verbal meaning, the content of what | have seen, and
| have gone beyond it'. That is understanding: to grasp the whole
thing instantly, which is non-verbal. When you grasp it totally you
have understood completely, there is nothing more. Therefore you
are outside that field. That iswhat | call understanding, then it has

significance, it brings action. But when one merely understands



intellectually, verbally or romantically or emotionally, it isjust
nothing at al. When you so understand something so completely
you are beyond it, then the mind does not go back, there is nothing
to go back to - you understand? It is not that at one moment thereis
al understanding and the next moment all dullness. When one
understands suffering oneis out of that and therefore the mind
becomes extraordinarily clear.

Questioner: Y ou talk about the transcendence of all our
problems, of going beyond them. What is to stop us becoming
maniacs?

Krishnamurti: When you have gone beyond suffering you will
not ask that question. To go beyond suffering means intelligence.
When there is that extraordinary quality of excellent intelligence -
which is not personal or collective, it isjust intelligence - then that
intelligence operatesin every field, there is no insanity; it isonly
when we have not that intelligence that we go insane.

Questioner: Isthere any direction for the evolution of man?

Krishnamurti: So far, as one observes historically and from
what one knows, the direction of man has been in the destruction
of the earth, in the destruction of nature, in the destruction of al
the living things around him. He is using up energy, exhausting the
mineral oils and so on. Thereisthe physical destruction first; then
what is man doing psychologically? - is he progressing?
psychologically is he creating order in the world? Questioner:
Society isaliving system.

Krishnamurti: Society isaliving system and that is such a
lovely order, isit?

Questioner: It isnot lovely, but it is order that did not exist



before man came.

Krishnamurti: It is disorder this society we livein - injustice,
violence, throwing bombs. Are we any different from previous
generations? Have we progressed? Do you know what that word
progress means? Originally | believe it meant to enter into the
enemy's country fully armed! And we are doing that very
beautifully. There is overpopulation, millions are starving, millions
are being destroyed and also millions are being cured medically,
there is division between races, classes, division between religions
and millions of people being destroyed for ideologies; do you call
al this progress? Isall this order? And seeing all thisoneis
concerned, really concerned, about the transformation of the mind
of man; that iswhat one is committed to and talking about - the
transformation, the change, the revolution, of the mind of man; not
in any particular direction for if you have a particular direction
then that direction is set by thought, which is old and thereforeit is
part of the same machinery going on. One is concerned with
human beings, human beings that have created this disorder,
human beings that are populating the earth incredibly, human
beings which have destroyed species of animals, human beings
which breed wars, hatred, antagonism. And one is saying there can

be no change out there unless there is a change in here.
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We have been going into the many problems and the many
different forms of conflict in which we live - human problems
which are common to the whole world. They are not only our
personal problems for when you go to India, Asia, Americayou
see the same issues, same miseries, confusions and sorrows. We
have talked about love, the various forms of pursuit of pleasure and
the great unsolved problem of fear and sorrow.

This morning we ought to talk-about a rather different issue - it
seems rather morbid but it is not - and that is: what is living and
what it isto die. We ought to see whether we can really - not
intellectually or romantically, or taking comfort in a belief,
however rational, however logical and somewhat provable -
consider the extraordinary problem of what the human mind has
aways avoided, this question of death, of why the human mind has
never been able to solveit, of why the human mind has invented
speculative, comforting theories, satisfying beliefsand so on. To
go into that issue - that we all must face one day - to go into it very,
very deeply, we must also understand what it isto live and if living
is different from dying? We must look at what we call living,
actual living, not the theoretical idea of how we should live, or the
ideological concept of agood life, but the life that one leads every
day. Unless we understand that, its whole significance, the whole
area of existence in which isincluded death, then we shall not be
able to penetrate into that thing that we don't know, called death.

We have to look quite objectively, non-personally, non-



ideationally, at what we are actually doing, which we call living
and unless we understand the problem of security, inal its
varieties, at various depths, we shall not be able to understand if
there is a security when the whole organism comes to an end.

Aswe have said several times before and it is worth repeating,
we are serious people - at least the speaker is - and to go into this
you must be very, very serious. It is not athing for the immature
mind. It is not something that you just look at then go away, pass it
by; it isyour life from the moment you are born till the moment
you die. It isyour life and we are examining that life, which we
call living. Aswe also explained before: understanding is not
merely an intellectual or verbal comprehension. One can say: |
have understood verbally, intellectually what you have said. But
that understanding is very superficial and therefore does not bring
about an action. It remains at a certain level. Understanding implies
understanding not only the word, intellectual understanding, but
understanding as awhole which is therefore productive of action.

If there is no action following understanding, there is no
understanding, obvioudly.

We must look first at our life, the daily, monotonous, boring life
of every human being on this unfortunate earth. When you observe
it in yourself, you see that the eternal pursuit isfor security -
security in pleasure, security in arelationship, security in an ideal,
in aconcept, in aformula. We seek security in possessions,
property, money and we have built a society where that has
become all important. We have created that society. All human
beings, throughout the world, have put together a society that is

based on security, not only personal but communal security,



national security. And the structure of this necessity to be
physically secure, predominates all our thinking. We need to have
physical security - food, clothes and shelter - that is an absolute
necessity. But that necessity is becoming more and more
impossible of attainment because of ideologies, nationalities, class
divisions, economic and national divisions, the concept of a
superior and inferior. The mind can only survive physically when it
is assured of food, clothes and shelter - that we see is an absolute
necessity, not only for the Western world, but for the whole of
mankind. And this physical security is denied because we have
built a conceptual world, aworld based on idea, on philosophies
which are essentially material. Thought is essentially material
because it is the response of memory: memory is experience and
knowledge that is held in the brain cells, in the tissues of the brain,
which are material. We have built aworld on a concept, on the idea
of self-importance, self-survival at any price, of identification with
the nation, with areligious group.

The world is becoming more and more overpopul ated, security,
physical security, is becoming more and more difficult of
attainment. And a man who feelstotally responsible for all human
beings, is made by this flame of responsibility, non-ideological,
non-national; he does not belong to any religion in the accepted
form of that word; he is neither Christian, nor Hindu, nor Buddhist,
nor Moslem; he sees that they are factors dividing people and
therefore bringing about insecurity.

The mind itself must have security, otherwise it cannot function.
Which means that the brain, with which one thinks, must have

security - just like achild it must have security. And when thereis



no security, in the real deep sense of that word, it creates a
“security', in aformula, in aconcept, in a belief which becomes a
neurotic activity of the mind. If one has such concepts and is acting
according to them one is acting neurotically, because in a concept
there is no security. Y et the brain, the mind and the physical body
need security. One wants security, not only for oneself but for the
whole of humanity: that islove, that is compassion. But that
compassion and love is totally denied when one seeks security in a
neurotic concept, a thing formulated by thought, athing formul ated
by a materialistic attitude. When an action is based on a concept,
which isitself totally material, then division must inevitably take
place - battles, quarrels, agony. That is one side of it; but one must
ask: isthere security at all’? Mind has sought security in physical
things - in name, in property and has sought it in concepts, ideals,
formulas, systems, yet when one looks at all that very closely,
objectively, non-sentimentally, non-personally and sees that this
whole set-up brings insecurity for everybody, one asks: is there this
thing called security at all?

One sees the truth of the necessity of physical security and how
that istotally denied by conceptual attitude, for the mind is always
pursuing in different forms, security, something permanent -
permanent relationship, a permanent house, a permanent idea.
Now, isthere such athing as permanency? One may want it,
because one sees everything around fading away, withering, in a
flux, but the mind insists that there must be security, permanency.
But there is no permanency in an idea, in a concept, thereis no
permanency in things; there is no permanency in one's

relationships - in one's wife, in one's children and so on. When you



want permanency in relationship the whole problem of attachment
arises and from that fear of loss, suspicion, hate, jealousy, anxiety,
fear - al that entersinto the desire to have permanent relationship.
One has found there is no permanency in a concept, though the
Catholics, the Protestants and the Communists have al
indoctrinated the mind, and the mind has accepted those beliefs,
those philosophies as permanent. But as one can see they are
disappearing, fading away, everything is being questioned. So one
asks: is there anything permanent? It is a very serious question to
ask and it isavery difficult thing to find out what happensto a
mind that has found the truth that there is nothing permanent. Will
it go off, become insane? Will it take drugs, commit suicide? Will
it again fall into the trap of another ideology, another desire which
projects a permanent thing?

One has discovered by just observing one's everyday life, that
mind seeks security in all these things. And thought says, ‘thereis
no security, there is nothing permanent' and it begins to seek
something more permanent in another area, in another
consciousness. But thought itself isimpermanent; it has never
guestioned that it itself isimpermanent. So, when the mind says
there is nothing permanent it must include its own thought. Can the
mind be sane, healthy, whole and therefore act totally, when it
realizes there is nothing permanent? Or will it become insane?
When one is confronted with this fact, that there is nothing
permanent, including the structure of thought, can one stand it?
Can one see the significance of saying there is nothing permanent?
- including yourself! For it is thought which has built that structure

whichis 'me. That ‘me' is aso impermanent.



To understand the immense question of death we have to
understand the question of time. Time means movement - from
here to there, physically. To cover that distance from here to there
you need time, time by the watch, time by the sun, time by day or
time by year. And what is the relationship of time - whichis
distance, movement - to thought? The whole Western world is
essentially based on measurement - physically, technologically -
and spiritually there is the hierarchy, the bishop, the archbishop,
the pope, all based on measurement. The saint is the supreme
measure, accepted by the church or by the religion. So the whole
moral and intellectual structure of our civilization is based on that -
time, measurement, thought. Thought is measurement: thought is
time - time being yesterday, what | did then modifies the present
and this modification continuesin a different form in the future.
That is time, the movement from the past through the present to the
future; that is time which is measurable.

There must be time in which to go from here to there and time
is needed to learn alanguage, or any technique. But does the mind
need time to transform itself? The moment the mind admits time,
in order to transform itself, it is still within the field of
measurement, thought. That area has been created by thought in
order to change itself, to bring about a different mind, but asitis
functioning within that field, then there is no change at all. Put it
thisway: | am greedy and | know that greed is comparative. | have
thisfeeling of greed, which arises when | see something more that
| have, which isameasure. And | ask myself if, to transform that
feeling, that measurement, time is necessary. If timeis a necessity,

then | remain within the field of measure; therefore | have not



changed greed at all. So, isthere a change which is not based on
causality, on time, a change which is instantaneous?

To change violence, to transform it, so that the mind is never
violent, does it need time? If one admits that it needs time, then
violence takes another form, but it is still within the same area.

The desire for permanency is the cause that brings about the
structure of time. We look at our daily life: we may have discarded
the intellectual permanencies, the theories, state-worship, church
and so on, we have discarded them; yet we say there must be
permanent relation- ship, that is the only thing we have, but in that
too we find there is no permanency. Can the mind, face this
absolute truth, that there is no permanency? Having seen this truth,
then the mind can look at this immense problem, which man has
never been able to solve, this question of death - becauseit is
related.

When you go to India you see dead bodies being carried to the
river side, to be burned: in the Western world you see the hearse,
the black thing with flowers on it, and the long queue of mourners -
and those who say, thank God he is dead! There are the people who
cry, because they have lost, and the people who inherit the wealth,
who are delighted. Y ou see this physical phenomenon, what is your
response? Do you see yourself in the hearse being... you follow the
whole process? What is your relationship to death, which is there?
Thisis not a morbid question, not something to make you sad or
evoke any romantic nonsense; but actually, when you face this
thing, when you see it all about you, in al its crudeness, in al its
decorated corruption, what is your relationship to it? Isit an
intellectual relationship? You say; 'Yeswe are al going to die one



day, that isinevitable and | accept that inevitability, with arational
mind'. Or isit aromantic relationship? Or isit atotal relationship?
We are all going to die one day, that is inevitable - through
diseases, because we have not taken care when we were young, or
we have grown to maturity too quickly, you understand?

Have you noticed how the young people in the modern world
are astonishingly mature, physically, so quickly; they have sexua
experience when they are twelve and thirteen, they smoke, drink
and take drugs; at the age of twelve, thirteen, fifteen, they are
aready grown up - that is to say, they are already gone, you
follow? Because of the pressure of society, all the industry of
entertainment, the schools and colleges, everything making you
mature, physically, at an astonishing speed, you are already old
when you are thirty - gone! Y ou follow? And as you grow older
the body begins to decay more quickly - for which the doctors have
their medicines, their pills. Do you not see the sadness of all this?
If you have children it isavery sad thing to see them growing so
quickly, never having a childhood, never a boyhood, always caught
in the trap of civilization; it is adreadful thing to see this
happening to human minds, which should grow slowly, mature
quietly, so that the mind at the end of itslife is completely alive,
whole, healthy.

So we die, through disease, accident and old age, in misery, in
conflict, in pain, in sorrow. Then there is the sorrow that comes
through attachment to things that we are leaving behind - your
friend, your wife, your book, your name, your experience, your
fame, your notoriety, the character that you are supposed to have
built up. All that you are leaving behind and you are frightened,



enormoudly. Notice this now, when you are living before the
organism fades, decays and dies. But thought saysto itself: "All
right, the body goes, but | go on, | go onin my books, | goonin
my children, | go on in the work that | have done which | have left
to somebody else'. That is called also, immortality - of acertain
kind. But the book, the business, the name, the form, they also
decay - somebody else takesit all over. And thought says: "All
right, | know that too, but | will be born again next life' - the whole
of the East believes that. So thought, not seeing its own
impermanency, not seeing the structure which it has built around
itself asthe "'me, and itsimpermanency, says. ~ | am the cause and
that cause must go on'. And that causeistime and it says: | will go
on; | will go on improving myself - 'God isthere, | cannot reach
him now, but | will go on, slowly, until | have ultimately perfected
myself, reaching what it has projected as God.

Thereis the thought of human beings as a great stream -
everybody wants to go on - and in that stream the thought of you
remains. And when the medium calls upon you, you manifest, out
of that stream, because you are still there, still therein your daily
life, because you are still pursuing the same thing that every human
being is pursuing - security, permanency, me' and "not me, we
and "they', this constant concern with yourself in that streamin
which all human beings are caught. When you die your thought of
yourself goes on in that stream as it isgoing on now - asa
Christian, Buddhist, whatever you please - greedy, envious,
ambitious, frightened, pursuing pleasure - that is this human stream
in which you are caught. Unless you step out of it now you will go
on in that stream - obviously. Can the mind step out of that and



face complete impermanency, now? If you have understood, that is
death, isit not?

The ancient Hindus, they thought that man cannot let go of
everything instantly, it isimpossible. Therefore the "'me’,as you
hold to it, must go on, but must evolve, slowly; through various
lives he must evolve till he reaches the highest excellence, which is
Brahman, God, what you like to call it. They had that idea; the
Christians have it in adifferent way, not so mathematically, so
cleverly worked out and the implications are not so subtle. For the
Hindus it isimplied that the next life becomes very important -
therefore how you behave now, in thislife, isimportant; if you
behaved rightly, you will be rewarded next life. They all believein
it, but nobody behaves now, so they carry on this game.

So can the mind, seeing this phenomenon, thisvast areain
which the mind has sought security, in which mind has created
time, as thought, as measurement, in which it has a movement
trying to find permanency, as the me, an enormous area, very
complex and extraordinarily subtle, can the mind see the truth that
there is absolutely no permanence - which isredly death?

Can you see the truth of this - not accepting it from another, for
then it is not truth, it is mere propaganda, alie? Can you, for
yourself, after all this explanation, see the truth of it - not asa
verbal truth, not as an intellectual concept, saying:yes, | have
understood it'. That is not truth. The truth acts, so you see that there
IS No permanency; then you are no longer attached, no longer
attached to an idea, areligious belief, adogma, a saviour. When
you see the truth of that, there is freedom and freedom means total
intelligence - not the intelligence of cunning thought, but that



supreme intelligence which has seen the truth and is therefore free
of the things that thought has created. That quality of intelligence -
which is supreme and excellent in its essence - can operate and in
that there is security - not in the things that thought has created.
Then you can live in thisworld with possessions, or with nothing.
That intelligenceisimmortal, it is neither yours, nor mine; it does
not belong to any church, to any group, to anyone. That isthe
highest, in that there is a complete and total security. That
intelligence takes place when you see the truth of the obvious;
when you see the false as the false and mind is no longer caught in
the network of thought. That intelligence can operate in our daily
life; from there, there is permanency.

Questioner: Have you achieved the state of freedom? If you are
free, then | might have a chance.

Krishnamurti: As | have said from the beginning, the speaker
would not talk about this thing unless he hasit, unlessheis
involved init. But that is not important - whether he hasit, or does
not have it. But what isimportant is, have you? If you say:he has
got it, therefore there is a chance for me', then you are depending
on him. Then he becomes your little guru and you will become the
follower: and followers always destroy truth. Invariably the
follower corrupts truth and it does not exist any more. But if you -
you as a human being - have understood this, understood it in the
sense of act, then it is yours and nobody can take it away. Then you
do not compare; for when you say, "| also have a chance, you are
really comparing. When you compare you are competitive, you are
measuring, your thought, not your intelligence, is operating. Do not

look to another: be your own light.



Questioner: Y ou talk of deconditioning oneself immediately,
with- out time. | do not have that experience,| have deconditioned
myself but it takes time.

Krishnamurti: | have explained what timeis. Oneis
conditioned; wherever one lives, in the Communist world, the
Socialist world, Capitalist world, Catholic world, the Hindu world,
one is conditioned, from childhood. By the culture in which one
lives, by one's parents who themselves are conditioned, by the
school, the college, the whole structure conditions one. And being
conditioned, invariably, one livesin avery small field. Does it take
time for the mind to free itself from its conditioning?

Time is measurement. Time is movement, the movement from
here to there including the movement from being conditioned to
being non-conditioned. Time is thought, of course, because thought
which has created this conditioning is also creating the idea of the
unconditioned state, which it wants to achieve. So it is moving
from the conditioned mind, to the non-conditioned mind. See what
thought has done: created the conditioning and created the non-
conditioned state which is another form of conditioning, because it
is a product of thought; it is moving from the known to the known,
amovement intime. Now, isit possible to ook at that conditioning
without this movement? | am conditioned, born in India, and so on
and so on and | seethat it will be good to have an unconditioned
mind, because there, there is freedom, a sense of wholeness; no
conflict. | seethat; so | would like to get there; | would like to have
amind which isreally unconditioned. So | need time for that; itis
the tradition, isit not? Tradition also means betrayal; betraying the
fact that your mind is conditioned. So can one look at the



conditioning without the movement of time; without wanting to
uncondition? The desire to uncondition is the movement in timeto
that state when the mind is unconditioned, knowing nothing about
an unconditioned mind, it is something one has invented. Can one
look at one's conditioning without the movement of its opposite?
Can one look at one's greed, envy, lying, vanity, without its
opposite? - if there is an opposite - obviously one cannot. When the
mind moves towards an opposite, it is betraying the fact of what is
and it is caught in the movement of time. Therefore thereisno
answer out of it. Therefore one has only one thing left. Can the
mind observe the fact - the lie, the greed, the vanity, the
neuroticism and so on and so on - can it just look? To look it must
give its whole attention, for when there is no attention then there is
the opposite. When it sees the falseness of the opposite, then it has
this complete attention. Then you will see, attention burns away all
conditioning.

25th July 1974
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For the last two weeks we have met here talking about human
problems; our chief concern and commitment - if we have been at
all serious - has been the transformation, the radical change, of the
human mind. The human mind includes the brain, the heart, the
organism as awhole, the mind that has created this world around
us, the world of corruption, violence, brutality, vanity and all the
structure which brings about war. We have been concerned with
the change of the content of consciousness because the content
makes consciousness. Unless that radical revolution, that
psychological change, comes about, there will be no end to
conflict, no end to suffering and al the violence that is going on
throughout the world. This change cannot possibly be brought
about without knowing oneself, which is self knowledge; not
knowledge of the higher self or the knowledge of some supreme
consciousness, for they are still within the field of thought. Unless
one understands oneself, the self of every day, what it thinks, what
it does, its devotions, its deceptions, its ambitions, all its self-
centred activities, its identification with something noble or
ignoble, the state or some ideal, oneis still within the field of the
"me’. Unless one understands that narrowing field, of which oneis
o little aware, the field in which there is the unconscious as well
as the conscious, which is concerned with the individual ego, its
individual ambitions and reactions which are essentially a part of
the whole, part of the community, part of the culture in which it

lives, whether it is the Christian culture or the Hindu, the Moslem,



the Buddhist, the Jewish, and so on, unless we understand that
radically, the content of consciousness cannot possibly be
transformed.

'‘Understanding' is not an intellectual, an emotional or a passing
thing, it is something that comes with action; thereforeitisa
complete understanding and not a partial understanding. So in
understanding oneself, one's consciousness and its content - for
there is no consciousness without content - one sees there are two
principle factors, pleasure and fear. They cannot be separated.
Where there is the pursuit, the insistence and the demand for
pleasure, there must be in its wake, fear. In understanding fear one
must not disregard the fact of pleasure. Thought is the measure of
fear. Thought is the response of memory, which is experience and
knowledge stored up in the brain cells and tissues. Thought is
matter. The whole world is constructed, is based, in its very nature
and substance and activity, on thought. One has to find out whether
it isthought that has bred fear; not how to be free of fear. freedom
from fear will inevitably come about when one understands the
structure, the nature, and the functioning of thought.

When one observes the whol e process of thought, which has
created the world with all itsreligions, with al its gods, with its
saviours, Christ, the Buddhas, Krishnas, which has created the
materialistic world in which we live, one sees that aslong as we
function there and remain there, fear must continue. fear isthe
cause of loneliness, of deprivation, both physical and
psychological, the cause of attachment to property, to people,
ideas, concepts, nationalities, families. Aslong asthereisthis

functioning of thought within the material world - and it has to



function in that world - fear must remain. What else has one if one
livesin that world, for there one must seek security, physical or
psychological. Aslong as the mind seeks material security, aslong
as the mind asserts a permanency, there must be fear. Yet the brain
can only function effectively, objectively, rationaly, if it has
complete security - that is obvious. When it has not security, it
finds security in the belief in gods, in symbols, in ideologies, in
nationalities, which leads to neurotic action. Aslong as| call
myself anationalist of a particular country, | am behaving
neurotically, | bring about conflict and division between people -
that is one of the causes of fear. When you realize that, when you
are aware of itswhole nature, are you still anationalist? If you are,
there must be the continuance of pleasure and of fear.

If the mind lives totally in the material world, then nothing
exists but matter, matter, which is manoeuvrable, which is thought,
consciousness and will; if the mind lives there, fear will go on,
because there, there is nothing el se but the demand for material
security and permanency. Where there is that demand, there must
be fear.

There are all the various fears concealed in the very recesses of
ONE's consciousness, racial, collective - the fear of famine - and so
on. Thereisthe whole of tradition which is essentially based on
thought which is not only handing over from the past to the
present, but also betrayal. Traditionalists are the betrayers, are
treacherous people, whether in the religious, the political or in the
scientific field.(The speaker is not being dogmatic. The speaker
feels the responsibility to answer to the whole of human beings, not
to the particular little self. Your little self isthe rest of the world, so



you are the world and the speaker feels utterly, totally, responsible
for that. Therefore he speaks rather passionately; which is not put
on for your amusement, or for your emotional reactions; he is not
interested in that, that is neither here nor there.) So there are these
hidden fears and the extraordinarily subtle forms of pleasure. Can
they all be exposed - without analysis? We explained the futility of
analysis, how the analyser and the analysed are the same. The
process of analysis must be total, complete; for if thereis any
disproportionate or inaccurate analysis, that inaccuracy is taken
over to the next analysis. So altogether analysisis paralysis; it
takes time, you can go on analysing for the rest of your life and die
analysing yourself. So, what is amind to do when it realizes the
absurdity, the falseness, of analysis or introspective examination -
what is it to do? Thereisfear, both conscious and unconscious; the
fear of death, of loneliness, of losing ajob, the fear of what people
will say, the fear of your own attachments and of their loss, the
fears of not succeeding, not becoming great, and all the rest; when
you realize al this and thereis no analysis, what is the mind to do?
|s this question clear?

To understand what the mind is to do, we must go into the
guestion of meditation. When we use the word meditation, do not
take up postures; do not sit suddenly straight - that is one of the
things that has been brought over from India - hear it as though you
have never heard the word before, or the meaning of that word, or
anything about it. But unfortunately you cannot do that because
you have alot of gurus, sannyasis, swamis, and all the rest, that
come to this country or to America, to teach you how to meditate,

how to sit properly, how to breathe, how to concentrate and so on.



So what is meditation? - not how to meditate; that is irrelevant,
because the moment you understand what meditation is, it happens
naturally, like breathing, you breathe naturally. To find out what
meditation is, the real meaning, can you learn from another?

V olumes have been written about it, people have meditated
according to a particular system, Zen or the Hindu systems with
their many, many varieties and methods; they all imply an end to
be achieved, through control. Control implies a controller. And is
the controller different from the controlled? They - the meditative
groups with their systems and their philosophies, their breathing -
they say control your thought; thought wanders about and that
wandering about is a wastage of energy.

Therefore they say thought must be absolutely held, disciplined,
subjugated in the pursuit of that thing - enlightenment, God, truth,
what you will, the nameless! That implies a controller, obvioudly.
And who isthe controller? Is he different in quality, in nature, from
that which he says he is going to control? Thisis very important to
understand. The speaker wants to point out that one can give
completely, in daily life, without any control, against all the
traditions, against all your education, your social and moral
behaviour. To live alife absolutely without any controls, means
you have to understand very, very deeply, who is the controller and
what is the controlled, for thisis part of meditation. Isthe
controller different from that which heis controlling, which is
thought? Some say the controller is different: heisthe higher self,
he is part of the higher consciousness, he is the essence of
understanding or the essence of the past which has accumulated so

much knowledge. But the controller is still within the field of



thought; and however much that thought may be elevated, it is still
within the area of time and measure. Do see the truth of this, not
the verbal acceptance of it, or the intellectual comprehension of it,
but the truth of the matter, that all the gods, Christian or Hindu, all
of them, are the invention of thought. Thought can project itself
into all kinds of states, into all kinds of illusions and when thought
says, thereis the higher sdif, it is still within the field of thought,
and therefore that higher self is still matter.

When you see that the controller is the controlled, the whole
aspect of meditation changes. Meditation means the emptying of
consciousness of its content. Then only can the mind and the brain
be absolutely quiet. That absolute - not relative - that absolute
guietness is necessary to observe - not to experience. Experience
we have had of every kind and thought desires more experience,
the experience of another state, of another dimension. We are fed
up with thisworld and its experiences - they are boring, they are
limited, confined, narrow and we want an experience which is
totally different. Now, to "experience' involves recognition. If | do
not recognize, is there an experience? | have had the experience of
looking at a mountain, the beauty of it, the shadow, the lovely deep
blue of an early morning, the whole sense of something
extraordinary and magnificent. That experience cannot exist if
there is no relationship to the past. And so experience implies
recognition from the past. And the mind wants to experience
something supreme; to recognize it, it must have already had it.
Therefore it is not the supreme; it is still the projection of thought.
So meditation is that in which there is no experience. In that there

Is no element of time, which implies movement and direction -



direction implies will. Can the mind empty itself of time, direction
and movement, which implies the ending of thought? That isthe
whole problem.

We need knowledge to function; to speak any language, we
need knowledge; to drive a car we need knowledge; to do anything
we need knowledge. What place has knowledge in meditation - or
has it no place at al? It has no place because knowledge is merely
a continuation of the past, it is still the movement of time, of the
past. So, can the mind empty itself of the past and come upon that
area of itself which is not touched by thought? Y ou see, we have
only operated, so far, within the area of thought, as knowledge.
Right? |s there any other part, any other area of the mind, which
includes the brain, which is not touched by human struggle, pain,
anxiety, fear and al the violence, all the things that man has made
through thought? The discovery of that area is meditation. That
implies the discovery as to whether thought can come to an end,
but yet for thought to operate when necessary, in the field of
knowledge? We need knowledge, otherwise we cannot function,
we would not be able to speak, nor be able to write, and so on.
Knowledge is hecessary to function and its functioning becomes
neurotic when status becomes all important, which is the entering
of thought as the "'me, as status. So knowledge is necessary and yet
meditation isto discover, or come upon, or to observe, an areain
which there is no movement of thought. Can the two live together,
harmoniously, daily? That is the problem, not breathing - you
understand - not sitting straight, not repeating mantras, paying a
hundred dollars, or whatever you pay, to learn some ugly little

word, and repeating that until you think you are in heaven - which



is transcendental nonsense! That is the whole problem of yoga; the
practising of yoga, proficiency in yoga, standing on your head and
al therest of it. The word yoga, means 'to join', to join the higher
and the lower; that is what we now have. But it must have had
quite adifferent meaning. Who isit that divided the two and who is
it that joins them together? It is still thought.

Y oga exercises are excellent; the speaker does them every day,
for an hour or more; but that is merely physical exercise, to keep
the body healthy, and so on. But through them you can never come
upon the other - never! Because if you give them all importance,
you are not giving importance to the understanding of yourself -
which isto be watchful, to be aware, to give attention to what you
are doing, every day of your life; which isto give attention to how
you speak and what you say, to what you think, how you behave,
whether you are attached, whether you are frightened, whether you
are pursuing pleasure and so on. To be aware of the whole
movement of thought; for if you are and you are really serious
about it, then you will have established right relationship,
obviously. Relationship becomes extraordinarily important when
all things about are chaotic - when the world is going to pieces, as
it is. But when there is this establishment of total relationship,
whole relationship, not between you and me, but human
relationship with the whole of the world, then you have the basis.
From there you can go on to behaviour - how you behave. If your
behaviour is based on pleasure or on reward, it is not behaviour. It
ismerely the pursuit of pleasure from which fear arises.
Relationship, behaviour and order, these are absolutely essential if

you want to go into the question of meditation. If you have not laid



this foundation, then do what you like - stand on your head, breathe
in for the next ten thousand years and repeat words, words - there
will be no meditation. Even go to Indiaif you have the money - |
do not know why you go to India- you will find no enlightenment
there. Enlightenment is where you are. And where you are, you
have to understand yourself. Having established that, laid the
foundation there, order - not mechanical order - order whichis
virtue, from moment to moment, which is not following a pattern,
not the order of the establishment, the order or the virtue of society,
which isimmoral, then you can go into the question of finding out
what meditationis.

Meditation implies a quality of mind that is absolutely silent -
not made silent, not a contrived act brought about through will, but
a silence that comes naturally when you have established order,
relationship and behaviour. Silenceis necessary. If my mindis
chattering - as most minds are - in that chatter there may be a
period of silence - between two chatterings there may be a period
of silence - but that is not silence. Silence is not the absence of
noise; it is not the absence of conflict. Silence comes only when
the content of consciousness has been completely understood and
gone beyond; which means the observer and the observed are one
and there is no controller. When there is no controller - which does
not mean that you live alife of indiscipline - when thereisno
controller, no observer, then action is instantaneous and it brings a
great deal of energy.

M editation means the emptying of consciousness of its content
and that happens only when you observe your consciousness and

its content without the observer. Can you look at your wife, your



husband, your girl, your boy, or the mountain, without the
observer? The observer isthe past. Aslong asthereis the observer,
he will inevitably translate everything he observes in terms of the
past; therefore he is the maker of time. He divides the observed and
the observer; in that thereis conflict. When there is observation
without the observer, there is no conflict, no past, thereis only the
fact and you have the energy to go beyond it. Do it and you will
find out.

Meditation implies a gathering of al energy; you have
established order, relationship, behaviour, therefore you are not
dissipating energy in that field. That energy is necessary to look
without the observer and you have the energy to go beyond. With
that energy, which has not been dissipated, the mind sees that there
Is an area which is not touched by thought. But all this requires
tremendous attention and discipline. It is not just a plaything for
immature people. Meditation requires tremendous discipline. The
word discipline in the dictionary means to learn; not that we must
control, we must subjugate, imitate and conform. Discipline means,
to learn. From the word discipline comes disciple; onewho is
willing to learn from the master - learn. But here there is neither a
disciple nor amaster but only the act of learning, all the time. And
that requires a great deal of attention, agreat deal of energy, so that
you are watching and thus you create no illusions. It is so easy to
create illusions; they come when you are pursuing, demanding,
wanting, an experience. Desire createsillusions.

All thisimpliesamind that is very, very serious and a heart that
is of love, that has never been hurt. We human beings from

childhood on are hurt; our parents hurt us, and in the business



world we are hurt. We are hurt in every direction, and when we are
hurt we cannot possibly love. Soisit possible for a mind that has
been hurt, to be free of all that hurt, which is part of
consciousness? And you will find, when you look at it, that it is
utterly and irrevocably possible to empty all hurts and therefore to
love, to have compassion. To have compassion means to have
passion for all things, not just between two people, but for all
human beings, for all things of the earth, the animals, the trees -
everything the earth contains. When we have such comparison we
will not despoil the earth as we are doing now and we will have no
wars,

To amind that is serious, totally dedicated, concerned,
meditation means something extraordinary, something so immense.
In meditation mind discovers space. This tent contains space.
Thereisthistent; spaceis held within it and there is space outside
it. Thought asthe " me' creates the narrow space in which it acts; it
has created through hurt, through all kinds of reasons, a wall within
which it lives. Thereisthat narrow space and the space which
thought has created outside of itself. |Is there a space which has no
frontiers, which has no boundaries and therefore, no centre? Thisis
meditation, to find out.

Aslong as there is a centre, the 'me' or the idea of the' me', with
al its attachments, that very centre creates a space round itself.
Where there is a centre there must be a border. The border may be
extended, but it is still limited by the space which the centre has
created. Meditation means to come upon that space in which there
IS no centre, therefore no direction, therefore no time. Without

meditation and the coming upon that thing which is not



experiencable, which is not to be put into words, which has no
time, which has no continuity, life has very little meaning. Y ou
may have alot of money, or no money; you may be attached to
your property, to your wife, to your friend, or you may worship
your particular little god which thought has invented; but aslong as
you live there, there will be suffering, pain, anxiety, and violence.
And that has no meaning in itself - obvioudly. So unless you come
upon this - not invent it, not project it, not bring it about through
any system - then only does life have an extraordinary sense of
beauty and meaning.

Questioner: From what you have described about meditation, it
appears to me you are entering akind of vacuum. Isthat so?

Krishnamurti: It is not you entering, nor | entering, into a
vacuum. Are we proceeding, or enquiring verbally, intellectually
and theoretically, or are we living so as to bring order out of this
chaos, order in our daily life~ Welive in disorder and by observing
that disorder without the observer, thereis order. Order is not a
vacuum. Order implies no conflict; no division, outwardly or
inwardly. Thisdivision asthe ‘'me', and not the ‘'me, is disorder.
To have order does not mean | am living in a vacuum on the
contrary. It isthe most extraordinary and intelligent action to have
relationship not based on image. That is not a vacuum. To behave
without amotiveislove; loveisnot avacuum.

So what we are talking about is not creating a vacuum. On the
contrary, it is bringing about supreme, excellent intelligence.
Intelligence is not a vacuum.

28th duly, 1974



SAANEN 1ST PUBLIC TALK 14TH JULY 1974

| am so sorry it israining. We have had beautiful weather before
we began here and | hope we will have nice weather again.

| think it is rather important to realize that we are talking about
serious things and to understand them we must be quite serious.
Thisis not an entertainment, something you attend one day and
then forget the rest of the time. | mean by serious, to be concerned
and to be committed totally to the understanding of what is
happening around us, and to try to find, if we can, indeed we
should asit is our responsibility, an answer to these many many
challenges that are offered to us. | mean in that sense to be serious,
to be concerned and committed. And committed means action, not
just theoretical acceptance of any particular system but to be
committed and totally concerned to the solution, and therefore the
action, of the problems that face us - politically, economically,
socialy, morally and religiously. To be committed to these things.
Because as we observe, the world isin adreadful state: thereis so
much confusion - politically, in the field of education - they are
educating people for what? Where isit al going educationally?
And religioudly, which should be the most important issuein life,
thereis also the denia of creed, the denia of all the assumed
authority of the priest, the doctrines, the beliefs, everything is
going to pieces around us. | am sure you must be aware of al this.

Y ou go to India, an ancient country, with ancient culture,
tradition and there they are destroying themselves inwardly. And
the ultimate destruction inwardly is the nuclear bomb there - | hope

you realize al this. And you turn to the west and it is the same



problem, poverty, not so much asin the east, decline of social
morality and they are now looking for new leaders, politically they
want leaders. A leader is a dangerous person in whom the whole
society isinvolved in that one person. And society is so complex.
And when we follow aleader, either you know where heisleading
to, which he generally doesn't, or you must give your mind to the
investigation of histheories, of his propositions and so on. That is
you must also be capable as citizens to follow what he is saying.
All that isinvolved in political leadership. And unfortunately the
politicians right throughout the world are not concerned with
human beings, with the unity of man, with their total welfare, but
only are concerned with their particular party, with their particular
system, and as all governments are more or less corrupt, some
more, some less, the politicians cannot see very far, they can only
operate within avery small field, segregated apart, not concerned
with the total understanding of man. That was rather a mouthful,
wasn't it!

And so we are faced with this. We accept slogans, cliches, worn
out theories, or invent new theories, new systems, but alwaysit is
within the field of consciousness which man has carried throughout
the centuries. Consciousnessis its content, without its content there
IS NO consciousness as we know it. Please, as we said, we are
investigating together these problems. Therefore you must partake
init, you must shareinit, you must be involved in it, not merely
listen to the speaker, accepting or rejecting what he says, but
together in fellowship, in co-operation, together investigate, try to
find out what the world is like around us, and what is the world

inside of us: whether there is arelationship between the inner and



the outer; or are they one, indivisible? And that is our concern. We
must be committed to the understanding of this. And that is why
you must share in it, we must journey together, not be lead,
together and therefore there is no authority, thereis no leader in
investigating. And to investigate you must be totally concerned,
not one day be concerned and the rest of the time forget it. You
must be concerned day after day, month after month, year after
year, all your life because thisisyour life.

So where do we find the answer, alogical, sane, healthy answer
to all these problems? Not only the problems that lie outside of us,
the wars, the violence, the cunning politicians, the preparation for
war and talking about peace - you know what is happening around
us. it iswicked, diabolical, appalling - and also we have to find out
our relationship to that, what is our placein all this. What is our
responsibility - to be responsible means to respond adequately or
totally to what is happening. And to respond to it one must be
deadly serious, right through our life. That iswhy, if you are going
to be here for the next three weeks or four weeks, you are going to
share with what the speaker is saying. Y ou haveto listen to find
out, and to find out, not what the speaker is saying only, but to find
out for yourselves, the right answer, one must put aside your
prejudices, your nationalities, your beliefs, your experiences, your
knowledge, your hopes, everything to find out. And that demands
tremendous seriousness.

| don't think most of usrealize what is actually going on in the
world. We read newspapers - | personally don't read newspapers -
but those of you who read them, those of you who watch the

television, go to lectures, political, religious and all the rest of it,



they are al the superficial explanations, superficial demonstrations,
but if one can go beyond all that, putting all that aside, one can see,
if one has observed rather closely, how man is deteriorating,
degenerating, and this degeneration takes place when you depend
totally on the outer. That is, when matter, material becomes all
important. Are we going together? Please do listen to all this, give
your heart and your ears to this. Not that the speaker wants to
convince you, or do propaganda, that is terrible. When you look at
al this, the divergence of opinions, ideologies, the political
systems, right, left or centre, everybody is talking, or arranging, or
trying to reform the institutions, the governments, they are still
working in the field of time, thought and matter.

Please, | may use words which are very ssimple, not any
particular jargon, not any particular words that have a subtle or
hidden meaning, but the words which exist in the dictionary. So to
communicate we must use simple, clear words. Andin
communication, which is to think together, to understand the words
together, to listen to find out not only the meaning of the words but
also the meaning that lies behind the words. Only then thereis
communication between the speaker and you. But if you are
merely caught in words and the explanation of words, the semantic
meaning of words, then we shall miss what lies behind the word.
So to communicate requires a great deal of concern on both sides, a
great deal of serious attention.

And when one sees what is happening, when one observes, al
politicians, the religious people, the various sects and
denominations and so on are merely concerned with the operation
of thought, because thought has created this world - the world of



politics, the world of economics, the world of business, social
morality and the whole religious structure, whether it isin India,
here or anywhere, is based on thought, whether it is the Jewish
thought, or the Arabic thought, or the Christian thought, or the
Hindu thought, it is essentially the operation of thought as matter -
right?

Are we meeting each other? And we are trying to solve all our
problems within that field. When you meditate you are still caught
in the pattern of that thought, still within that area of consciousness
which is put together by thought. When you try to find political
answers, it is still within that area - you understand? All our
problems, all our desires to find answers to those problems, are
within that consciousness - right? | do not know if you have talked
to any serious politicians, perhaps? The speaker hasin India, in
America, here and elsewhere, they are all trying to find an answer,
to find a political philosophy, areformation of institutions within
that field which thought has created. And so thought istrying to
find an answer to that which it has created. The messit has made in
our personal relationships, in our relationship with the community,
in our relationship with the government and so on and so on, it is
al within that field. And as politics unfortunately play such an
important part in our social, moral environmental conditioning, the
politician, the so-called 'right on top of the ladder', they want to
find an answer, if they are at all slightly serious, which | doubt,
they aretrying to find an answer to all the problemsin the field, or
in the function of thought - right? That is so. It is not my invention,
it isnot what | think, thisis afact. Thought, which has divided the

world into the Americans, the Communists, the Socialists, the



Germans, the Swiss, the Hindu, the Buddhist, the divisions,
economic, national, religious divisions, which thought has created.

So isthere an answer to all these problems through the
operation of thought? Even your meditations, even your gods, your
Christs and your Buddhas and all the rest of it, they are the creation
of thought and thought is matter. And thought can only operate
within the field of time. | think thisisvery clear, if you have at all
thought or given your heart to this. And is there an answer to all
these problems through thought? Then if thought cannot answer it
what will? Y ou are following all this? So that is what we are going
to investigate, not only this morning but right through all these
seven or fourteen discussions and talks. Because we think through
thought, through will, through ambition, through drive and
aggression, we can solve all these problems - problems of personal
relationship between you and another, the substitutions of new
religions instead of the old, the traditions that are brought over,
which are dead already anyhow in India, are brought over here or
Americaor Europe by gurus, who are soaked in tradition. Do you
understand all this? If you saw any of the television and all that
you would have seen the absurdities that are going on.

So first we must investigate what is consciousness. What is the
operation of thought? Because thought has created everything
around us, the whole technological field with all the scientific
knowledge, the culture in which we live, the Christian culture, the
western culture or the eastern culture is put together by thought.
The gods, the saviours - we have created them. God has not created
usin hisimage, we have created god in our image. And we pursue
that image, which thought has created, and we call that religious



activity. And to understand what is consciousness, because that is
what we have, when we say, "l am conscious’, it means | am
conscious of everything happening around me as much as possible.
To be aware of what is happening within that consciousness, to be
attentive implies not only to the investigation of the content of
consciousness but also what lies beyond, if there is something
beyond the so-called consciousness. All that isinvolved. All right,
we are understanding each other? Please at the end of thistalk we
will ask some questions but please thisis the content, the essence
of what we are talking aboui.

And in that areaal your meditations are, all your pursuits of
pleasure, fear, greed, envy, brutality, violence are within that field.
And thought is always endeavouring to go beyond it, asserting the
ineffable, the unnameable, unknowable and so on - right?

So the content of consciousness is consciousness - right? May
we go on from there? Y our consciousness, or another's
consciousnessif itisbornin India, isits content. If it is born in that
country with all the traditions, superstitions, hopes, fears, sorrows,
anxieties, violence, sexual demands, aggression, his beliefs, his
dogmas, his creeds, are the content of your consciousness. Right?
Are you following this? When you examine the content of
consciousness, the content is extraordinarily similar, whether in the
east or in the west. Please consider your own consciousness, ook
at your consciousness, if you can. You are brought up in a culture,
areligious culture as a Christian, believing in - and all the rest of it,
you know what you believe - saviours, rituals, creeds, dogmas on
one side, social immorality, accepting wars, accepting your

nationalities and its divisions, and therefore restricting economic



expansion, consideration of others and so on and so on. Y our
personal unhappiness, your ambitions, your fears, your greeds,
your aggressiveness, your demands, your loneliness, your sorrow,
your lack of relationship with another, isolation, frustration,
confusion, misery, al that is your consciousness. No? With
variations, with joys, with more knowledge or less knowledge, all
that is the content of your consciousness. And without the content
there is no consciousness as we know it. And all our education, the
schools, the colleges, the universities are based on the acquiring of
more knowledge, more information, but functioning always within
that area.

If you observe yourself and any reformation, politically, in a
new political philosophy, instead of Communist philosophy,
Marxian philosophy or other philosophy, to invent another
philosophy is still within that area - right? Do please see this. And
S0 man goes on suffering, unhappy, lonely, fearful of death and
living, hoping for some great |eader to come and take him out of
his misery - anew saviour, a new politician, a new Hitler, anew
Wilson and God knows what else. And because we are so
irresponsible in this confusion we are, out of our own disorder,
going to create tyrants, hoping they will create order within this
area. Are you following all this? Thisiswhat is happening outside
of usand inside.

So what shall be done? What shall we do? Not what the
politicians will do, because they are like us, confused, unhappy,
ambitious, envious, you know, like us. And any leader we choose
will be like us, we will not choose aleader who is totally different

from us. So that is the actual picture of our life - conflict, inside



and outside, struggle, fight, wrangle, one opposed to the other,
appalling selfishness - you know the whole picture - right?

Now our problem s, if you are at al serious and one must be
serious when there is so much sorrow in the world, so much
confusion, so much hate and antagonism, where there is not a spark
of love - loveis not pleasure, loveis not desire. So the first thing
that behoves us, if we are at al serious, isto find out for ourselves
through careful investigation, slow, patient, hesitating
investigation, to seeif there is any other way of solving all these
problems. Not through the operation of thought, but is there an
action which is not based on thought? Is there an intelligence
which is not cunning, which is not the function or the result of
thought, which is not put together by thought, which doesn't come
about through friction, struggle, but something entirely different?
That iswhat | want to communicate. And therefore one hasto
listen: listen not to the speaker, but the action of listening. That is,
how do you listen? Do you ever listen at al? Or do you always
listen with interpretation, with prejudices, with cunning operations
of thought? Or are you freeto listen? So you have to listen, if you
are free, to listen to the content of your consciousness, listen to, not
only what is observable, which isfairly ssmple, but the layers of it.
That means the conscious as well as the deeper, which isthe
totality of consciousness. Are we communicating with each other?

So from that arises the question: how to look; how to listen and
how to look? All right. This person, the speaker, wasbornin a
certain country with all the pregjudices, irrationalities, with the
superstitions, with the beliefs, with the class differences, asa
Brahmin and all the rest of it; there the mind, the young mind



absorbed al this - the tradition, the rituals, the extraordinary
orthodoxy of that particular group, the tremendous discipline
imposed by that group upon itself. And he moves to the west, there
again he absorbs all that. And the content of his consciousnessis
what he has learnt, what has been put into it, what are his thoughts
and the thought which recognizes its own emotions and so on. That
IS the content of this person. And within that area he has got all the
problems - political, religious, personal, communal, you follow?
All the problems are there. And not being able to solve them he
looks to others, to books, to various forms of asking "Please tell me
what to do, how to meditate; what shall | do about my personal
relationship with my wife, or my girl or whatever it is, between
myself and my parents; should | believe in Jesus or in Buddha, or
the new guru who comes along with alot of nonsense?' You
follow? Searching for a new philosophy of life, new philosophy of
politics and so on and so on, al within that area. And man has done
this from time immemorial. And there is no answer within that
area. You may meditate for hours, sitting in a certain posture,
breathing, but it is still within that area because you want
something out of meditation. | don't know if you see all this?

So there is this content - heavy, dull, stupid, traditional, thought
recognizing all its emotions - otherwise they are not emotions - and
aways thought, which is the response of memory, knowledge and
experience, operating. Now can the mind look at it? Can you look
at it? Y ou understand? We said to listen to it, to hear what it says.
Now we are talking about looking. Now when you look, who isthe
looker, who is the observer? Y ou understand? Come on sirs, you

understand? Is the observer, who islooking at the content, different



from the content? Thisisreally avery important question to ask
and find an answer. Is the observer different from the content and
therefore he can then change, alter and go beyond the content? Or
IS the observer the same as the content? First look: if the observer,
the'l' that looks, the 'me' that 1ooks, if the observer is different
from the observed then there is a division between the observer and
the observed and conflict. Right? "l must not do this, | should do
that. | must get rid of my particular prejudice and adopt a new
prejudice. Get rid of my old gods and take on new gods'. So when
thereis adivision between the observer and the observed there
must be conflict. That isaprinciple, that isalaw. When thereisa
German and a Russian and an Englishman, and a Frenchman there
must be division and therefore there is everlasting conflict between
them, economically and all therest of it - right? Thisisaprinciple,
thisisalaw, inevitable. So do | observe the content of my
consciousness as an outsider looking in and therefore altering the
pieces and moving the pieces to different places? Or isthe
observer, the thinker, the experiencer, the looker, is he different
from that? Or both are the same? Y ou understand? Don't be so
puzzled please! It isvery ssimple.

Look sir: am | different from you? Physically, yes. But the
content of my mind, if | have not gone beyond it, islike yours - the
worries, the pain, the suffering, the anxieties, the brutalities, the
sexual demands, you know human beings are the same right
through the world - they may be brown, black, purple, yellow or
pink and all the rest of it. Now how do | look at you? How do you
look at me? Because the ‘how you look' matters tremendously,

whether it isamountain, or agoat, or a politician, or your wife, or



your girl or yourself, how you look matters tremendously. Because
if you look at another man from India or Asia, ook, not merely
say, "Yes, heislikeme", but actually look - if you ook with eyes
that are always divided then there is conflict between you and him
- right? Naturally. And if | look at the content of my consciousness
as an outsider observing, then there must be conflict between what
IS observed and the observer. That is so, isn't it? So what happens
when | hear this statement - please listen to this - when | hear this
statement that when there is a division between the observer and
the observed, there is conflict? Like an Arab and the Jew there
must be conflict. So in that division and conflict we have lived,
'me’ and the 'not me', we and they. | observe the observer is
different from anger, therefore he tries to control it, suppressiit,
dominate it, overcomeit and all the rest of it - right? Are you
following all this? So isthe observer different at all? Or is he
essentially the same as the observed? If it is the same there is no
conflict, isthere? Y ou understand? The understanding of that is
intelligence. Then intelligence operates and not conflict - you
understand what | am talking about?

Areyou giving as much blood as the speaker isgiving in
understanding? Or are you just listening, you know, playing with
words? And it would be athousand pitiesif you don't understand
this ssimple thing because man has lived in conflict, and he wants
peace through conflict. And there can never be peace through
conflict, however many armaments and all that you may have,
against another armament equally strong, and then fight, there will
never be peace. Only when intelligence operates will there be

peace. Intelligence which comes when one understands that there is



no division between the observer and the observed, and therefore
that very insight, that very fact, that very truth brings this
intelligence. Have you got it? Sirsthisis avery serious thing. Then
you will see that you have no nationality, you may have a passport
but you have no nationality, you have no gods, there is no outside
authority, nor inward authority. The only authority thenis
intelligence, not the cunning intelligence of thought, which is mere
knowledge operating within a certain area - that is not intelligence.
So thisisthe first thing to understand, that when you look at
your consciousness - we will go into how to ook - when you look
into this consciousness this division between the thinker and the
thought, between the observer and the observed, the experiencer
and the experienced, are one, thereis no thinker if you don't think.
Thought has put the thinker, thought has created the thinker. The
thinker is the observer with his past knowledge, with his traditions,
with his experiences, with his accumulated knowledge; and not
being able to solve these problems we say, "L et's go back to the
past, let's accept tradition”. Y ou know that word 'tradition' means
not only to hand over, to give over, but aso it has got another
meaning, it has the meaning of 'betray'. Y ou ook in a good
dictionary and you will find it is so. Tradition not only means what
is generally accepted but also it means to betray. And that is what
they are doing when they bring their old traditions from Indiato
this country or to America, they are betraying; betraying the
awakening of intelligence. So that isthe first thing to understand,
to have an insight, to have the truth of it, the fact of it as palpable
asyou are sitting there, so that there is no conflict between the

observer and the observed.



So: what is the content? Can you look at it? The content of your
consciousness, the hidden as well as the open, can you look at it?
Don't make an effort! For the love of god! Thisyou can only find
out not here, sitting, find out in your relationships. You
understand? Because that is the mirror in which you will see, not
by closing your eyes and going off into the woods and thinking up
some dreams, but in actual fact of relationship, man, woman, your
neighbour, your politician, your gods, your gurus, all the rest of the
business. Because there you observe your reactions, your attitudes,
your prejudices, your images, your constant groping and all the rest
of itisin that. Right? Surely/ Are you following all this? L ook:
what we are doing now is merely ploughing, and we can go on
ploughing, ploughing and never sowing. Y ou can only sow when
you observe your relationships and see what actually is taking
place.

S0 you see, from hearing you move to looking, from listening
you are looking. And you can look as much as you like and begin
to distinguish various qualities and tendencies and all the rest of it,
but when you look as an observer different from the observed then
you are bound to create conflict, and therefore it creates further
suffering. But when you have the insight, the truth of it that the
observer isthe observed then conflict ceases altogether. Then a
totally different kind of energy comes into operation. | wonder if
you can go on with this? Do you understand all this? Sir, there are
different kinds of energy - physical energy, good food and all the
rest of it, there may be energy created by emotionalism,
sentimentality, then there is energy created by thought through

various conflicts and tensions, and within that areawe have lived. |



am only putting it differently. And we are still trying to find greater
energy within that field, to solve our problems which need
tremendous energy. Now there is adifferent kind of energy, or the
continuation of this energy in atotally different form, when the
mind is completely operating, not in the field of thought, but
intelligently. We will go into that during all these talks.

So can the mind observe its content without any choice of the
content? Right? Not choosing any part of the content, any part of
the piece but observe totally? Right? Now how isit possible to
observe totally? Y ou understand? When | look at a map of France,
| come from England, cross the Channel and | ook at the map, and
| see the road leading to Gstaad. That isvery simple. | know the
mileage, | can see the direction and that is very simple because it is
marked there and | follow it. And in doing that | don't look at any
other part of the map because | know - please listen to this - | know
the direction | want to go in, so the direction excludes all the other.
Therefore amind that is seeking a direction cannot see the whole.

Y ou understand this? If | want to find something, something which
| think isreal, then the direction is set, and | follow the direction
and therefore my mind is incapable of seeing the totality. Now
when | look at the content of my consciousness, which is yours,
when | look at it | have a set direction to go beyond it. | have a set
direction, a movement in a particular direction, pleasurable, not
wanting to do this or that, it is always a movement in acertain
direction, and therefore it isincapable of seeing the whole. If | am
ascientist | only seein acertain direction. If | am an artist, there
again, if | have a certain talent or gift, again the same direction.

Y ou are following all this? So the mind is incapable of seeing the



totality and the immensity of that totality if thereisamovement in
aparticular direction. Movement means time because timesimplies
from here to there.

So can the mind have no direction at all? Please thisisa
difficult question. Please listen to it. Of course it has direction
when it goes from here to the house, when | have to operate in a
certain direction, when | have to drive a car, when | have to do
some technical function, those are al directions. But | am talking
of amind that understands the nature of direction and therefore
capable of seeing the whole. When you see the whole it can then
operate in direction. | wonder if you get this? If | have the whole
picture in mind then | can take the details. But if my mind only
operatesin details | cannot take the whole. If | am concerned with
my opinions, with my anxieties, with what | want to do, with what
| must do, | cannot see the whole, obvioudly. If | come from India
with my blasted prejudices and superstitions and traditions | cannot
see the whole.

So my question is: can the mind be free of direction? It doesn't
mean it is without direction. When it operates from the whole the
direction becomes very clear, very strong and effective. Y ou
understand? But when the mind only operates in direction
according to the pattern it has set for itself then it cannot see the
whole. Are we communicating with each other? We will go into it
day after day in different ways. So there is the content of my
consciousness. The content makes my consciousness. Now can |
look at it as awhole - without any direction, without any
judgement, without any choice, just to look? And as| said, asthe

speaker said, to look implies no observer at all, for the observer is



the past. To observe with that intelligence which is not put together
by thought, which isthe past. Do do it. And thisrequires
tremendous discipline, not the discipline of suppression, contral,
imitation, conformity and all that rubbish, but it isadiscipline, itis
an act in which the truth is seen. And the truth operates, and
therefore the operation of truth creates its own action, whichis
discipline.

So can your mind look at your content”? And you can only look
at it when you talk to another, in your gestures, in the way you
walk, in the way you sit and eat, in the way you behave. Because
behaviour indicates the content of your consciousness - right?
Whether you are behaving according to pleasure, reward and pain,
which is part of your consciousness. The psychologists are saying
that so far man has been educated on the principle of punishment -
heaven and hell, you know, al that business. Now he must be
educated on reward - do you understand? On the principle of
reward, don't punish him but reward him, which is the same thing,
you understand? Y ou go from one thing to another and you think
you are solving everything. Now to see the absurdity of
punishment and reward is to see the whole. And when you see the
whole there is the operation of intelligence which functions when
you behave. Right? Y ou are getting it? Y ou are not then behaving
according to reward or punishment. | wonder if you are getting all
this? Because behaviour exposes the content of your
consciousness. Y ou may hide yourself behind a polished
behaviour, a mechanical behaviour, a behaviour that isvery
carefully drilled, but such behaviour is merely mechanical.

And so from that arises another tremendously important



problem: is the mind mechanical? Or is there any portion where the
brain is not mechanical at all? We can't go into that now because it
requires agreat deal of investigation and enquiry. So we will stop
thismorning. That is | will go over it so that you will see what |
mean.

Outside of us, the political world, the economic world, the
religious world, the social world, the new political philosophies,
and so on, man is searching, searching, searching within that - new
gods, new gurus, new leaders. And when you observe all this, you
see very clearly that they are all functioning within the field of
thought. Thought essentially is never free, thought is always old,
because thought is the response of memory as knowledge and
experience, which is matter. That is the material world. And
thought is trying to escape from that material world into anon
material world. And to escape into the non material world by
thought is still material. And we have all these problems, personal,
collective, moral, social, problems of the individuals and the
collective - theindividual is essentialy, intrinsically part of the
collective, you are no different from the collective, you may have a
little different tendencies, different occupations, different moods
and so on, but you are intrinsically part of your culture, whichis
society and so on.

Now those are facts that are going on about us. The factsinside
are also similar, very much alike. And we are trying to find an
answer for the major problems of our human life through the
operation of thought - thought which the Greeks have imposed
upon the west, with their political philosophy, with their
mathematics and you know all therest of it, which is still thought.



And thought has not found an answer, and it never will.

So we must go then into the whole structure of thought and the
content which thought has created as consciousness; and then
observeit in relationship, in your daily life. And that observation
implies looking, having an insight into the fact of whether the
observer is different from the observed, if thereisadivision
between the observer and the observed there must inevitably be
conflict, as between two ideologies. Two ideologies are the
inventions of thought, conditioned by the culture it haslived in and
so on and so on. Now can you, in your daily life, observe this? And
in the observation of thisyou will find out what your behaviour is,
whether it is based on the principle of reward and punishment. And
most of our behaviour is, however much polished, refined and all
the rest.

So from that observation one beginsto learn what real
intelligence is, not the intelligence which is bought out of a book,
out of experience, that is not intelligence at al. Intelligence has
nothing whatsoever to do with thought. Intelligence operates when
the mind sees the whole, the endless whole - not my country, my
problems, my little gods, my meditations, isthisright, isthis
wrong, but to see the whole implication of living. And when you
observe, out of that comes this quality of intelligence which has got
its own tremendous energy.

Now perhaps some of you, if you care to, and if you are not too
tired, might ask some questions - questions that are relevant to
what we have been talking about. Y ou know it isfairly easy to ask
guestions, very easy. And when you have asked questions who is

going to answer your question? Y ou understand? Who is going to



answer it? The speaker?

Q. | am.

K. One moment sir. Let me finish. Who is going to answer the
guestion? And then if you are going to answer it yourself then why
ask the question? Y ou ask the questions either to trip the speaker,
to catch him out - and the speaker is quite willing to be caught out -
or you are asking a question and in the very asking you are sharing
that question with others, so the others have to listen to that
guestion, not be caught in their own questions. Y ou understand
what | am saying? If | am asking aquestion | am asking it aloud so
that you and | share that question, because my question is your
guestion. So you must be willing to listen to that question and not
just beinvolved in your own particular little question. So in the
sharing of that question we are both together investigating the
implications of that question, therefore it ismy question as well as
yours, and therefore we are sharing it, and therefore the answer is
yours and mine - do you understand all this? That isinvolved in
asking a question. Now, you wanted to ask a question sir?

Q. (Inaudible)

K. Sir, look sir. Thought has created these wars - right? Right?
And the instruments of war. Thought has created the division
between the countries, as German, Russian, American, Hindu and
al therest, the Jew and the Arab, it is the division by thought that
has created wars, and we go on operating in that field, keeping the
divisions and trying to talk about peace, meeting at different
summit levels or whatever the beastly things are called, and is that
intelligence? Or isintelligence seeing the inwardness of this, the

truth of this and letting that intelligence operate, which means no



division, which means all the politicians, get together - you follow?
- and say, "L ook, let'sforget our systems, policies, what is the right
thing to do for the world". Do you think any politician will ever do

that”? No. Therefore you have to change, not the politician. And the
transformation lies not in the reformation of institutions, or new

philosophies but the transformation in your consciousness.
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Shall we go on talking about what we were saying on Sunday
morning? Shall we go into all that again? We were saying, weren't
we, that the world outside and in usisin such chaotic condition,
and the politicians and the leaders and the religious priests are
trying to solve these problemsin the field of thought. This has been
the game for centuries upon centuries, trying to solve all human
problems at the level of thought. And apparently from what one
sees, suffering still goes on, wars are endless, governments are
more or less corrupt, politicians play a crooked game and
ideologies, systems have taken the place of morality and
intelligence. Seeing all this, objectively, without any prejudice or
dedicated to a particular ideology or a system, one observes that
thought is divisive, thought divides, and excellence in thought is
not excellence in conduct.

Aswe said the day before yesterday, please, these are serious
talks, these are not mere entertainment, these are not something
over which to be amused or cried over. It is something one has to
go through, investigate deeply, as deeply as one can, verbally and
non verbally. And that demands a great deal of care, affection,
consideration, a sense of intimate communication with each other.
And therefore that demands that you and | share the thing together,
that you share it, not just listen to a series of words or ideas or
concepts because they are not ideas or concepts, agreeing or
disagreeing, but rather really taking part in it with your heart, with
your mind, with all your energy. Then | think such a serious

concern and commitment does reveal a great deal, does reveal not



only the source of our thought and also our mischief, but also the
source of action. Because we live by action, we cannot possibly
avoid action. Y ou may withdraw from the world into a monastery,
that is action aso. Y ou may take avow, that is action. Or you
might specialize in aparticular field which givesyou an
opportunity for your talent and a career, that is action. Action is
also in relationship between you and another. So the movement of
lifeisaction. That isagain fairly obvious.

And we are enquiring: thought so far in civilizations has
produced actions which are conflicting, contradictory, opposing
and therefore breeding a great deal of mischief, misery, conflict.
That isagain obvious. And is there excellence in thought and
therefore action? Or is there always conflict when thought with its
ideas produces an action? Y ou are following al this? Please thisis
your life, not my life. And if one would understand one's life, one's
behaviour, one's conduct, one's relationship, and in this confusion
find out what to do so that that action is excellent at all levels.
Then we must enquire: is there an action which is not fragmented
by thought, because thought is fragmentary in its very nature? And
through thought we are trying to find an action at all levels of our
life which will not be contradictory, which will not be regretful,
which will be whole, total, complete. And can such action be the
product of thought? That we must examine very carefully first
before we take the next step. Which is: isthere an action which is
supremely excellent, which is not based on the movement of
thought? That is the next question we will have to ask after we
have enquired into this fragmentary action, which is the product of

thought; and why is thought divisive?



That is, why does thought divide? | do not know if you have
noticed it, geographically, historically, economically, socially - god
and man, the devil and - divisive - why? Why is thought, upon
which we live, upon which our whole social morality is dependent,
why isthought divisive? If thought is matter, whichit is, and
thought which is the response of the past, which it is, then thought
creates the movement of time as yesterday, today and tomorrow.
So thought has its source in the very root of the past. And having
itsroot in the past it must create time as movement. | don't know if
you are following all this. We will go into it. Just quietly listen to it
first, don't agree or disagree and say, "Oh, Lord, what isit all
about, | am unhappy, | want my problem solved immediately, |
want to meditate, | want to do this, | am avegetarian, should | be a
vegetarian” - we will cometo al that - "whether | should smoke,
not smoke, whether | should wear leather or not" - you follow - all
those problems we will come to alittle later. But we cannot come
to them without understanding this extraordinary movement of
thought.

We said, why is thought divisive, divided? One sees by its very
nature, by its very function and structure, it hasits being essentially
in the past, it livesthere - in tradition, in the accumulated
knowledge that one has acquired or society has acquired, or the
great accumulation of scientific knowledge which isin the past; so
thought is essentially the movement from the past therefore it must
be divisive. It can pretend, or stipulate, or concelve that it is
beyond time, but it is still thought functioning. It can imagine a
timeless state, but it is still thought. It can pretend that it is going
beyond it own limits, it is still thought. So thought creates a



boundary of time around itself, and that is the factor of division.
Are we communicating with each other? Please thisisreally
important if we are to go any further into this matter, aswe are
going to, day after day for the next three weeks.

Because we are all reared in the field of thought. Our education
IS the movement in thought, getting more and more knowledge,
refinement of thought and so on and so on and so on. And when
thought is divisive, whatever action it creates must also be
fragmented, and therefore conflict. Thisisthe principle. Are we
meeting each other? Come on sirs. Y ou see man has lived,
historically aswe know it, lived in a series of crises and responses
which breed inevitably more conflict. Asyou can seein the
modern world what is going on. Thereisacrisis, the thought tries
to answer it and in the very answering it you create more problems,
Y ou supply arms to one country knowing jolly well it is going to
create more trouble, and so on and so on.

So can thought ever bring about an action that is total, whole,
sane, not contradictory? Because our lifeis contradictory. Welive
at different levels, at the business level, family level, or the
scientific level or thereligious level, or the artistic level, or each
opposing the other, each specializing in its own department. And
specialization, which is the fashion now, becomes exclusive and
therefore contradictory, and therefore destructive. The man who
specidizesin religion, heis called a saint, and he is the most
destructive man because he has speciaized in one department, like
the military, and so on and so on. So thought trying to be excellent
in its action specializes and brings about more conflict, more

division. | wonder if you are following all this? Sirs, don't follow it



verbally, watch it in yourself, because we are talking about
yourself. The words, the phrases that the speaker isusing are a
mirror in which you are looking at yourself, and you see this
happening round you and in yourself. So each specialization hasits
own ambitious end, each career has its own reward, contradictory,
opposing affection, care, consideration, love and all the rest of it -
right?

So looking at it, then one asks: isthere an action which is
whole, not fragmentary? In that action there is no regret, no sense
of fulfilment, no sense of frustration - is there such an action?
Because that is what we are asking all our life. Because whatever
we do brings a certain pain, a certain confusion or a certain reward.
And in the pursuit of that reward we create more division. Soitis
inevitable and natural and logical to ask if there is an action which
IS not born out of the movement of thought?

May | go into something which may appear to be different, but
it is not? We need energy, we have energy. A physical energy,
emotional energy, the energy of hate, the energy of lust and the
energy of great passion; and there is also the energy of great
tension, which is brought about through a sense of frustration,
division and lack of fulfilment. | do not know if you have noticed
in yourself, as one gets older the body becomes rather worn out,
diseased, old age, pain and all the rest of it begins, and the energy
wastes away. And most of our energy is the product of conflict. |
am, | should be - the fight, the aggressive desire to continue in that
direction. Y ou have noticed all this? And the energy that is brought
about through an ideal, through commitment to that ideal - the
whole Communist world is based on that, from the beginning of



Lenin until now, destroy people by the million to get what you
think isright. And that gives one tremendous energy. Like the saint
dedicated to an idedl, to a picture, to an imagination, to aformula,
it does breed extraordinary energy. The idealists have an
extraordinary energy. In any form of specialization energy is
required. The more you specialize the more energy you have,
discarding al other forms of energy. Thisiswhat you see, not only
in oneself but also outside.

Thought creates its own energy, which iswhat is happening in
the western world; to produce one of those marvellous machines as
a submarine one must have tremendous co-operation, energy, and
that energy is brought about through an idea. Ideais organized
thought. | hope you are following al this. And thiskind of energy
is always in the deep sense of that word destructive, becauseit is
divisive. Now is there an energy which is not destructive, which is
not divisive, which is not mechanical? | will go into it. Give me a
chance. You know | didn't prepare thistalk. | never do and so | am
also investigating as | am going along. Otherwiseif | prepare atalk
and come hereit isabeastly bore.

So | am asking myself and you: is there an energy which is not
based on an idea, commitment to an ideology, an energy whichis
not dependent on attachment, whether it isto furniture, to an ideal
or to aperson? You are following all this? Is there an energy which
isnot in any way involved in the field of time as thought,
movement? Right? What are we going to find out? Y ou understand
my enquiry? Lifeis action, the very living, all relationship is
action, movement in action. Action is movement. And that

movement is based on thought, at present - political, religious,



social, economic and moral relativity, which is rampant in the
world now - all that is based on thought, which isdivisive and
therefore contradictory and breeding more misery. And isthere an
action totally unrelated to all that? And to find out one must have
energy, not mere intellectual energy, with all its accumulated,
educated knowledge. It is not the intellectual energy, nor emotional
energy, which is recognizable by thought and therefore it is still
part of thought. So is there an energy which can come about so as
to bring about a total transformation in the very process of the
mind? Y ou understand? Our minds are educated in so many ways,
in excellent ways on the foundation of thought; and that thought
has its own energy, and in action that energy does breed a great
deal of mischief and confusion. That is clear. And in enquiring if
there is an action which is not based on the movement of thought,
to enquire into that very deeply you need a great deal of energy,
not the energy of trying to find an end, not the energy that you
have when you are moving in a particular direction, but the energy
that can change the content of consciousness. Y ou get what | am
talking about?

Look sirs: to put it differently. One knows what the content of
one's consciousness s, if oneisat al awake, aware, attending to
one's behaviour, watching, looking, hearing. One knows what the
content of one's consciousnessis. And the desire to change that isa
movement in aparticular direction, and that does give you energy
but it isdivisive - right? And one realizes the content must be
totally changed because we can't go on as we are, unless we want
to destroy the whole of humanity. It requires atotal transformation

of the content of consciousness. The content makes consci ousness,



therefore when there is total transformation of the content thereisa
different kind of - | won't call it consciousness - a different level
altogether. And to bring about that change you need tremendous
energy - right?

So there must freedom from direction - please see the logic of it,
the sanity of it - there must be freedom from direction, from a
conclusion, though conclusions give you a great deal of energy, but
that kind of energy is awasteful energy. So the mind must be freed
of idea - you understand? |dea is the response of thought, the mind
must be free of ideals because that is again direction, the mind
must be free of al the divisive movements of thought as
nationality, the race, freedom from the stupid religious divisions,
al that. Now can your mind be free of that? If it cannot then it is
not possible, do what you will, stand on your head for ten thousand
years, or meditate sitting in a position, posture, breathing rightly,
for another ten thousands years, you will never find the other. So
can the mind, seeing how stupid, how unintelligent ideals are, seeit
- not say that they are wrong and put it away, but see the truth of it,
as when you see the truth of it you are free of it. Not when you
logically, historically examine al this. When you see something as
poisonous you drop it. There is no conflict because your
intelligence saysit istoo stupid to go that way. Can you free your
mind from all this? Please listen to this. Do you free it one by one?
Or do you freeit totally? If you free it one by one that takes energy
- doesn't it? Well I'll look at my nationality, how stupid it is, I'll
drop it. I'll look at my ideals and say, good lord it istoo old
fashioned, it doesn't lead anywhere, it breeds conflict and I'll drop

it - you follow? Will you free the mind layer by layer, which will



take time, which will take analysis, and analysisis paralysis? And
will you go through that period taking long years? Or is there a
way of looking at all thistotally, and therefore be totally free of it?
Y ou understand?

Now traditionally it is said that you must go step by step. First
you must get rid of, control your body, breathe rightly - you know
al the beastly games they play. Tradition and modern psychology
also says, to go step by step, analysis, tear away. And you can
spend years, until you die doing that - right? Now isthat not a
wastage of energy? If it is, then how shall the mind - please go into
this - how shall such amind empty itself of its content so that it has
atotally different existence, totally different kind of energy? Have
| conveyed my question? Look sirs, the content of my mind is your
content. Y our content of your consciousness is the content of my
consciousness, dightly modified, with alittle more colour, with a
little less colour, alittle more elaborate, alittle less elaborate, more
artistic and less, and so on but it is more or less the same as your
consciousness. The mind becomes aware of it, and it says, "How
can | be aware of thetotality of it?' - not only the unconscious but
the conscious. | know | can strip layer after layer, both the
conscious as well as the unconscious, go through that process
taking time, analysing, knowing the danger of analysis. | can do
that, that is the traditional, accepted way of the world to do this. If
you are serious and if you are interested. And | see that it takes
infinite time, because every analysis must be totally accurate,
otherwise the next analysis will be corrupted by the past analysis.
Right? So each analysis must be complete, true and final, otherwise

| am lost. And can such analysistake place? And who isthe



analyser? The analyser isthe analysed. Right? Am | going too fast?

S0 | seethat that is not going to do athing. So what am | to do?
Y ou understand my question? What is my mind to do when it has
seen the absurdity of this? Now has it seen the absurdity of it? Or
does it imagine it has seen it because somebody hassaid that it is
absurd, because we are secondhand people. Y ou understand? So |
accept the authority of another and say, "Yes, that isabsurd”. Itisa
verbal assertion without any reality. So | have accepted authority
of another, and the acceptance has no validity because it does not
produce results. Right? So the mind discards authority, traditional,
recent, or the authority | have cultivated because out of my own
desires, selfishness, demands, my authority, | know. So the mind
totally discards authority, Can you do this? Not the authority of law
and tax and all that, | am not talking about all that, but the
psychological authority of someone to tell you what to do, because
| am in confusion and | look to somebody who will free me from
this confusion. Out of my disorder | create the authority - | wonder
if you understand this? It is historically so: wherever thereis
disorder a man springs up tyrannically and brings about some kind
of order, which istotal disorder.

So can the mind put away authority because it sees the truth of
it, the significance of it, the nature of it, not areaction to authority -
which iswhat is going on? \When you react against authority you
are creating another authority. That isobvious. | do not know if
you have ever seen that caricature which appeared in "The New
Y orker" about when alittle boy and alittle girl were looking down
from awindow, and they see two hippies going along on the path.
The boy saysto the girl, "There goes the Establishment". That is



reaction!

So can the mind, your mind be free of this traditional approach,
traditional analysis, introspective, trying to improve, al that,
because you see the truth of it? Therefore there is no guru, no
saviour, no steps through meditation to come upon something
extraordinary. There is something extraordinary, but not through
thisway. So can the mind put away all this, deny all this without
any resistance? And to do that you must look. Y ou must ook
outwardly and inwardly; hear the music of the world and the
discord of the world, the music of inside and the discord of inside,
because both are the same. We are an intrinsic part of the world -
right? And to do this | said we required energy. And this energy is
not brought about by a concept, by words - right? This energy
comes when you have the insight into the disorder of a mind which
functions mechanically in the movement of thought - right? Have
you got this?

So no belief, no idea, no concepts, no ideals, no commitment of
any kind in that field. | hope there aren't any gurus here! Or
probably you are becoming one; don't become one!

So through negation of what is false, not through resistance or
reaction to the false, but through choiceless regjection of what is
false, you have a different kind of energy, don't you? Look at it
grs. It issimple enough. Itislikeif you are climbing a mountain
you must discard all the things that you have been carrying on the
plain, you must put aside al that - the corrupting factors of
thought, which is attachment and power, domination is different
forms. It is far more important to understand attachment than the

search, or taking vows, of seeing the corruption of property,



possession and power. May | go on with that alittle? We said the
understanding of the nature and the structure, and the action that
comes from that understanding of attachment. Most of us are
attached to possessions, whether it is the possession of atable,
antigue table which you polish very carefully and look after it, or a
house, or a person, or an idea, attached to a particular form of
experience, attached to a group and so on and so on - why isthe
mind attached? Aren't you attached to lots of things? | am afraid
we are: our looks, our hair, our worries, my god there are so many
things we are attached to. Why? And knowing possessions in any
form are one of the major corrupting factorsin life - right? - and
therefore we say, "Don't possess. Have afew clothesthat are
necessary but don't possess, take a vow on non-possession”. And in
that thereisalot of bother, travail, "l want that and | don't want it,

| must giveit up, | have taken avow", you know. So possessions
corrupt. And we say we must be detached from possessions. And
al the conflict involved in that. For the speaker attachment is much
more important than detachment. Because if one can find out why
the mind is attached, it doesn't matter to what - my sitting here, |
have done it for fifty years, on a platform, talking, and | am
attached to that - if | am attached, | hopel am not - if | am
attached. And why isit attached? Y ou see the difference? Not how
to be detached but why it is attached. Why are you attached to your
house, to your wife, to your girl, to your ideas, to your meditations,
to your system, why? What would happen if you were not
attached? Attachment gives a certain occupation to the mind -
right? Y ou constantly think about it. And this constant occupation

is one of the factors which the brain and the mind says, "Yes | must



be occupied with something” - please follow all this. With my god,
with my sex, with my drink, with my god knows what - | must be
occupied - with the kitchen or with the king, or with some social
order, or commune, or whatever it is. And out of this demand for
occupation there is attachment, you hold on to something.

Now why isthe mind occupied? Why must it be occupied? And
what would happen if it was not occupied? Would it go astray?
Would it disintegrate? Would it fedl utterly naked, empty and
therefore the fear of that emptiness, therefore occupation? And
therefore the importance of the furniture, the book, the idea, and all
therest of it. So out of the empty feeling and loneliness of not
being totally whole, the mind is attached. Y ou follow? And can the
mind live, be vital, energetic, full of depth, without attachment? Of
course it can.

So one asks: islove attachment? Not, love is detachment. And
when love is attached and detached, then love is painful - which we
all know because we go through that ugly state, or whatever it is.
And power is another form of corruption - political power,
religious power, power in the business world, power in carrying
out a certain talent that one has, the pleasure of power. Don't you
al know it? When you dominate somebody, your cook or your
servant, or your wife or your husband, or somebody, dominate,
there is tremendous pleasure. That is another factor of corruption.
Which means energy, which is so necessary to bring about a
transformation in the content of consciousness, is dissipated in all
these ways - right? Can you see all this as fact, as a dangerous fact?
Not relative danger but total danger for human beings.

Now if you see that asrea danger as you would see the danger



of afalling rock, you move away from it instantly and you are free
of it. Y ou understand? So to observe this you need a certain
sensitivity, both physical aswell as psychological. And you cannot
have this sensitivity if you areindulging in all kinds of things -
drink, sex, overworking, you know the whole business. So if you
are at all serious, if you give your attention, your care, your
affection to this, then you will see for yourself that out of this
freedom of the division which thought has created, there is another
kind of energy, which isintelligence. Y ou understand how
intelligence is not put together by thought, it is not the cunning
intelligence of a politician or a priest or a businessman. It comes
out of the freedom which is perceiving the fal seness, the unreality
of al this. Can the mind seeit totally? And it cannot see it totally if
you have any direction at all. Right, you are following al this?

So anintelligent mind actsin the field of thought intelligently.
Y ou understand? One's mind has seen this and therefore sanely,
without resistance, it isfree from that - from all the implications of
attachment, the structure of attachment, the action of attachment,
the pursuit of power with all its complications, the ruthlessness of
it, and also seeing the dividing process of thought. Seeing all that
clearly, totally, out of that you have energy; and that energy is
intelligence. Now having that energy, that intelligence, it can
operate in the field of thought, not the other way round. | wonder if
you see. Am | conveying this?

Look sirs: one can see what the world actually is outside and
inside, itsinterrelationship, there is no division between the outside
and theinside, it isan interrelationship. And | seeit. And | need

energy to transform the mind. So | must discard everything that is



wasteful, everything that is psychological, everything that breeds
division and conflict within the mind - right? It can be done only
when there is an observation of it, not aresistance to it. And there
IS an observation only when the observer is the observed, which we
went into the other day alittle more. The observer is the past -
right? The observer is put together by thought in terms of
experience, knowledge, memory, tradition; that is the essence of
the observer. And what he observes, which is the result of thought,
is still thought - right? | wonder if you see all this?

Look sirs: the chaos in the world, the misery, the starvation, the
poverty, the brutality, the violence, the mess that is going on, the
madness that is going on, is created by thought. And the observer
says, "l must change all that", if heisat all intelligent, if heisat al
awake and not concerned with his own little pattern of life. Andis
the observer different from what he observes, because the observer
IS put together by thought also - right? So the observer isthe
observed. Now when that takes place not as a verbal statement but
as areality, conflict ceases, therefore you go beyond the limitations
which thought has imposed on action. | wonder if you are getting
al this? | hope you are all ashot as| am!

Now can you do this? If you cannot, why not? Is it because you
are indolent, lazy, indifferent, not only to your own sorrow, to your
own suffering, to your own misery, to the misery of millions of
people - what isgoing on in Russia, in India, everywhere, you are
totally indifferent to all that because you want to find god, you
want to meditate, you want to learn how to breathe properly, how
to have the right kind of sexual relationship and this and that? If

you are concerned with the whole - you understand? - with the



whole of humanity, not just your neighbour or your wife, with the
whole of humanity, then when you see the whole then you can put
the detail in order. But without the perception of the whole you
cannot put the detail in order. Right? That iswhy the politicians are
failing, they never answer this problem, nor the analysts, nor the
priests, nobody. It isonly you and I, if we are utterly responsible,
concerned, serious, committed, then we will be able to answer this
guestion because we have seen the whole and therefore are
extraordinarily alive and intelligent and function in detail. Y ou
have got it sirs? Have you understood?

Now would you like to discuss anything? Would you like to
discuss or answer questions about what we have been talking
about?

Q. Isthe operation of intelligence insight?

K. Isintelligenceinsight? What isinsight? To have an insight
into something: to have an insight into attachment - you
understand? To have an insight into attachment, what does that
mean? To see what attachment does. What is the nature of
attachment. Why attachment arises. What is the structure of
attachment. And the responses and actions of attachment. To have
an insight into all that you must look at attachment - right? Y ou
must look at attachment, your attachment: your attachment to your
possessions. Have you ever looked at it, to ideals, to your opinions
- have you ever looked at opinions? Why you have a thousand
opinions? That is another occupation of the mind, to have opinions;
and to have opinions you think is extraordinarily important about -
it doesn't matter who. So to have an insight implies that you have

looked into the nature, structure and the response of attachment,



into attachment. When you have an insight you go behind the
word, you go behind your reactions of asserting and not asserting,
you see how the mind has built up this whole process of
attachment. To observe it. And you can only observe when you are
not against it, when you are not opposed to it, when you don't want
to discard it. Y ou can only observe when you see that the observer
IS that thing which you are seeing. The observer has created the
attachment and then disassociated himself from it and triesto
change it, control it, shapeit, deny it, alter it, go beyond it and all
the rest of it. Now when you have an insight of that kind then out
of that insight comes intelligence. Simple sir, but you have to do it,
not endlessly talk about it.

Q. How can one live without foundations?

K. What do you mean by foundation? Please, thisisthe
guestion of most of us, we need a basis, a foundation, a something
from which to start - right? Something on which we can rely,
something which says, that is so. And then on that we build, we
move. We say thereis god, millions and millions have said there is
god, and on that they build their life, that is their foundation -
right? | may have my foundation because | have afamily, children,
my responsibility to them, and that is my foundation. Maybe, |
said, madame, don't deny it. Others may have the foundation of the
Ideology that the State is the only god, the Communists and that is
mine - you follow? Each one invents a foundation according to his
own temperament, according to his own conditioning or in the
culture in which heis born. So we say afoundation, abasisis
necessary - right?

Now who has built that basis? Lenin, Marx, Trotsky, Stalin, and



al therest of that group, laid afoundation for you and meif you
accept them as our gods - right? And on that | start. If | am a
Catholic or a Hindu, that is my basis. Now who has created this
basis? Obviously thought - thought in different forms, in different
manifestations, those manifestations depending on one's peculiar
reactions, and so on. Now why does the mind need foundations?
Please answer that question yourself. Why do you need a
foundation? Because then you would have no rudder, no direction,
every wind, every whiff pushes you in every direction? Now see
what happens if you have afoundation; say for instanceif | had a
foundation as a Hindu, which | haven't got, thank god, or a
Christian, or thisor that, if | had afoundation as a Hindu what
takes place? | live according to the tradition, according to the
beliefs, dogmas and all the rest of it, handed down through
centuries, which isthe past. That is my foundation. The result of
that foundation is| am not you - you are aMuslim, a Hindu,
Buddhist, god knows what else, | am not you, so | am willing to
tolerate you - toleration is the invention of the intellect, to live
amicably, but it has nothing to do with reality because | am rooted
in my foundation as a Hindu - you are following all this? So there
is conflict between you and me, me a Communist and you a
Catholic, and so on, abeliever in god and a non-believer in god, in
Jesus, in Buddha, or god knows what else. So | say to myself;
"Why should | have afoundation at al?" If | had no foundation,
would | go wrong? Does a foundation give me direction? Or a
foundation brings confusion? Y ou are following all this? Don't go
to sleep please, we will stop in a minute!

Does afoundation as a Hindu, does it breed more confusion - as



a Catholic, Communist, Socialist, whatever it is, doesit involve
greater confusion, greater misery, divided. Y ou have your
conclusions, | have my foundation. And | see foundations have
brought man to a great deal of sorrow and misery, they are willing
to fight and kill each other for what? For ideas, which are part of
reasoned thought. And if my foundation is based on thought then |
live alife of conflict and misery for the rest of my life. That is
obvious.

So | say to myself: can | live without any foundation? | know
the tree cannot live without foundations, it must have the soil,
water, sunshine, darkness, lightness. The foundation is food,
clothes, shelter, | need that, but beyond that is foundation
necessary? Knowing foundations have bred confusion, misery,
conflict, wars - my foundation is me and your foundation is you,
and we are fighting each other. Now can | live without any
foundation? | can only answer that when | see the nature and the
structure of foundations - you understand? The very negation of
that is the foundation, which isintelligence - you understand?
Come on sirs. Then wherever the mind is, in apalace, in ahovel,
walking along by yourself in woods and looking at the beauty of
light and darkness, and the shadows and the immeasurable sky, that
intelligence isin operation, and therefore it needs no foundation at
al. And that intelligence is not mine or yours, it isintelligence.
Right sirs, have you understood?

Q. | seethe implications of attachment but nevertheless | would
like to ask you if thereisn't a certain biological attachment. There
are attachments in the animal kingdom. How can you possibly see

the human race, composed of millions of people, with no possible



attachments among themselves? How can you see this human
family who throughout the centuries has been attached? How can
we possibly as human beings not feel any kind of attachment to
one's own body? Do you seein all reality the prospect of the
human race with no attachment whatsoever?

K. Wait sir. Are we talking to the millions of people, in India,
Mexico, America, millions and millions of people, telling them and
talking to them about attachment? Or are we talking about
attachment to you? Because - you understand my question sir? -
are we talking to you, or to the millions of people? Because the
millions of people are not concerned with this. They say, "For
god's sake give me food, clothes and shelter - | am starving, | am
diseased" - they are not concerned with this. And you are saying
how do you answer those millions of people and ask them to be
detached, or not be detached? Y ou can't. But we are talking to you
- right? If your consciousness, which is the consciousness of
millions of people, if in that consciousness thereisa
transformation, then that transformation affects the millions. Then
you will have adifferent kind of education, adifferent kind of
society - you follow? But to say, how can the millions and millions
accept thisidea of detachment. Y ou are attached to your mother, of
course you are attached to your mother when you are five, four,
three, two, you need a mother and a father to look after you; the
child needs complete security, the more security of the right kind,
then the happier it is.

So millions of people want security, and they think they will
find security in attachment to their country, to their little house,
they are willing to fight the rest of the world for that country - that



istheir attachment. And the Catholic iswilling to fight the
Protestant for his attachment.

So we are concerned with the people who arein this tent, for the
moment. Because you are here. If | went and talked to labouring
people they would say, "Please go away, we need beer". We are
talking to you. And can you change the content of your
consciousness so that in that transformation you affect the
consciousness of man? Please sirs, thisis afact. Look: the so-
called Catholics for two thousand years have talked to individuals,
have conditioned you. And your consciousness has accepted this
conditioning, and you have been Catholics, Protestants or
Communists, and you function from there, if you are at all serious
in what you are conditioned. And your consciousness has affected
the world - you understand sirs? Go to avillagein India, or
elsewhere, you find a Christian cross there, and they don't know
what it isall about but it isanice placeto sit and chat, or sing or do
something or other and they go there. But it has affected the
consciousness of the world by conditioning it to a certain idea.

Now we are saying quite the contrary. In the transformation of
your consciousness, with all its content, then in that freedom you
have a tremendous energy, which is the essence of intelligence.
And that intelligence will operate in every field if you are so aware
of the total human existence. Right sirs? | need clothes, we need
food and shelter, everybody needsit, that is prevented by the
division, the economic division, racial division, national division,
Americais more powerful than Russia - you follow? That is what
is happening. Once we were talking to a prominent politician, high
up in the Cabinet and all the rest of that nonsense, and we talked



about this, and he said, "My dear man, that isimpossible, that is so
far away, that isamarvellous distant life and ideal. | like what you
are saying but it is impracticable. We have to deal with the
immediate." Y ou follow? And the immediate is their power, their
position, their ideology, the most impracticable and the most
destructive thing. Y ou know all this. Do you mean to say if al the
politicians in the world got together and said, 'L ook, forget your
system, forget your ideologies, forget your power, let us be
concerned with human suffering, with human needs, food,
clothing, shelter,' we can't solve this problem? Of course we could.
But nobody wants to: everybody is concerned with their own

immediate sickness, ideologies. Right?
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May we go on with what we were talking about the last two
meetings that we had here? We were concerned about the
understanding of our action, of our behaviour and the content of
consciousness. Unless we understand the nature and the structure
of this consciousness in which we act, through which all our
behaviour, our ways of thinking, are, until we understand that, it
seems to me, we shall always be floundering, rather confused and
aways live in constant battle within ourselves, and outside. We
shall never be ableto find, it seems to me, peace, a sense of deep
inward tranquillity; and in aworld that is getting madder and
madder every day, where there is so much brutality and violence
and deception and chicanery, it is so necessary that all of us should
understand this immense problem of living. And we can
understand that field which we call the living only when we
understand the content of that living. And that is what we have
been talking about the last two times that we met here.

And if one may point out, thisis not an intellectual amusement,
it isnot averbal entertainment, it is not aword investigation; but
rather these talks should be taken as a serious thing because it
affects our daily life, not merely the intellectual, emotional life but
the whole of our life, which isall our consciousnesses.

And we are going to, if we may, this morning concern ourselves
with what is called materialism. Materialism means having an
opinion, or evaluating life as matter. | am going to go slowly,
please follow this. matter, its movement, its modification; also

consciousness and will as matter. That is what the materialists



maintain. Please you have to understand alittle bit of this, because
we have to find if there is anything more than matter and go
beyond it, and therefore it is not merely an intellectual amusement
and investigation but rather a deep enquiry whether our minds, our
whole relationship, our social, economic and religious life, is
entirely material - in the sense that materialism means having an
opinion that all existence is matter, its movement, its modification
and also its consciousness and will. Please you have to understand
thisalittle bit. Because we are ruled by our senses, our taste, smell,
touch and so on. Sensations play a great part in our life. And
thought, the capacity to think, isalso material. That is, the brain, if
you examineit - | am not a specialist on the brain - if you examine
or if you are rather aware of your activities you will see that the
brain cells hold memory, memory as experience and knowledge.
And when the cells hold that it is material, it is matter - so thought
is matter. And one can imagine, or construct through thought, as
thought, otherness, which is not matter - but it is still matter! That
IS, we know that we livein amaterial world, based on our
sensations, desires, emotions, and we have constructed a
consciousness which is essentially the product of thought with its
content. We know that if we have goneinto it very deeply and
serioudly, not just romanticized about it. Knowing that, we say
there must be otherness, something beyond that. So thought begins
to investigate the other. When thought investigates the other, it is
still material. Please thisisimportant to understand because we are
al so romantically minded, all our religions are sentimental,
romantic, and living in this very small field of materialism we want

to have something much greater, beyond. That is a natural desire.



So thought constructs a verbal and non-verbal structure of god,
otherness, immensity, timelessness and so on and so on, but it is
still the product of thought, so it is still material.

Please don't agree or disagree. We are not doing propaganda,
not trying to convince you of anything, and | really mean it. It is
for you to examine, to listen, to find out.

So thought creates the form outside, thinking that form, that
image, that prototype, the original type, is not material. But the
form is the product of thought, the idedl is still the product of
thought, so it is still material. And if you go to India, or to the east,
they will tell you that they accept that, but there is a higher self,
there is a super consciousness, which dominates the materia, or it
IS enclosing the material, as you have the soul. There they call it by
a Sanskrit word, Atman and so on. But the Atman, the super
consciousness, the soul is still the product of thought. Of course it
Is. Do you understand? So thought is matter. And whatever its
movement, inside, outside, trying to go beyond itself, is still
material.

So the problem arises: is the mind mechanical? That is, your
mind, your thoughts, your feelings, your reactions, your
responsibilities, your relationships, your ways, your opinions and
so on and so on, are they merely mechanical? That is, responding
according to its conditioning, according to its environmental
influences and so on. And if that isthe totality of the mind then we
live in atremendous, inescapable prison - you are following all
this? Do please give some of your attention to this.

This has been the problem of man right through the ages. He

knows he lives by the senses, by his desires, by histouch, by his



appetites, sexual, intellectual, otherwise, and he questions, "Is that
al?' Then he beginsto invent - the gods, the super gods, super
consciousness and so on and so on and so on. And having
projected a form he then pursuesit, and he thinks heis
tremendously idealistic, or tremendously religious, but his pursuit
of what he calls god or truth or whatever is still the product of
thought, which is material. Y ou have understood? See what we are
doing. See what the churches, the temples, the mosgues have done
to us, to each one of us, this sense of great deception on which you
have been fed, and we think we are extraordinarily idealistic. When
one realizes that serioudly, it is rather a shock, because you are
stripped of all illusion.

So you then begin to ask, if you have gone that far serioudly, is
there a movement other than the movement of thought? Y ou are
following? How does one find out? Now to find that out we must
examine what is cause, causation? If | am trying to find out
something beyond the material, what is the cause of my search?

Y ou are understanding? The cause of my search is either an escape
from this, or a cause - no, you see | am thinking with you and |
have to enquire, | am enquiring, I'll do it for you. Y ou see cause
means amotive. Isal my enquiry motivated? Because if | have a
cause, the root of that is either pleasure or the escape from fear, or
total dissatisfaction with 'what is and therefore the cause projects
its own answer. Y ou are following this? Therefore to enquire into
the other my mind must be without cause. Y ou are following all
this?

Aswe said the other day, and we are saying it again today, there

must be a transformation in the mind, not peripheral reformation,



but a revolution deep in the mind to solve our problems. The
problems which thought has created, whether religious problems,
or economic, social, moral and so on. And if one is enormously
serious, not flippant, not merely amused by intellectual theories, a
philosophy that isinvented by thought, then we must be concerned
and totally committed to this question of transforming the content
of consciousness. This content makes up consciousness. We went
into that, | am not going to go over and over again the same thing.
And who is the entity that is to change it? And we said the observer
Is the observed. When there is a division between the observer and
observed, 'me' and the 'not me, thereis conflict. And that is
essentially awaste of energy. And when you look into it you will
find that the observer is the observed, therefore you remove
conflict altogether and you have enormous energy because it isno
longer wasted in conflict.

Now this energy is either in the field of thought, or it isan
energy totally different from thought. Thought creates its own
energy, that is obvious. So we are asking now whether a mind that
IS so burdened, so conditioned, so shaped by materialistic thought,
for such amind is there a movement other than that of thought? So
we said to find that out we must look into the cause of this search.
Where there is a cause there is time, because the cause produces an
effect, and that effect becomes the cause later - right? Please, are
you following all this? Or isit too difficult? It is not really difficult
because thisis your life. It becomes difficult when you treat it, or
look at it as something apart from our daily life.

I'll gointoit. I'll put it differently. What isvirtue? What is

morality? Is morality transient? |s morality relative, or isit



absolute? For usin the modern world reality is relative, and that
relativity is nearly destroying us. So one asks. what isvirtue? Is
there an absol ute virtue? Absolute non-killing? Do you
understand? A sense of no hate under any circumstances. Isthere a
sense of compl ete peace, absol ute peace which can never be
disturbed? Can one live without any sense of violence? Or is
violence relative? Killing is relative? Hate is modified and so on.
You are following al this. So what is virtue? If you hit meand | hit
you back and apologize for it later, that becomesrelative. If | have
acause for hating you, or disliking you, or being violent, that cause
makes my action not complete, therefore relative - you are
following all this? Do pleasg, it isyour life. Isthere away of living
which has no cause, because the moment you have a cause it
becomes relative - right? Y ou are following all this? Do please. If |
have a cause to love you because you give me comfort,
psychologically, physically, sexually, morally, comfort, it is not
love. So where there is a cause the action must be relative. But
when there is no cause the action will be absolute. Y ou are
following this? See what takes place in your life, not in what | am
explaining. That is, if | depend on you, if | am attached to you, that
attachment has a cause because | am lonely, or | am unhappy, or |
want companionship, | want your love, your affection, your care,
and so | am attached to you. And from that attachment thereis
great sorrow, there is pain because you don't love me, or you
tolerate me, or give me alittle of your affection and turn to
somebody else, so thereis jealousy, antagonism, hate and al the
rest of it follows. So where there is a cause - please understand

this, in your life - where there is a cause, action, morality must be



relative.

So can the mind be free of form, free of theideal - the ideal that
form has a cause. And therefore such amind is incapable of going
beyond itsalf. | wonder if you seethis. It isvery smplereally.
Words make it so very difficult. Words are necessary to
communicate but if you don't apply, merely live at the verbal level
it is absolutely useless. It is like ploughing, ploughing, ploughing,
and you destroy the earth by merely ploughing.

So we have this problem, the problem which man right from the
beginning has sought to solve. Whichiis, isall life mechanical? Is
al life material? - material in the sense which we have explained.
Which is, the having an opinion, or evaluation that all existenceis
matter. Its movement, its modification - please listen to all this
carefully - and aso consciousness, with itswill, is also matter.

Y our wholelifeisthat. You may pretend it is not but actually itis
that. Having that, being enclosed in that, thought creates aform,
the ideal, the supreme, the highest form of excellence, great
nobility, the gods and you know, all the things that thought has put
together in the world - the immense technol ogical movement, and
the traditions and the gods. It is all matter. And living on this shore,
asit were, which we are, our wars, our battles, our hatreds, our
political appallingness, we are on this side of the river, whichis
matter. And mind says, "I want to go across, there must be
something there because this life istoo stupid” - and it is stupid,
just to go to the office, earn money, responsibility, struggle,
competition, worry, despair, anxieties,immense sorrows and then
die. And we say that is not good enough, we put it more

philosophically, in more extravagant, romantic languages if you



wish, and we want something more. And then we say, "How am |
to cross thisriver to go to the other shore?' - you follow all this?
We want to cross the river to the other shore: then we ask, "Who
will take us across?' And when you ask that question there is the
priest, the guru, the man who knows, and he says, "Follow me",
and then you are done because he is exactly like you, because he
still functions within the field of thought. | don't know if you see
this for yourself. Because he has created the form, your gods, your
Jesus, your Buddha, Krishna, he has created the form and that form
Is as materialistic as your sensations, that form is the product of
thought. Now if that is absolutely clear, no romantic escapes, no
ideological washing of hands and comfort and all the rest of that
tommy rot, which leads to such illusions, if that is absolutely clear
that any movement and modification within the field of
consciousness is merely moving from one object to another place.
But it is still within the field of thought. Have you understood this?

So what is the mind to do? Or not to do? | see first such amind
must be in total order - you understand? - material order. Because
if itisindisorder it can't go away from itself. You have
understood? | hope you are doing thiswith me. Pleasedo it as| am
talking. Thought is matter and all its activity within this
consciousness has created an extraordinary sense of confusion and
disorder, politicaly, religiously, socialy, morally, in relationship,
in every direction, it has created disorder. Your life. Unlessthereis
absolute order, and | am using the word 'absolute' not relative,
unless there is absolute order within that area, the cause to move
away from that areais still the product of disorder - you

understand? So there must be order. Now how does this order



come about? Y ou understand? Politically, religioudly,
intellectually, morally, physically, in relationship - order - an
absolute order, not convenient order, not relative order. Now how
is the mind, which has been trained, educated, conditioned to live
in disorder and to accept disorder - you follow? - that is our life,
how is such amind to bring order in itself? Please bear in mind, if
you say there is an outside agency that will bring order then that
outside agency isthe product of thought and therefore that outside
agency will create a contradiction, and therefore that contradiction
isadisorder. If you say the action of will will bring about order,
then what iswill?"l will do that" - please find out, look at it. When
you are aggressive, when you say, "l must do that", what is that
will inaction? It is, isn't it, desire, aprojected end to be achieved,
that projected end conceived by thought. So it isdesire, desire for
success, achieving an end projected by thought asan ideal, asa
form, as an original pattern, so it is still thought. Can thought bring
order? Which iswhat the politicians are trying to do - you
understand? Which is what the so-called priests are trying to do,
and all the reformers. So can thought bring order? And thought has
created disorder. So what is oneto do? Y ou are following all this?
Now can the mind, your mind observe, see this disorder? Y ou
understand? | amin disorder - | am not but | am saying | amin
disorder - | am in disorder and | see will, following another, having
adesire to overcome it, is still within the field of disorder. So | say
to myself "What am | to do, what isthe mind to do"? First of all,
do | know disorder - you understand? Does the mind see disorder?
Or does it see the description of disorder? Y ou are following this?

Please do. Are you following this? Y ou describe to me the



mountain, the beauty of the mountain, the snow, the lines, the blue
sky in the forest and the depth of shadows and the running waters
and the murmur of trees and the beauty of it, you describe it to me,
and the description catches my mind, and | live with that
description. But the description is not the described. So | am asking
myself, am | caught in the description? Or am | actually seeing
disorder? Y ou see the difference? Oneisintellectual, the other is
factual - right? Now is the mind observing its disorder? Which
means no word, not caught in the description, but merely observing
this enormous disorder - disorder being contradiction, and so on
and so on. Please follow this. Can the mind observeit? And to
observe its own disorder, is there an observer looking at it? Or
thereis no observer at al, merely observing. This becomes rather
difficult if you don't mind paying alittle attention to it.

| observe you, | seeyou. | met you last year. Y ou were pleasant
to me, or unpleasant to me, you flattered me, or insulted me, or
neglected me. So the memories of that remain - right? The
memory. And thisyear | meet you. The memory responds. So that
memory is the past, that memory is the observer - of course. So can
| observe this disorder - please listen - can the mind observe this
disorder, social, moral and all that disorder, which is created by
thought, in which | am, which is part of me, can | observe this
disorder without the observer? If the mind can do it then what takes
place? That is- I'll explain alittle more - if the observer isthere
looking at disorder then there is a division between the observer
and the observed, then in that division conflict takes place - | must
control it, I must change it, | must alter it, | must suppressit, | must

overcome it and so on, that is a conflict. Now when the observer is



not, but only observation, then there is no conflict, you are merely
observing. Y ou follow? Then you have energy to go beyond
disorder.

S0 | see that where there is division there must be disorder.
Right? And the observer essentidly is the factor of division
because he is rooted in the past. Now can the mind see the truth of
that and observe the disorder? The disorder of your life, not my
life, not the description. Can you observe your disorder, your
confusion, your anxieties, your contradictions, your selfish
demands, all that, observe. And if you observe without the
observer there is then the going beyond it, which means total order,
not relative order, mathematical order, and that is essential before
you can go any further. Because without order in the material
world, in the world of matter, in the world of thought, you have no
basis to move, the mind has no foundation to move. | wonder if
you see all this? Therefore there must be observation of behaviour,
which is order. Do | behave according to a motive, according to
circumstances, is my behaviour pragmatic, you follow?, or ismy
behaviour under all circumstances the same? - not the same in the
sense of copying a pattern - a behaviour that is never relative,
which is not based on reward and punishment. Y ou are following
al this? Enquireinto it, observe it and you will find how terrible
your behaviour is, how you look to a superior and inferior and all
therest of it. Thereis never a constant movement without a motive
of reward and punishment.

Then aso you haveto find out, which is still in the material
world, your relationship, because relationship is of the highest

importance, because life isrelationship. What is your relationship?



Have you any relationship? To be related. Relationship also means
to respond rightly, adequately, to any challenge in that relationship.
Y ou understand? Come on Sirs.

We are enquiring into relationship: is my relationship with you,
intimate or personal or not so intimate, based on my opinions, my
memories, my hurts, my demands, my sexual appetites? If itis,
then my relationship with you isrelative, it changes - | am moody
one day, not moody the next day, and the next day | am frightfully
affectionate and the third day | hate you and the fourth day | love
you and so on and so on. And in that relationship if it is not
satisfactory I'll go to somebody else. Thisisthe game we have
been playing for centuries, now it is more open, more extravagant,
more vulgar and all therest of it - that's all. So my mind hasto find
out what actually its relationship is. Because unlessthereis
complete harmony in the world of material in which | live, which
Is part of me, in me, which is my consciousness, the mind cannot
possibly go beyond itself. Y ou understand this? That is why your
meditations, your postures, your breathing, your going to India and
searching all those - well never mind! - it is so utterly meaningless.

So ismy relationship relative? And is all relationship relative?
Please listen to this. Or thereis no relationship at al but only when
the division as the 'me’ and the 'you' doesn't exist? Y ou understand?
Do please listen to this, | am finding something new for myself.

Y ou understand? | am related to you because | love you, because
you give me food, clothes, shelter, you give me sex, you give me
companionship, | have built a marvellous image about you, we
may get annoyed with each other, irritated but that istrivial. And |

hold on to you, | am attached to you, and in that attachment thereis



great pain, thereis great sorrow, suffering, torture, jealousy,
antagonism, and then | say to myself, "I must be free of that". And
in freeing myself from that | am attaching myself to somebody
else. And the game begins again. So | say to myself, "What isthis
relationship? |s there arelationship, can there ever be a
relationship?' The 'me' that is pursuing my appetites, my
ambitions, my greeds, my fears, my wanting to have more prestige,
greater position and so on and so on, and the other also pursuing
his own demands, so is there any relationship possible at all
between two human beings, each functioning, each pursuing his
own exclusive, selfish demands? So there may be no relationship
in that direction at all. And there may be a relationship when there
iIsno me at al - you are following this? When the 'me’, as thought
and all that, is non-existent | am related - you follow it? | wonder if
you follow this? | am related to you, to the trees, to the mountains,
to the rivers, to human beings. That means love, doesn't it, which
has no cause.

So consciousness with its content is within the field of
materialism. And the mind cannot possibly go beyond it under any
circumstances, do what you will, unless there is complete order
within itself, and the conflict in relationship has totally come to an
end, which means arelationship in which thereisno me. You
understand all this? Sirs, thisisn't averbal explanation; the speaker
istelling you what he lives, not what he talks about. If he doesn't
liveit, it is hypocrisy, it isadirty thing to do.

So when the mind has order and the sense of total relationship,
then what takes place? Y ou understand? Then the mind is not
seeking at all. Do you understand? Then the mind is not capable of



any kind of illusion. That is absolutely necessary because a mind
can invent, which is thought, can invent anything - any experience,
any kind of vision, any kind of super consciousness, and al the rest
of it. So thereis no ideal, thereisno form, thereis only behaviour,
which is order and the sense of relationship for the whole of man.
There you have the foundation - you understand?

Now another question from this arises from this. | have talked
for an hour so we can't go into it, I'll just show you something. Y ou
see, isthe brain totally conditioned? Y ou have understood my
guestion? | have got this brain, there is this brain of man, educated,
having thousands and thousands of experiences, agreat deal of
accumul ated knowledge whether it is his own or in the books and
S0 on, it istherein the brain. And thought operates only within the
field of the known - right? Of course. It can invent afield that says,
"I don't know, | am there" - but that istoo silly. Somy mind is
asking: is the whole brain conditioned - conditioned by the culture
it haslived in, the economic, social, environmental, religious and
al that?If it is, then it cannot go beyond - you follow? So the mind
has to enquire, and thisis real meditation, you understand sirs? Not
al this silly stuff that goes on, thisis real meditation, which we
will go into presently, what is meditation, later. To find out
whether the mind, in which isincluded the brain, istotally
conditioned within the borders of time. |s the mind a complete
dave? Don't say, yes or no. Then you have settled it, if you say,
"Yes' then there is nothing more to enquire. If you say "No", there
is nothing more to enquire either. But a mind that is asking,
groping, looking, without any motive, without any direction, says,

"Is the mind conditioned totally, therefore mechanical?* And you



seeit ismechanical. When it is functioning in the field of
knowledge it is mechanical, whether scientific, or technological, or
the priestly tradition, it is mechanical - repetition, repetition,
repetition. And that is what we are doing. The repetition of a
certain desire, sexual or otherwise, repeating, repeating. Therefore
the mind asks itself, "Is the totality of thisthing mechanical?' Y ou
are following all this? Or isthere, in thisfield of the mind, an area
which is not mechanical? Y ou are following all this?

WEell gointo it but | have talked for an hour and a quarter, an
hour and twenty minutes, that is enough, you can't take more. If
you don't mind I'll stop there and we will continue on Sunday. This
isreally very important, which is: where there is a cause it must be
mechanical. | hope you see this. Where there is a cause all
movement as thought must be mechanical. So can the mind be free
of causation? Therefore is there amovement which is not of time?
Wel'll go into al that on Sunday.

Yessir?

Q. Who isit then that observes when the observer and the
observed are one?

K. Whoisit that observes when the observer and the observed
are one? Y ou have understood the question? | observe the tree -
just listen to this - there isthe tree and there isthe 'me' that is
observing it. The observer looks at it with the knowledge of the
tree - right? - botanical and all the rest of it. Now when thereis no
knowledge as the observer looking at the tree what takes place?
And is there an observation as we know it now? Are you following
al this? What takes place when there is an observation of the tree,

the mountain, or a person, which is much more difficult, more



involved rather, not difficult, what takes place? First of all the
observer creates the distance - you follow? - maybe afoot, or ten
thousand miles, creates a distance. Distance means time. So the
observer isthe creator of distance and time. When thereis no time
as distance and space, what takes place? Is there an observer at all?
Or only the thing that is? Only the tree and not the observer. Y ou
don't become the tree, which would be too silly. Only that.
Therefore what takes place? When there is the observation of a
human being - listen to this - | observe you, there is an observation
of you. When the observer is there, the observer being the past,
then there is a distance between you and the observer; the observer
has been insulted, flattered or whatever it is, that is the past, he
creates the distance between you and the observed. When the
observer is not, the distance and time ceases, doesn't it? You do it
and you will see this happen to you. Then thereis no reaction, but
only the observation. The reaction is the observer. So you exist, not
the observer. But the observer says, "l have been cheated" - right?
Y ou have taken my money. | remember that. Y ou have cheated me.
Should the observer forget that? Please follow this. Y ou have
cheated me, taken money away from me, and left me naked, or
whatever itis. So | look at you without the reaction of the past, but
knowing that it has happened. Y ou follow thissir? Thereis no
reaction to it, but the fact is that. So my mind observes without the
reaction but the fact is there. It isthe reaction that creates the
distance, not the fact, reaction to the fact.

So when the observer is not, which isthe 'me' is not, the
observer isthe 'me, when the 'me' is not thereis only the fact. And

the operation of the fact matters, not my reaction. | wonder if you



see this? Y ou know this requires great attention - you understand -
to one's observation, to your reactions. Right sir, have | explained?

Q. Who sees the fact?

K. Thereisthis fact, the microphone, isn't there? Thereis no
guestion of who seesit. We both have agreed to call it the
microphone, we might call it the giraffe - if we both agreed to give
that name to that - in observing that there is no you or me, just
thereisthat fact, isn't it? But if you say that is not a microphone,
then begins all that.

Q. If I call what is going on disorder, doesn't that imply that |
am imagining an order?

K. Oh, no, no, sir. | carefully explained. | am only - themind is
only concerned with disorder, not with order, because a disordered
mind doesn't know what order is. A neurotic, unbalanced mind,
how can it know order? All it can know isto be aware of its own
disorder. Any projection from that disorder is still disorder, that is
simple. So can the mind be aware of its disorder only? In the sense
of disorder being contradiction and all that, imitation, conformity,
al that isimplied in disorder. Disorder is the fact. The reaction to
that disorder isthe observer that brings the reaction. Now can the
mind observe that disorder?

Q; Maybe | misunderstood you. The moment | use the word
disorder, doesn't that...

K. Yes, | have said that previously sir. The word disorder - is
that disorder? Y ou understand? Is hunger aword or areality?
When you are hungry that is areality. But the word hunger is
different from the reality. Or the word awakens the hunger. Do you

follow? When we use the word 'disorder' - | explained that - is that



a description which then tells you what disorder is? Or within the
description you see the actual disorder? So can the mind be free of
the word 'disorder' and look and discover its disorder? Y ou
understand? Am | explaining? No? Have | explained?

Can you disassociate the object and the name of the object?
Please investigate this, it is good to investigate this. The name and
the object. | say it ismy wife, or girl, my father, whatever it is, the
wifeisthe name. And the person is different from the word - right?
Can | disassociate the word from the person? And does the word
interfere with looking at the person? Do you follow? If it does then
the mind is a slave to the word, and not the person - not aslave to
the person - the person is then not important. Am | explaining this
sir? Or not? So we are caught in words. We are slaves to words and
the word then is the thing. The word is the object, of course, for
most of us.

Q. (Inltalian)

K. The questioner says you are telling us that we don't see
disorder. We actually don't see disorder. We see the description of
disorder, the word being the description, but actually we are not in
contact with disorder. That isright.

Why?Y ou mean to say you don't know your own disorder?
Don't you know the room in which you live, with your shirts and
everything thrown about, don't you know that is disorder? Don't
you know psychologically, inwardly, that one livesin disorder?
Obvioudly, sir. If you give alittle attention, alittle observation, an
awareness, you know it. Don't say that you are not aware of your
disorder. Y ou don't want to be aware of your disorder. That isa

different matter, because the moment you are aware you have to do



something. Y ou pick up the shirt and put it away, you don't let your
wife or your friend do it, you look in the room, you are aware of
that disorder in the room and being aware you put it in order. But if
you say, "Well | don't care how | live," then that is another matter.
But the moment you are aware you have to act. But most of us

don't want to act because we are not serious, we are playing.
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We have been talking over together this whole materialistic
attitude towards life. The word 'materialism’ means having val ues,
opinions, judgements based on matter, that there is nothing else but
matter, its movement, its modification; also consciousness and
will. That is generally accepted as the meaning of materialism. And
philosophies, which really meansthe love of life, or the love of
truth are not ideal's, suppositions, theories and systems which have
been invented, or been conceived, or formulated by philosophers.
And most people in the world have been conditioned, shaped by
these philosophies - religious, economic or social. And they has
never tackled or enquired, come to grips with the whole structure
of the mind - the mind that has built the egocentric activity.
Egotism has been one of the mgjor factorsin our life, probably the
only factor. And human beings have never come into reality with
it, we have accepted it asinevitable, as natural. We have been
concerned, personally, whether that me, the ego, the whole subtle
structure of it, can be utterly dissolved and yet live in this society,
utterly understood, not theoretically, not in aromantic
identification with something greater, but actually to be free of this
egocentric action, its demands, its pursuits, its attachments. | do not
know if you have goneinto it. | do not know if you have enquired
intelligently whether this human mind throughout the world, under
different guises, in different forms, with different identifications,
has not been the central factor of man's cruelty, man's barbarity and
suffering.

And | think it isimportant, at least this morning, and in life



generaly, if we could go into that, not as an idea but as an
actuality, not the definition or the explanation of what the'l' is, the
'me' the ego, the personality and all that structure, but consider as
we are actually, and investigate whether the mind, which has
become so mechanical, can ever be free to investigate. | hope | am
making myself clear. You know, as we said repeatedly, thisisa
very serious subject, and it demands your attention, it demands
your care, it demands your affection. When you care to investigate
something you must also have affection, not the sense of brutal
scientific analysis. And we must be serious, otherwise lifeisvery
shallow, life has very little meaning. Unless you are astonishingly,
very deeply serious, it is like that water going by, just on the
surface with all the reflections, with al the superficial beauty, with
the noise, with the fuss the rivers make. But if you are really very
serious, and | hope we are, we should really go into this question as
to whether man can live intelligently, sanely and happily without
the 'me’, with all its complications, with all itstravails, with its
sorrows, with its fussy little demands. That is what we are going to
do, if we may, this morning.

First of all to enquireinto it we must understand our
consciousness, which isthe very centre of the 'me'. That
consciousness may expand, include everything but it still has a
centre, and that centre essentially with its structure, with its nature
and activity isin essence the 'me'. To understand that 'me, thel,
the ego, we must look into our consciousness. Consciousness
means to be aware, to know, to comprehend. These are ordinary
words, not a special jargon.

Consciousness, your consciousnessis its content. Without its



content there is no consciousness. That consciousness with its
content may invent a super consciousness, but it is still within the
field of thought which is aware of the past - right? | hope, please
that we are communicating with each other. That means that we are
sharing. You are not just listening to the speaker. You arereadlly
listening and observing your own consciousness through the words
of the speaker. So the words of the speaker have little value except
as an indication and a helpful hint to watch your own
consciousness. Thereforeit is asharing, not aone sided affair, itis
partaking together in this whole problem of human existence,
which is your existence.

Aswe said the other day, consciousness with its content - the
content being all the identifications, with the race, with the family,
with the community, with an ideology, with a culture, with a
tradition, and the misery, the conflict, the confusion, the struggle,
the pain, the enormous amount of sorrow, with occasional joy and
laughter, all that isits content - and that content is essentialy the
'me' - obviously. Remove your furniture - what are you? Remove
your name and what are you? Remove all the ideologies,
experiences, knowledge, the fears, the hopes, the pleasures, the
pursuits, the ambitions - there is nothing left. And we make such an
enormous fuss, such an enormous struggle to maintain this
structure.

And from that arises the question: is the mind mechanical? |
mean by mechanical not merely the activity of amachine asacar,
as an engine, but the activity of amind that always operates in the
field of the known - right? Please it is not difficult what we are

talking about. We are using very simple words and it isvery



important, it seemsto me, to understand this problem. Because if
the whole of the mind is mechanical it may invent a theory which
Is not mechanical, and yet it will be still mechanical; it may out of
its own desperation, misery, conceive or philosophize or invent a
theory of desperation. That is still mechanical. And to find out if
there is anywhere in the mind afield which is not mechanical - not
invent it, because that has been done in India and here, thousands
of years, that there is a greater, a superior consciousness. That is
just atheory invented by a mechanical mind which always
functions within the field of the known - right? Arewein
communication with each other? At least some of us?

| mean by mechanical responses which are the outcome of a
stored up knowledge - right? | am a Christian, and my conditioning
being Christian | respond to that, or as a Communist, a Hindu,
Socialist and so on and so on. So reflexive actions are mechanical.
Right? And from that one has to go into the question as to whether
the brain - | hope you don't object to all this penetration and that
we will be able to follow each other - whether the brain, the totality
of the brain iswholly conditioned by the culture, by the
environmental influences, by economic conditions, by religious
penetration of beliefs, ideals, gods, the hopes - al that. Is the whole
of the structure of the brain conditioned? And so is the mind totally
conditioned? Right? When we use the word mind, we are including
in that not only the nervous responses of the body, the recognition
of emotional states by thought, thought being the response of
memory which is stored up as knowledge - all that | include in the
mind. In that isincluded of course the intellect, emotions and all
that. So mind isthe total, not just a part - right?



And we want to find out if there is an energy which is non-
mechanical. Right sirs? Because we have lived on an energy which
ismechanical. | respond to your insult, or to your flattery. |
respond according to my conditioning, my conditioning is always
the result of the culture | have lived in - economic, social,
religious, environmental and so on. That is all within the field of
the known, and as long as there is an operation within the field of
the known, it must be mechanical. Right? Man has recognized this
and says, there must be an outside agency to change this. Because
to livein the field of the known all thetimeisto livein aprison
and so he says, there must be an outside agency, so he beginsto
speculate, invent, theorize and say there is god, super
consciousness, Atman and so on and so on. But it is still born out
of the known. It is the concept formed by the past therefore it is
still within the field of time - right? So it is nothing new. And in
that field we have lived, and in that field there is a certain energy
created by thought and friction. That we know. Friction as
ambition, friction as envy, friction as the competition and so on -
all that - we have lived for centuries on that, in that field.

Please you are watching your own mind, your own life, not my
life. Y ou are watching your own ways of thinking, living,
behaving, and responding. And when you watch it you will seeitis
aways mechanical, it is always from the known. The known can
project itself as the future, but it is still the known. And in that field
one has enormous energy - as seen in the field of technology,
science, the political divisions, quarrels, antagonisms, wars, the
extraordinary inventions of destruction and so on - all that demands

tremendous energy.



Now we are asking whether thereis afield, an area of the mind
or brain which has not been touched by the known? Is there afield,
an areain the brain which is not contaminated, if | can use that
word, by thought? - thought being the response of memory. Y ou
arefollowing all this? Thisisrea meditation to find out, not all the
phoney stuff that goes on in the world in the name of meditation.
How isthe mind to find out? Y ou understand? Not invent, not
hypnotize itself in the hope of something new becauseitisin
despair, because it is bored with existence, and wants something
new. So to find that out every form of illusion must be totally put
aside - right? Y ou are understanding all this? To have no illusion -
Is that possible? What brings about illusion? Why does the mind
deceive itself? And why does the mind not face the fact asit is?

Y ou are following? Why does the mind refuse to see what exactly
is, and wantsto cover it up, hide it, escape from it, and go beyond
it? - which are all the activities of anillusory act - right? Why does
the mind do this? Go on sirs. Why does the mind, your mind refuse
to accept afact? The fact being what is actually going on, not what
should be, or what has been, but actually what is going on. The
active present is the fact - whatever that fact is. And, if you
observe, the mind refuses to face that fact.

Isit part of our education to never come directly in contact with
'‘what is' because we have ideals, because we have a sense of denial
of 'what is, the incapacity to deal with 'what is - is that why the
mind refuses to face 'what is, but always plays around it - right?
Why? Isit our education? Which is, be like somebody else, you are
not as clever as your brother, you must be somebody in this beastly
world. So we are educated to be other than what we are. And what



we are we never find out because we are always educated to reform
ourselves, to improve ourselves. And is it because we have idedls,
which are always over there and never here, never actual but
unreal? Isit because basically, fundamentally we don't know what
to do with ‘what is? The incapacity to deal with ‘what is, makes us
move away from 'what is - right? You are following all this? Do
please. Thisis dreadfully serious because the world isin chaos, it is
getting worse and worse everyday, and a serious man has a
responsibility, tremendous responsibility how to face this chaos.
Religions haven't answered the problem, nor the politicians, nor the
businessman, nor the scientist, they are just drifting, and the more
you drift the more chaos grows. There is always the perpetual

threat of war in one place or another - the Greeks and the Turks are
going on at it now. So the man who isreally very, very serious and
knows his responsibility, feels the responsibility and therefore he
has to consider the transformation of his consciousness, because it
isonly there that there is any hope of bringing about a different
world, adifferent human being, a different kind of education. And
that iswhat he istrying to do.

Soisit the lack of capacity that makes us run away from ‘what
IS? One suffersfor various reasons - biological, physical,
psychologically, intellectual and so on, one suffers, intensely,
superficially or it passes away in aday. Man has never solved this
problem of suffering. He has carried on for centuries upon
centuries, and he has never faced it and gone beyond it totally. Isit
because he has not the capacity to understand it, to look at it, to see
what is totally involved within it, the nature, the structure and the

activity of it? And to do that one must look at it, one must watch it



with care, with attention, with that sense of great affection, because
without affection and care you cannot possibly understand it. But
we run away from it seeking comfort in another field, but the other
field is still within the field of the known and so we go on from
suffering to suffering. We will deal with suffering alittle later as
we go along.

So we are asking: the mind has been trained, educated,
religioudly, in every way, to operate and function in the field of the
known - right? | won't enlarge on that because we have goneinto it
sufficiently. And man has invented an outside agency which is
equally absurd. So the question arises. isthere any area - (I won't
use the word 'part' as we will then ask "Which part, isit in the front
or the back or the side" - you follow? And we get lost in that
rigmarole) - isthere any area of the mind which isreally free from
the known? | s there any part of the brain which is not cultivated by
thought? Thisisreally important, please give your attention to this.
If we do not find it then we will always live in the field of the
known, from which thought arises, which is matter. Thought is
matter, we went into it sufficiently. Thought is matter becauseit is
the response of memory, memory is held in the brain cellsand
from there it responds, therefore it is still matter; and any activity
of thought is still within the known and therefore matter. And you
may try to worship god, and become terribly religious and phoney
but it is still within that field. So you have to find out if thereis any
area of the brain, the mind that thought cannot possibly enter -
right? To find that out one must be free of the known, and realize
its value as function. I'll explainit. Go slowly.

Y ou understand my problem? First understand the problem.



And if we understand the problem then the problem will solve
itself. The problem isthis: man has cultivated the brain, the mind,
giving awide growth to knowledge. And there must be knowledge
because otherwise | can't speak English, | can't drive acar, |
wouldn't know where to go. So knowledge is essential to function,
to go to afactory, to write aletter, anything, knowledgeis
necessary. And as long as the mind lives within that area it livesin
aprison. It can decorate the prison, which we are doing, better
bathrooms, better toilets, better cars, better this and better that,
better, better, better. Y ou know the better is the enemy of the good.
Think about it.

So can the mind see the fact that knowledge is necessary, and
yet realize, or see the truth that aslong as it lives there, it will
everlastingly suffer because it is based on thought. See the truth of
it. And then can the mind realize its value as knowledge and not be
adavetoit? If the mind realizes something it isfree of it, and yet
it hasitsvalue, it is not dependent on it, it isnot caught init, itis
not enslaved by knowledge. Therefore a new quality comesinto
being, a new kind of energy comesinto being. Are we
communicating with each other? Please give your attention. So
knowledge has its relative value, and being relative it is not all
important, which we are now making it. Now can you, sitting
there, see thereality of this, that you must operate in the field of
knowledge and yet not be dependent on it, therefore a certain
guality of freedom from the known.

Then you can begin to enquire by watching the movement of
thought, and the source of thought, by watching it, by being aware,

whether there is a demarcation, not drawn by thought, between the



known and something else which is not at the behest of thought,
which thought cannot capture at all?

Look sirs, let me put this thing differently. When we look at our
life, our daily life, we are very materialistic people, we depend on
our senses, our senses dictate our action, we are really totally
worldly people. And materialism which has been the conditioning
of our life, in that there are two principal factors: pain and pleasure.
Aslong aswe live within that field of materialism, pain, and
pleasure become extraordinarily important and there is no escape
from that aslong as we live there. | don't know if you understand
this. We are materialistic, we depend and react according to our
senses, opinions, judgements, evaluations, which are al the
product of thought - right? And thought is matter. And as that has
become so extraordinarily important in the world, pleasure and fear
are the factors, are the principal factors that drive us to behave or
not to behave. Right? And aslong as we live in that area these two
factors dominate, and there can be no escape fromit. Thereisno
escape from it because what do you escape to - more pleasure or
more fear? More pleasure conceived by thought? Or the avoidance
of fear by seeking security in isolation? Looking after myself,
looking after my country with which | have identified myself, my
gods - you follow? - gradual identification and isolation and
therefore more fear. Where thereisisolation, division, thereis
inevitably wider and deeper fear because the mind, being
materialistic, pursues pleasure, that isall it has, its gods, its
moralities, its churches, its doctrines, beliefs, everything is based
on the pursuit of pleasure. Right? And therefore more fear. Please

do seethis.



S0 unless the mind discovers, not as an illusion, not as a hope,
not as a belief, not as an idea, discovers an area where thought
cannot possibly enter then only fear disappears entirely. You
understand? And therefore when there is no fear there is then the
understanding of pleasure, not the pursuit of pleasure but the
understanding of it. Right? Are we meeting each other somewhere?

So can the mind be free from the known and yet see how
important the known is. If it seesthisthen in the field of the known
the activity of the 'me’ does not enter. Y ou see the difference? Have
| conveyed it to you? If | see the importance of knowledge and its
value, its significance, its necessity, then the 'me’, which has
created such great mischief in the world, that ‘me' has no placein
knowledge, it can't identify itself with knowledge, because
knowledge is pure function. But when function becomes status
then it is the operation of the 'me'’. | wonder if you get it all? Have
you got it? Good!

So in the field of knowledge, objective efficiency without the
ruthlessness of the 'me' entering into it, takes place, becauseit is
pure function. Therefore the 'me' has no place at all. See the beauty
of it sirs. Therefore the mind then begins to enquire, ook, if there
isany areawhereit istotally free of the human endeavour. Y ou
understand? - the human gathering, human struggle, human pain,
sorrow. Unless the mind finds that there is no way out. Y ou can
invent away out but it is still the known, the materialistic. Now
how does one discover this? Obviously no system - system is still
part of the known, please see al this. Therefore what isthe
instrument of enquiry? What is the instrument of observation? Y ou
are following? Do you know it? Y ou probably have read a great



deal, gone to many libraries, made research or looked into books
and literature, religious literature, read intellectual literature and
the existentialism, this and that, you know, you must have done all
this, and have you found the answer? Or is this the first time that
you are facing this problem? The first timein your life you are
faced with this, and you have to find it out, not through somebody
else, because if you find it through somebody elseit is not truth, it
islike living in a shadow of another. So when you are confronted
with this problem for the first time, as you are, you have no answer
- right? Really you have no answer. That isagreat thing. Y ou
understand? It isa marvellous thing to say, "I have no answer". "l
don't know what to do" - knowing that nobody is going to give you
a hand to help you out, knowing that you can't possibly look to
another. Y ou understand? Y ou really don't know - right? That is
essential, that is real innocence - right? Please listen to this
carefully. That is deep, inexhaustible innocence, to say, "l really
don't know" - not that you are waiting for an answer, not that you
are expecting something, because then we play that game again. To
remain totally in that state of not knowing, then out of that not
knowing you have got tremendous energy, haven't you? | don't
know if you see? Then you are curious, you are not eager for
satisfaction, you are not wanting to achieve something. Then in
that state of not knowing totally, that not knowing is part of the
brain which has not been contaminated - you understand? Are we
meeting each other alittle bit?

Look sirs, | can say, "l don't know but I'll find out". | can find
out by searching in my memory, or by looking to somebody, or
reading in abook - right? When | say "I don't know" that is one of



our tricks, | am expecting an answer from you, from myself, or
from somebody else, in abook, or some other so-called idiotic
wise man. We have done that. Or | can say "l don't know, but do
tell me" - itisstill the samething. Or | can say "l really don't know
at all". When the mind says that, realizes that, is it not that area
which has not been touched? Y ou understand? It is very simple if
you look at it, if you go into it. It isthe part of that brain that
actually says, "Y ou haven't touched me at all". All the things which
man has put together through centuries | know very well, but when
| say "l don't know", | have entered, the mind has uncovered afield
which has not been touched - you understand? Now can the mind
remain there and function in knowledge? Y ou follow? | wonder if
you get this? May | continue?

We have searched for god, for happiness, for a better way of
life. We have invented political philosophies, extreme Left,
historical materialism, Capitalism, Socialism, we have invented
various gods, saviours, Christ, Jesus, Buddha, Krishna, dozens of
them. And man has not been able to solve his problem of sorrow,
because unless he solves that you cannot possibly come upon that
area which has not been touched by thought. And can the mind see
its activity because the observer isthe observed, just to observe the
activity, not try to change it, not to reform it, not to control it, just
to observeit, and see what it discoversin the field of the known
and be totally responsible for that. That means not to let the
knowledge be used by thought as the 'me'. | wonder if you follow?
Of course. Therefore | am only function, no status. Where thereis
status there is the 'me' operating - right?

Now can we do this? Can you do it, not theory, but do it in daily



life. Y ou know that means great attention, not the attention of will,
just watch it as you watch a squirrel playing round the trees, as a
child running about, just watch it, with care and affection. Then
you will see that the 'me' doesn't enter at all in the field of the
known, in the operation, in the function. Then you have awhole
area of the mind, the brain, which is totally unoccupied. Y ou know
when there is no occupation it isfree, it isalive, it is moving.

And from this arises another problem: isit a matter of timeto
see this? Thereality of knowledge, and the non reality of
knowledge, to see this, and to function in that, does that require
time? | need timeto learn alanguage, | need timeto learn a
function, drive a car, learn a new technigue, time is necessary. But
IS time necessary in seeing the operation of the known, the reality
of it, the necessity of it, the inevitability of it? And the freedom
from that, an area which istotally innocent, innocent in the sense
of an area which has not been hurt at all - you understand? We
human beings are hurt, from our childhood we have been hurt, by
the parents, by the fellow students, by everybody, the more
sensitive we become the more hurt. And being hurt we resist, we
withdraw and go through agonies of neurotic activity. And is there
an area of the brain which has never been hurt - you understand?
Now to come upon that, does it take time? It will taketime if you
make that into an ideal, which the mind will inevitably do - you
understand? That it isathing to be gained, that it isathing to be
achieved, that it isathing which | want to identify myself with so
that | will have more energy to create more mischief - you
understand? Now the realization of all this, the totality of al this,

does it take time? Or you see the whole thing instantly? Y ou will



see the whole thing, knowledge and the freedom from it, instantly
when there is no direction, when you don't want to achieve this or
that. Do you understand all this? The desire to achieve is the factor
of the'me, which gives adirection.

So isit amatter of time? Improvement is a matter of time, self
improvement, but the total emptying of the mind of the 'me’ is not
of time because you see the reality. When you see something
dangerous there isinstant action. So do you see the whole of this,
al that has been said this morning, the totality of it - the
materialistic attitude, which is our life, our daily living, in which
thereis great fear and great pleasure as the two principals operating
awaysin the field of materialism, within the field of the known.
That iswhat we have lived on, and with that we are trying to get
rid of fear and to hold on to pleasure - all that battle that has been
going on. And see aso, aslong as the mind lives there, thereis no
escape from fear at all, there is no solution to fear, however deeply,
energetically you analyse, there is no ending to fear, nor to sorrow.
It is only when you come upon that other thing, then thereis an
ending to all that.

Now to see all that, the totality, the whole of it, doesn't require
timeat all. You either seeit, or don't seeit. You don't seeit
because either you don't want to see it, because you are so
committed to your own belief, to your own knowledge, to your
own little self, or you have not paid attention. Or you have not
cared how you live, what you think, your behaviour, your attitude,
everything, you don't care. Or you give your total attention, and
when you do you can't help seeing the whole thing and then it is
over, finished.



Q: When one speaks about an untouched area, isn't that in some
sort of way projecting, and therefore we are once more being
caught in acircle?

K: I have understood sir. Have | projected something for you to
accept? The speaker has very carefully pointed out that as long as
you live here, in this material world, and live with pleasure and
pain and fear and pursuit of delight, then you are caught in that,
thereis no way out of it. And the human mind, if itisat all sane,
rational, healthy, doesn't project an illusion. It says, "l know this, |
have lived al this, | know all the implications of living in this area,
nothing has escaped me, the deceptions, the delusions, the desire to
achieve, the success, the pain and the delight, all that." So he says,
"Isthat my life, isthat the whole of life, to live everlastingly in
prison?' Now it enquires. It doesn't say, "Thereis’, or it doesn't
project, | have carefully explained. If it projectsit is still within the
same area.

So it says, "l don't know". | explained very carefully, "I don't
know", and that very acknowledgement, the truth of "I don't know"
isthat area, and honesty - you can never say "l don't know" if you
are not free of the known. And this requires tremendous honesty,
which means no deception at any level. And deception only comes
when you desire, when you want, when you want to succeed, when
you want to achieve something, to attain something, then the
operation of will bringsillusion.

Q: My experience of life showswhat you say is quite right but
to me, in my life, the life of conflict, | think one needs more than
what you say. There is behind what you say a good deal of love -
thiswould send away all fear completely. | don't think thereis any



hope, | don't think there is any hope for me and the world in which
| live. That iswhat | want to say.

K: | understand sir. Are you saying this sir? Please correct me if
| am mispresenting you, or misquoting you. Are you saying:
without that quality of love everything has no meaning? |
purposely, the speaker purposely avoided using that word 'love'.
We will gointo it on Tuesday.

Q: | won't be here.

K: Youwon't be here. (Laughter) It isathing that we must go
into very, very deeply. The word loveisnot love. Theword is
never the thing. And to really deeply go into this question of what
islove, not verbally, intellectually or emotionally, because without
that, as the questioner pointed out, without having love you can
'‘whistle in the dark’, but when you have that you can do what you
will. But we haven't got that! We know what pleasure is, we know
what lust is, we know what the passion generated by lust, by
thought is, but thereis atotally different kind of passion, which is
love. But one must go into it not ten minutes, five minutes, one
must take a whole hour, in the sense go into oneself very, very
deeply to find it out, and that requires amind that is clear, that is
not caught in words, that is not caught in sentiment, emotion,
romantic nonsense, it requires avery clear, excellent instrument, so
that all romanticism, emotionalism, sentimentality is stripped. Then
perhaps you will come upon it.

Q: The escape from the mechanical and the known, is that
possible through the miracles of religion?

K: I understand sir. To escape or understand, or go beyond the

field of the known, will the miracles of religion help?



Now first of all, what do you mean by amiracle, and what do
you mean by religion? Just aminute sir. A miracle: the television
set isamiracle, amotor car isamiracle, the aeroplane, if you
watch it, it is extraordinarily beautiful, isamiracle. Miracle
implies also an outside agency doing something to heal us of our
wounds, so that we are clean. And you say, can religion do this.
What do you mean by religion? Religion as we know it is the
product of thought. Look at it carefully. | am not being dogmatic,
don't accept what | say, or rgject, just look at it. Religion aswe
know it isthe invention of thought of the priests. The priest is not
out there, but here. Y ou understand? The priest who says, "I must
find out" - or believes, or accepts, or follows authority, follows
tradition. | am saying what is going on now in the world, which we
call religion, organized belief. In India, in Europe, al over the
world, it is organized belief - no? Conditioned through centuries of
saying "You must believe in this, thisisyour god, thisis your way
of life", etc., etc., etc.

Now | do not call that religion. Religion is something entirely
different. Religion impliesaway of living daily, living alife of
truth daily, not truth according to a book, a priest, an analyst, or
some tradition, living alife of truth which isreal philosophy, love
of life, love of truth, so that there is no deception, no hypocrisy, no
conflict - conflict between 'what is' and ‘what should be'. A way of
life that has great care, attention, love, and that cannot possibly be
when | am concerned about myself, my improvement, my gods,
my beliefs, my opinions. The way of religion is the emptying of the
mind of the 'me' so that it livesin that sense of great honesty, great

inward simplicity and without any sense of achievement, a



direction, therefore right behaviour, not imitation of the behaviour
which society imposes on me. And it means great inward peace,
guietness, to know something other than ‘what is. All that and
much moreisreligion, not all this circus that is going on.

Q: How can we put an end to the violence between youngsters
in our family?

K: How can we put an end to the violence between the younger
generation, young children. Oh Lord! (Laughter)

How can you put an end to violence in our children, in our
younger generation, younger people? Why has, if | may ask, why
has violence become so extraordinarily pervading, so incredibly
increasing - why? Isit, first of all in our children, isit that the
parents have no time to give to the children because they are to
occupied with their own problems, earning their livelihood and so
on and so on, that the children have no relationship between the
older and the younger? Is that one of the reasons? | am not saying
that is the only reason. The mother and the father go away to earn
more money, and the children are sent off to schools. In the school
there is competition, there isfighting, al that is going on in modern
schools. Thereis no relationship between the teacher and the
student. Thereisno real deep human communication with the so-
called teacher and the pupil. He is occupied with his own
problems. So he cannot talk to them before the class, the subject
begins, about quietness, gentleness, living a life of goodness, talk
to him, because he is himself doing it, not just talking about it. Is
that one of the reasons? And is there another reason - pick up any
newspaper and everyday there is some kind of violence - wars,
somebody has been killed, raped, and kidnapped. It is pervasive, it



isall around, this sense of violence. Why has this happened? Y ou
follow sir? Why has this happened right through the world, in these
recent years? Isit areaction to the Victorian ideals? Is it because
some specialists have said that children must grow up and never be
corrected? L et them grow up, don't tell them what to do, don't
punish them. Y ou follow? - that has been aso. Is it because of the
recent wars? There is so much violence all around us, inthe air, is
it because everything around us has lost its meaning? Y ou
understand? The Communists, with their gods and with their
philosophy, say human beings are insects - you understand sir? - to
be destroyed; millions and millions have been destroyed because
they have been treated like so many insects. Is that one of the
reasons? Is it because the younger generation see that the older
generation has not given peace to the world and therefore they
must be violent too? They see everything around themisa
struggle, conflict, wanting security, success, position - you follow?
- dl around, thisisthe pattern. And we are educated to that, from
childhood. And don't you think it isinevitable then that this
violence comes into being?

And aso religion, thereal kind of religion, not this kind of
phoney circus religion, the ordinary religion which everybody trots
out has never said and maintained "Don't kill". They say kill when
necessary, they have blessed the battle-ships, they have blessed the
cannons, they have blessed the heroes - you follow? - but never
said, 'Don't kill another human being'. They daren't say it because
they are supported by governments, property and al the rest of it.

So taking all thisinto account, what isachild to do? Heis

sengitive, inquisitive, tender, has no affection or love at home



except occasionally, he sees the parents, drinking, smoking, taking
drugs, quarrelling, violent. There is the whole pattern set for him.
Therefore what is one to do? What are you to do? If you have
children what are you to do? Thank god for those who have no
children at the present time. But for those who have, what are they
going to do? Sir, thisis a tremendous problem - you understand? -
it isnot just a morning's discussion for half an hour and talk over it
and then go back to your life with violence. This requires
tremendous responsibility. What are you to do? All the schools, the
colleges, the universities are like this: passing exams, competition,
struggle to have a place, the fear of not having a place. Y ou know
what is happening in the Communist world: if you cannot pass
certain exams you become aworker for the rest of your life,
therefore the competition is hectic, that means violence. So what
will you do with your child? Will you form or help to create a new
school ? Will you undertake the responsibility with afew others, to
create anew school - you understand? - responsible for money, for
work, for everything involved in a school ? Have you the energy,
the interest, the care, the affection? And if you have not you will
drift the way of the rest. If you have, and you cannot start a school,
perhaps there are other kinds of schools, help them - do you
follow? Create them. And we, the speaker and some others, we are
doing this, we want to create schools, we are burning with it, it is
our responsibility, not just to talk, talk, talk endlessly and do
nothing.
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We have been talking over together the nature and the structure of
thought, its place and its limitations and all the processes and
functions involved in the movement of thought. If | may this
morning, and it israther lovely after all these days of rain and
cloud to see the mountains, the shadows and the rivers, and the
pleasant smell of the air, | would like to talk this morning about
what is responsibility, which is, to be answerable to what? In
observing objectively, without any opinion or judgement, what is
going on in the world - the recent war, the appalling misery and
confusion - who is responsible, or answerable for all this? To really
find the right response, which is the right answer, we must ook at
the whole phenomenon of existence. At the one end you have the
extraordinary development of technology, which is almost
destroying the earth; at the other end you have what may be called
the hope, the demand, the entreatment of god, truth or what you
will. Thereisthis vast spectrum. And we seem to answer only to a
very small part of it. Thereisthisvast field of existence, of our
daily living and we seem to be incapable of responding to the
whole of it, not just to part of it. And so we must find out for
ourselves what is the right response, what is the right answer to al
this. If we merely answer, are responsible, to avery small part of it,
which is ourselves and our little circle, and our little desires, our
petty little responsibilities, our selfish enclosed movement, if we
only respond to that, neglecting the whole of it, then we are bound
to create not only suffering for ourselves, but suffering for the

whole of mankind. Because, as we said the other day, our



consciousness is its content. And when there is the transformation
in that consciousness you affect the whole of the consciousness of
human beings. Thisisafact. It isnot an imagination, thisis not a
theory, it is not a speculative hope. If you change radically the
content of your consciousness you are affecting the consciousness
of your neighbour, of your children, of your society, of al the
consciousness of human beings. Thisis so. Like Hitler, Lenin,
Stalin, our friend Mussolini, all of them, affected, because they in
themselves created a change - whether it is good or bad we are not
discussing that.

So isit possible to be responsible to the whole, the whole of
mankind? And therefore responsible to nature, responsible, that is
to answer adequately, totally to your children, to your neighbour,
to all the movement that man has created in his endeavour to live
rightly. And to fedl that immense responsibility, not only
intellectually, verbally, but very deeply, to be able to answer to the
whole of human struggle, pain, brutality, violence and despair, to
respond totally to that, one must know what it meansto love. And
we are going to go into that - right?

Y ou know that word love has been so misused, so spoilt, so
trodden upon, but we will have to use that word and givetoit a
totally different kind of meaning. To be able to answer to the
whole there must be love. And to understand that quality, that
compassion, that extraordinary sense of energy which is not
created by thought, we must understand what is suffering. When
we use the word understand, it is not averbal or intellectual
communication of words, but the communication or communion
that lies behind the word. Now first we must understand, and be



able to go beyond suffering, otherwise we cannot possibly
understand the responsibility to the whole, which isreal love. As
we said the other day, and | will repeat it again if | may, if you are
not bored by it, we are sharing this thing together, we are
partaking, not only verbally, intellectually, but going far beyond
that. And to shareit is our responsibility. That means you must also
hear the word, listen to the meaning of the word semantically, and
also share in the movement of self enquiry, and go beyond it. This
whole movement, one must take part in it. Otherwise you will treat
it merely verbally or intellectually or emotionally and theniitis
nothing.

So as we said, to understand this responsibility to the whole,
and therefore that strange quality of love, one must go beyond
suffering. What is suffering? Why do human beings suffer? And
this has been one of the great problems of life for millions of years.
And apparently very, very, very few have gone beyond suffering,
and they either become heroes or saviours, or some kind of
neurotic leaders, or religious leaders, and there they remain. But as
ordinary human beings like you and me and others, we never seem
to go beyond it. We seem to be caught in it. And we are asking
now, this morning, whether it is possible for you to bereally free
of suffering? There are various kinds of suffering - the physical,
and the various psychological movements of suffering, the
ordinary organic pains through disease, old age, ill health, bad diet
and so on, and also there is the enormous field of psychological
suffering. Can you be aware of that field? Can you know intimately
the structure and the nature, and the function of suffering? How it

operates, what are its results, how it cripples the mind, how it



encloses this self-centred activity more and more and more? Is one
aware of al that? That is, are you aware of it? That is, one can deal
fairly adequately, without that pain affecting the mind, fairly
adequately with the pain of the physical organism - right? Are we
communicating? Are we going along with each other? One can
have really agreat deal of pain through a disease and not allow it to
interfere with the activity of the mind, to disassociate from the
physical pain. | do not know if you have ever doneit. It is quite
possible, so that that pain does not create neurotic activity. And
that requires avery considerable attention to the intelligence of the
body. When the body is not dictated to by taste, by the tongue, by
the various forms of artificial stimulations, then the organism has
its own intelligence. Do listen to all this. Probably you won't pay
the least attention to al this afterwards but at least during this hour
do give alittle attention and care, because thereisalot to learn, a
lot that you should know, though you may not act upon it, because
most of us are rather lazy, indolent, easy going, accepting things as
they are and carrying enormous burdens throughout our life. But at
least you should know about these things, what the speaker has to
say, as you are good enough to be here.

So we are now considering psychological suffering, which
apparently man has not been able to resolve. He has been able to
escape from it, through various channels - religious, economic,
socia activity, political activity, business, various forms of
escapes, drugs - you know every form of escape but confronting
the actual fact of suffering. What is suffering? And isit possible
for the mind to be completely free of it, that is, completely free of
the psychological activity that brings about suffering? Y ou are



following this?

First of all one of the major reasons for this suffering isthis
sense of isolation, which is called the feeling of total loneliness -
right? Which isto feel that you have nothing to depend upon; this
sense of loneliness that you have no relationship with anyone, that
you are totally isolated. Y ou have had thisfeeling | am quite sure.
Y ou may be with your family, in abus, or at a party, or what you
will, you have moments of extraordinary sense of isolation,
extraordinary sense of lack, of total nothingness. Y ou must have
had it, haven't you? That is one of the reasons. We will go into it
step by step. And also suffering, psychologically, comes through
attachment - attachment to an idea, or ideals, to opinions, to
beliefs, to persons, to concepts - right? Please observeit in
yourself. The word is the mirror in which you are looking, which
shows your own operations of your own mind - right? So ook
there.

And another reason is, a cause of this sense of suffering, agreat
sense of loss, loss of prestige, loss of power, loss of so many
things, and the loss of somebody whom you think you love, which
is death - that is the ultimate suffering. Now can the mind be free
of all this? Otherwise it cannot possibly know, do what it will, this
sense of love for the whole. If thereis no love for the whole of
existence, which is not only yours but of total man, then thereisno
compassion, then you will never understand, do what you will,
what loveis. In the love of the whole the particular comesin. But
when there is the particular love of the one then thereisthe
absence of the other. Y ou are following all this?

So it is absolutely imperative that we understand and go beyond



suffering, and isthat possible? That is, isit possible for the mind to
understand this sense of deep inward loneliness, which is different
from aloneness? Please don't let's mix the two - thereisa
difference between loneliness, and being deeply alone. We will
understand what it means to be alone when we understand what is
the significance of loneliness. Y ou see when we feel lonely and it
IS rather frightening, and rather depressing, and you have various
kinds of moods from that, without escaping, without rationalizing,
can you observe it without any movement of escape? Y ou
understand? Suppose | feel lonely - | have never felt it but | am
saying - if | now feel lonely, with all the implicationsinvolved in
it, the escapes, the attachments, can | look at it without any
movement of escape? Can | be aware of it without rationalizing,
without trying to find the cause of it, just to observe? And in that
observation | discover the escape for me is through the attachment
to anidea- you are following? - to a concept, to a belief. Now can
| be aware of that belief and how it is an escape? And when |
observe it quietly the escape and the belief disappear without any
effort. Are you following all this? Because the moment you
introduce effort then there is the observer and the observed, and
therefore the conflict. But when you are aware of all the
implications of loneliness then there is no observer, thereis only
the fact of thisfeeling of being utterly isolated. This isolation takes
place also through our daily activity - my ambition, my greed, my
envy, concern with my own desire to fulfil, to become somebody,
to improve myself, | am so concerned with my beastly little self,
and that is part of my loneliness - you are following? During the

day, during the sleep, in all the activities | do, | am so concerned



about myself: me and you, we and they. You follow? | am
concerned, | am committed to myself. | want to do things for
myself in the name of my nation, in the name of my god, in the
name of my family, in the name of my wife and all that nonsense
that goes on.

So this loneliness comes into being through daily activities of
self-concern - right? And when | become aware of al the
implications of loneliness | see all this - right? | seeit, not theorize
about it - you understand? When | look at something the details
come out. When you look closely at atree, at ariver, or the
mountain, or a person, then in that observation you see everything,
it tells you, you don't tell it. So when you so observe, or when you
are so greatly, without any choice, aware of thisloneliness then the
thing disappears altogether.

Then one of the causes of suffering is attachment. | am attached
to you. | am attached to you as an audience - you understand?
Because you feed me psychologically, and | feel tremendously
excited, elevated - you know - so | am attached. Or | am attached
to a person, attached to an idea, attached to an opinion, attached to
tradition and so on and so on. Why is the mind attached? Have you
ever gone into this? Attached to furniture, attached to a house,
attached to your wife, attached to god knows what - why? Come on
girs, it isyour problem, not mine. And that is one of the reasons for
great suffering. And being attached, and finding it is painful wetry
to cultivate detachment, which is another horror.

So why is the mind attached? An attachment is aform of
occupation for the mind. If | am attached to you | am thinking

about you, | am worrying about you, | am concerned about you, in



my self-centred way because | don't want to lose you, | don' want
you to be free, | don't want you to do something which disturbs my
attachment, in that attachment | feel somewhat at |east temporarily
secure. So in attachment there is fear, jealousy, anxiety, suffering.
Now just look at it. Don't say, "What am | to do?' - you can't do
anything. If you try to do something about your attachment then
you are trying to create another form of attachment - right? Do you
follow this? So just observe it. When you are attached to a person
or an idea you dominate that person, you want to control that
person, you deny freedom to that person. And when you are
attached you are denying freedom altogether. If | am attached to a
communist ideal then | bring destruction to others, which iswhat is
happening.

S0 seeing loneliness, attachment, is one of the causes - or let's
say one of the causes of sorrow, isit possible for the mind to be
free of attachment? - which doesn't mean that the mind becomes
indifferent. Because we are concerned with the whole of existence,
not just my existence - you follow? Therefore | must respond,
answer to the whole, and not my particular little desire to be
attached to you and | want to get over that little anxiety of pain,
jealousy and all therest of it. Because our concernisto find out
this quality of love which can only cone into being when the mind
Is concerned with the whole and not with the particular. Whenit is
concerned with the whole there is love, and then from the whole
the particular has a place. Right? Y ou are following this?

And there is the suffering of loss, of losing somebody whom
you love - 'love, you understand, | am using that word in quotation

marks. Why do you suffer? | lose my son, my mother, my wife, or



god knows whoever, | lose somebody. Why do | suffer? Go on sirs.
Isit that | am suddenly left, hurt very deeply through the death of
another? Because through the death of another, through that other,

| have identified myself with that person - right, you are following
al this? It ismy son, | want him, | am myself projected in that son,
identified myself with that person, and when that person isno
longer there | feel atremendous sense of hurt because | have
nobody to continue me in another - right? So | am deeply hurt.
From that hurt arises self-pity. Please do examine all this. | am not
so much concerned about the other. | am really concerned about
myself through the other. And therefore | am hurt when the other is
not. And in that hurt, which is very deep, from that hurt arises self-
pity and the desire to find somebody el se through whom | can
survive. You are following all this? So there is that suffering.

And there isthe suffering of not only the personal, but this vast
suffering of man - you are following? The suffering which wars
have brought about to innocent people, to people who have been
killed, to the killer and the killed - you understand? - the mother,
the wife, the children, whether they are in the Far East, the Middle
East or in the West, this vast human suffering, both physically and
psychologically. Unless this mind understands this whole problem,
| can play with the word love, | can do social work and talk about
the love of god, the love of man, the love of al this, but in my
heart | will never know what it is - right? So is my mind, your
mind, your consciousness capable of looking at this fact? Looking
at it, seeing what extraordinary misery it causes, not only to
another but to oneself. Seeing how you deprive another of his
freedom when you are attached. And when you are attached you



are depriving your own freedom. And so the battle begins between
you and me. So can the mind observe this? Because it is only with
the ending of suffering that wisdom comes into being - you
understand? Wisdom is not athing that you buy in books, or that
you learn from another. Wisdom comes in the understanding of
suffering and al the implications of suffering, not only the
personal but also the human suffering, which man has created. It is
only when you go beyond it that wisdom comes into being.

Then to understand, or come upon this thing that we call love,
we must understand | think also what is beauty. All right, may | go
into it? Beauty. You know it is one of the most difficult thingsto
put into words but we will try. Y ou know what it meansto be
sensitive? Not sensitive to your desires, to your ambitions, to your
hurts and to your failures, and to your successes, that isfairly easy,
most of us are sensitive to our own little demands, to our own little
pursuits of pleasure, fear and anxiety and delights. But we are
talking of being sensitive, not to something but being sensitive,
both psychologically and physically. Physically to be sensitiveisto
have a very good subtle body - you understand? - healthy, sane, not
overeating, indulging, a sensitive body. That you can try, good diet
and all therest of it, if you are interested. And psychologically to
be sensitive. We are not dividing the psyche from the body, it is all
interrelated. Y ou cannot be sensitive if in that areathereis any
kind of hurt - right? Y ou are following all this? Do please. Thereis
alot to talk about in this.

Aswe are saying, in that area psychologically we human beings
are hurt greatly. We have deep wounds, unconscious and conscious
wounds, either self inflicted or caused by others, at school, at



home, in the bus, in the office, in the factory, we are hurt. And that
deep hurt, conscious or unconscious, makes us psychologically
insensitive, dull. Watch your own hurt, if you can. A gesture, a
word, alook, is enough to hurt. And you are hurt when you are
compared with somebody else, when you are trying to imitate
somebody else, when you are conforming to the pattern you are
hurt, whether that pattern is set by another or by yourself. So we
human beings are deeply wounded. And those wounds bring about
neurotic activity. All beliefs are neurotic anyhow, ideals are
neurotic. And isit again possible to understand these hurts and to
be free of them, and never to be hurt again under any
circumstances? Y ou understand my question? | am hurt from
childhood, for various incidents or accidents, aword, a gesture, a
look, a slighting, gnawed, there are these wounds - can these
wounds be wiped away without leaving a mark? Watch it please.
Don't look somewhere else, look at yourself. Y ou have got these
wounds, can they be wiped away not leaving amark? That is one
problem.

And the other problem is: never to be hurt. If thereisahurt, you
are not sensitive, you will never know what beauty is. Y ou can go
to all the museums in the world, compare Michelangelo, Picasso
and whatever you like, be expertsin the explanation, in the study
of these people and their paintings, structure and all the rest of it,
but as long as a human mind is hurt and therefore insensitive, it
will never know what is beauty. Without knowing that quality of
beauty, which is not in the thing, in the product which man has
made, only, but in the line of an architect in abuilding, in the

mountain, in the beautiful tree and all therest of it, if thereis any



kind of inward hurt you will never know what beauty is, and
therefore without beauty thereis no love.

So can your mind know it has been hurt and not react to those
hurts at the conscious level, and aso at the unconscious level,
know these hurts, be aware of them? It isfairly easy to be aware of
conscious hurts - right? Can you know your unconscious hurts? Or
must you go through all the idiotic process of analysis? You are
following al this? Because analysis- I'll go into it very quickly and
get rid of analysis - analysis implies the analyser and the analysed.
Who isthe analyser? Is he different from the analysed? If heis
different why is he different? Who created the analyser to be
different from the analysed? If heis different how can he know
what the thing is? Y ou are following all this? So the analyser isthe
analysed. That is so obvious. And to analyse each analysis must be
totally complete. That meansiif thereis any dlight
misunderstanding, the next analysis you cannot analyse completely
because of previous misunderstandings. Y ou are following al this?
Analysisimpliestime. You can go on endlessly for the rest of your
life analysing and you will be still analysing as you are dying.
Right?

So how is the mind to uncover the unconscious deep wounds,
the wounds which the race has collected - you understand? When
the conqueror subjugates the victim he has hurt him. That isa
racial hurt - you understand? When the Imperialists- | am using it
in the ordinary sense, not the Communists' sense, they are the
Imperialists anyhow! - when the Imperialist, the maker of Empires,
to him everybody is beneath him, and he |eaves a deep unconscious

hurt on those whom he has conguered - you understand all this? It



isthere. How isthe mind to uncover all these hidden hurts, deepin
the recesses of one's consciousness? | see the fallacy of analysis -
right? So there is no analysis. Please watch this carefully. Thereis
no analysis and our tradition isto analyse - right? So | have put
aside the tradition of analysis - right? Are you doing this? So what
has happened to the mind when it has denied, or put aside, seen the
fal seness of something, the falseness of analysis, it is free of that
burden - right? - therefore it has become sensitive, it islighter,
clearer, it can observe more sharply. So by putting aside a tradition
which man has accepted - analysis, introspection and all the rest of
it - the mind has become free - right? And by denying the tradition
you have denied the content of the unconscious - you are
following? Y es, you have got it? The unconscious is the tradition -
tradition of religion, tradition of marriage, tradition of - oh, a dozen
things. And one of the traditionsis to accept hurt, and having
accepted hurt analyse it to get rid of it. Now when you deny that,
because | have been false - you are following this? - you have
denied the content of the unconscious. Therefore you are free of
hurt, of the unconscious hurts. Y ou don't have to analyse or go
through dreams and all therest of it. (I haven't timeto go into all
this.)

So the mind by observing the hurt and not using the traditional
Instrument to wipe away that hurt, which isanalysis, whichis
talking it over together, you know all that business that goes on,
group therapy and individual therapy and collective therapy and
god knows, you wipe away by being aware - aware of the tradition.
And therefore when you deny that tradition you deny the hurt
which accepts that tradition. Got it? So the mind then becomes



extraordinarily sensitive - the mind being the body, the heart, the
brain, the nerves, the total thing becomes sensitive.

Now we are asking what is beauty. We said it isnot in the
museum, it isnot in the picture, it isnot in the face, it isnot a
response to the background of your tradition - you are following?
So when you put all that aside the mind, because it is sensitive, and
because suffering has been understood, you have passion, thereis
passion. Y ou understand? Passion is different from lust, obviously.
L ust is the continuation of pleasure, and the demand for pleasurein
different forms - sexually, religious entertainment that goeson in
churches and temples and all the rest of it. So when thereis no
hurt, when there is the understanding and going beyond suffering,
then there isthat quality of passion which is totally necessary to
understand the extraordinary sense of beauty. That beauty cannot
possibly exist when the 'me' is constantly asserting - you
understand? Y ou may be a marvellous painter, accepted by the
world as the greatest painter, but if you are concerned with your
beastly little self you are no longer an artist - you understand what
| am talking about? Y ou are only furthering through art your own
selfish continuation.

So, now we have got this: amind that isfree, that has gone
beyond this sense of suffering, amind that is free from all hurt and
therefore never capable of being hurt again under any
circumstances, whether it is flattered or insulted, nothing can touch
it - which doesn't mean it has built aresistance. On the contrary it
is excellently vulnerable.

Then you will begin to find out what loveis. Obvioudly loveis

not pleasure - right? Now we can say that it is not pleasure, not



before, because you have now been through all that and put aside
al that - not that you cannot enjoy the mountains, the trees, and the
rivers and the nice faces and the beauty of the land, but when that
beauty of the land becomes the pursuit of pleasure it ceasesto be
beauty. So love is not pleasure. Love is not the pursuit or the
avoidance of fear. Love in not attachment. Love has no suffering.
Obviously. And that love means the love of the whole, whichis
compassion. And that love has its own order, order both within and
without, and that order cannot be brought about through legislation
- you understand all this? Now when you understand thisand live it
daily, otherwise it has no value at all, then they are just alot of
words without any meaning, they are just ashes. Then life has quite
adifferent significance.

We will talk about something else next time which isrelated to
life, which is part of thiswhole field of existence which we call
life, which is death. Life includes death, it is not outside, therefore
it IS necessary to understand that too, but we have no time this
morning, we will go into it another day.

Any questions sirs?

Q: (In French)

K: If | am aware - please correct meif | am wrong in my
trandation - if | am aware during the day of all my thoughts and
activities, really aware clearly, limpidly, with a certain quality of
lightness, what takes place during sleep, what is the movement in
sleep? Isthat your question?

Y ou understand the question? During the day | am aware, not
condemning, not judging, but just aware, of the movement of my

thoughts, of my emotions, the feelings that | have, the pleasures,



the pains, the anxieties, just aware. Then what goes on during
sleep? Dreams, pleasant and unpleasant, dreams which indicate
something that may happen in the future, dreams that warn me of
certain actions and so on and so on, dreams. Or can the mind
during so-called sleep renew itself totally? Y ou have understood
my question? | think thisis what the lady is asking, if | am correct.

Q: (Inaudible)

K: Sir, please | am answering that question. Please listen to the
lady's question and not to your own question. | know your own
guestion may be important to you, but also in listening to the other
guestion perhaps your own question will be answered; but if you
are occupied with your own question then you will not answer or
find what the other person is saying.

Oneis aware during the day. |s one aware during the day? One
says oneis aware, or one thinks one is aware, which isworse! But
actually is one aware of the fact, not as the word and the fact - you
understand? The word is never the thing, the description is never
the described. So | am aware not of the word, not of the
description, but of the actual fact that | am angry, | am jealous, that
| am conceited, vain, stupid, full of vanity, hurt, pride, anxiety - am
| aware of that actually, not through the word, which is entirely
different? Somebody can tell me | am hungry but that is not
hunger. So in the same way am | aware actually? Or | think | am
aware? If | am so aware during the day, the unconscious brings its
intimations - you understand? If | am aware during the conscious
waking hours, the unconscious brings out its intimations, it wants
to tell you something, its prejudices, its fears, its anxieties, its

hurts, its extraordinary hidden demands - you follow? Being



consciously aware implies also be aware totally, therefore one
begins to discover what the unconsciousis saying - right? Now if
you do that during the day what takes place at night? Does the
same process go on? You follow? If it does, thenitisa
continuation in dreams of what you have done during the day. |
wonder if you understand all this?

Look sirs: | am aware, or rather not fully aware, partially aware.
| want to be aware because | think what you are talking about
seemsfairly rational, | want to be aware. So | try to be aware, but it
isan awfully difficult thing to be aware. So | play with it for some
time, drop it, pick it up, drop it, pick it up, and go on during the
day that way. Then during the night the same game is going on as
dreams. So the mind never has arest - you follow? - never
complete relaxation, complete quietness, but it has been working,
working, working during the day, it keeps on working, working at
night. If during the day it doesn't put order, then at night it triesto
put order. Y ou have watched all this| am sure.

So what takes place when during the day you are really, non-
verbally, completely conscious, aware of everything happening
inside you as much as possible around you, what takes place? Then
in that awareness during the day you have established order,
haven't you? Right? Please see the importance of this. Y ou have
established order, haven't you? Order being no contradiction, no
conflict, no sense of me dominating you, which is disorder - do you
understand all this? So during the day by becoming totally aware,
if that is possible, and it is possible obviously, then in that
awareness there is order, thereis no disorder. Disorder implies

contradiction, conflict, 'me' and the not 'me, the observer and all



that. Now when there is order during the day the mind then hasn't
got to put order during the sleep. Y ou follow all this? Because
during sleep, unless you have order during the day, the mind tries
to put order, because a brain must have order, otherwise it cannot
function happily, freely, effectively. Obvioudly. It islike achild, it
must have security. Security exists only when there is order - right?
So the brain then hasn't got to struggle to create order for itself.
Therefore - please see the sequence - therefore there is no neurotic
action during the day, or it doesn't invent a neurotic action which
will give it security - right?

So when there is complete order during the day the brain hasn't
got to struggle to create order neurotically or order according to
circumstances and so on, it isorderly. Therefore in that order there
Is complete security for itself and dreams then become merely a
physical reaction - you have eaten wrongly or this or that, then
dreams have very little meaning. Y ou understand all this? So can
your mind be totally aware during the day and bring order out of
disorder?

Y our question sir? Y our question was. why isit that sometimes
one understands and at other times one doesn't. Why isit one
thinks one sees very clearly without any conflict and at other times
everything isdark - right sir? Aren't you rather fed up with
somebody else answering your questions?

What is understanding? When you say, | understand, |
understand the problem, | understand my relationship with another,
| understand it, | understand the meaning of love, when you use
that word what do you mean by that word? Isit an intellectual

understanding, a verbal understanding, which isthe words are a



means of communication and by using certain words you say,
"Yes, | have understood through the words what you mean" -
thereforeit is still verbal - right? Or you understand the logic of
certain things, intellectually say that you accept that, and say you
understand. Now we are asking something entirely different: is
understanding verbal, intellectual, or something totally other?

Now wait a minute. We have described what sufferingis, and
you say, "Yes, | have understood” - have you understood the
words, or seen the whole picture the word conveys and the
implications of what it has conveyed and you say, "Yes, | seeit, |
understand the meaning, the verbal meaning, the content of what |
have seen, and | have gone beyond it" - that is understanding. To
understand verbally, intellectually or to grasp the whole thing
instantly, which is non-verbal. And when you grasp it totally you
have understood completely and there is nothing more. Therefore
you are outside that field. That iswhat | call understanding, then it
has significance, it brings action. But when you merely understand
intellectually, verbally or romantically or emotionally, that is just
nothing at all. And when you so understand something so
completely and are beyond it, the mind then doesn't go back, there
Is nothing to go back to - you understand? It isn't one moment all
understanding, the next moment all dull. When you understand
suffering you are out of that, and therefore the mind becomes
extraordinarily clear.

Yessir?

Q: You talk about transcendence of all our problems and so
going beyond them. What is to stop us becoming maniacs?

K: What stops one becoming a maniac when you have gone



beyond all this? Sir, when you have gone beyond suffering you
won't ask that question. To go beyond suffering means intelligence.
And when there is that extraordinary quality of excellent
intelligence, which is not personal or collective, it isjust
intelligence, then that intelligence operatesin every field, thereis
no insanity; it is only when we have not that intelligence we go
insane.

Yessir?

Q: I would like to ask if there is any direction for the evolution
of man?

K: Hewould like to ask a question, which is: isthere any
direction for the evolution of man on this planet. So far, as one
observes historically and from what one knows, the direction of
man has been in the destruction of the earth, in the destruction of
nature, in the destruction of all the living things around him - right?
Thisisobvious sir. Oh, no come on! They are destroying whales,
they are destroying animals, beavers, destruction is going on -
right? Y ou use up energy, petrol, they are exhausting it, the mineral
oils. Wait sir, take all that. Thereis the physical destruction first,
then what is man doing psychologically? Progressing?

Q: Greater systems in the world.

K: Psychologically heis creating order in the world?

Q: Society isaliving system.

K: Society isaliving system and that is such alovely order, is
it?

Q: Itisnot lovely but it is order that did not exist before man
came.

K: It isdisorder this society we livein. Sir, what are we talking



about? Isn't it adisorder? Injustice, violence, throwing bombs. Are
we any different from the previous generations? Have we
progressed? Do you know what that word progress means?
Originally | believe it meant to enter into the enemy's country fully
armed! And we are doing that very beautifully. Are we
psychologically progressing? Do look at it sir! Overpopulation,
millions are starving, millions are being destroyed and also
millions are being cured medically, there is division between races,
classes, division between religions and millions of people being
destroyed for ideologies. Y ou understand sir? Do we call all this
progress? Is al this order? Or one realizes this thing that man has
created, man has brought about, apart from the technological world
which is an extraordinary world by itself, and using that
technologica world to destroy each other, instruments of war, and
one is concerned when seeing al this, really concerned, really
committed in the transformation of the mind of man, that is what
we are talking about. In the transformation, in the change, in the
revolution of the mind of man, not in any particular direction - if
you have a particular direction then that direction is set by thought
which is old, and therefore it is part of the same machinery going
on. We are concerned with human beings, human beings that have
created this disorder, human beings that are populating the earth
incredibly, human beings which have destroyed species of animals,
human beings which breed wars, hatred, antagonism. And we are
saying there can be no change out there unless thereisachangein
here. Right Sirs.
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We have been talking over together many problems, many issues
and the different forms of conflict that we live. We have been
going into all these problems, human problems which are common
to the world. It is not only our personal problems but aso when
you go to India, Asia, Americayou see the same problems, the
same issues, same miseries and confusions and sorrows, and we
have gone into them not perhaps in great detail but somewhat
deeply. And | think this morning we ought to talk over rather a
difficult issue, adifficult problem.

It seems rather a morbid subject but it is not. We have talked
about love, pleasure and the various forms of pursuits of that
pleasure and the great unsolved problem of fear and sorrow. And
we ought to talk about what isliving and what it isto die. And
whether one can really, not intellectually or romantically, or
converted to a certain form of belief and taking comfort in that
belief, however rational, however logical and somewhat provable,
consider this extraordinary problem of why the human mind has
always avoided this question of death. Why the human mind has
never been able to solve it. Why the human mind has invented
speculative, comforting theories, satisfying beliefsand so on. To
go into that problem, that issue, that we all must face one day or
another - | hope not for along time - to understand that, rather to
gointo it very, very deeply, one must also find out what it isto
live. Isliving different from dying?

And to find out what living means, we must look at what we
call living, actual living: not the theoretical living that we should



live, or the ideological concept of agood life, but the life that one
leads every day. And it seems to me unless we understand that, the
whole significance, not just part of it, the whole area of existence
in which isincluded death - we shall not be able to penetrate into
that thing that we don't know, which is called death.

So first we have to look quite objectively, non-personally, non-
ideationally at what we are actually doing, which we call living.
Because unless one understands this problem of security in al its
varieties, at various depths, unless we understand that security, we
shall not be able to understand if there is a security when this
whole organism comes to an end. Please, as we said severa times
before, and it is worth repeating, we are serious people - at least the
gpeaker is - and to go into this you must be very, very serious. It is
not athing for the immature mind. We will go into that presently,
what we mean by maturity. It isn't something that you just look at
and go away, passit by; it isyour life from the moment you are
born till the moment you die. It isyour life and we are examining
that life, which we call living.

And we also explained the day before yesterday, if | remember
rightly, what it is to understand. Understanding is not merely an
intellectual verbal comprehension. One can say, | have understood
verbally, intellectually what you have said. But that understanding
isvery, very, superficial and therefore does not produce or bring
about an action, it remains at a certain level. Understanding implies
understanding not only the word, the understanding intellectualy,
but understanding as awhole, and therefore productive of action. If
there is no action following understanding, thereis no

understanding, obviously. So when we use the word understanding



- in that word the implications are atotal comprehension in which
action takes place. It is not averbal, emotional, intellectual
amusing understanding.

So we must ook first at our life - the daily, monotonous, boring
life of every human being on this unfortunate earth. Because when
you observe it, which isin yourself, the eternal pursuit isfor
security. Security in pleasure, security in arelationship, security in
an ideal, in aconcept, in aformula. Please observeit, we are
sharing this thing together, you are not just listening and passing it
by; you are sharing totally, verbally, actually, in observing
yourself. We are seeking security in things - property, money,
possessions - and we have built a society where that becomes all
important. We have created that society. All human beings right
throughout the world have put together a society that is based on
not only personal security but the communal security, national
security, which is not only in the idea of a nation, but also in the
possession of things. And we try to find this security in a concept,
which you call theideal. And all the structure of this desire, the
demand, the necessity - and it is a necessity, to be physically secure
- predominates al our thinking.

We need to have physical security - food, clothes and shelter:
that is an absolute necessity. But that necessity is becoming more
and more impossible because of ideological reasons - the
ideological reasons being nationalities, class divisions, economic,
national division and the concept of a superior and inferior -
physical necessity. And the mind can only survive physically,
when it is assured of food clothes and shelter - that we seeis an

absolute necessity, not only for the western world, but for the



whole of mankind: the unity of mankind is the political
responsibility but the politicians are not going to bring it about,
because they survive on national divisions. And this physical
security is denied not only for political reasons but a much deeper
issue - which is, we have built a conceptual world, aworld based
on idea, aworld based on a philosophy which is essentially
material. We went into that the other day. We said thought - please
listen to it although | have repeated it a hundred times - thought is
essentially material because thought is the response of memory:
memory is experience, knowledge that is held in the brain cells, in
the tissues of the brain, which is matter. And we have built aworld
on a concept, on an idea of self-importance, self-survival at any
price, identified with the nation, with areligious group. Seeit in
yourself, please.

So as the world is becoming more and more overpopulated,
security, physical security is becoming more and more rare, more
and more difficult. And a man who feelstotally responsible -
please listen - totally responsible for all human beings, not only for
myself and for yourself - this flame of responsibility makes each
one of us non-ideological, non-national and he does not belong to
any religion in the accepted form of that word. He is neither a
Christian, nor aHindu, nor a Buddhist, nor a Moslem because they
are the factors of dividing people, and therefore bringing about
insecurity. | wonder if you follow all this?

And yet the mind must have security, because otherwise it can't
function. Y ou follow? Are we communicating with each other?
Do, please. Thisisreally quite important if you will give your
attention to it. The brain, aswe said, with which | think the brain



specialists and everybody agrees, must have security. Like a child
it must have security. And when there is no security in the real
deep sense of that word, it creates a security in aformula, in a
concept, in abelief. Belief, a concept, a dogma, an ideal become
the neurotic activity of amind that is seeking security. Right?
Watch yourselves. Are you doing this? - not that you agree or
disagree with me but are you doing this? Are you seeking security
in aconcept - Communist, Socialist, Capitalist, all the religions, or
a concept that you have yourself found out? And if you have a
concept and are acting according to that concept you are acting
neurotically, because in a concept there is no security. And yet the
brain, the mind, the physical body need complete security. You
understand the question? See what we are doing? Physically we
want security, not only for ourselves but for the whole of
humanity: that islove, that is compassion, but that compassion,
that love is denied totally when you seek security in neurotic
concepts, and all concepts are neurotic, obviously, because a
concept isan idea - you follow? A thing formulated by thought. A
thing formulated by a materialistic attitude, and when you have an
action based on a concept which is totally material, then division
must inevitably take place, and there are battles, quarrels,
divisions, agony. So that is one side of it.

Another is, isthere security at all? Mind has sought security in
things, physical things - property and so on, in name, in property,
In a characteristic activity. It has sought security in concepts,
ideals, formulas, systems - all that. And when one looks at all that
very closdly, objectively, non-sentimentally, non-personally, then

you will see that whole set-up brings insecurity for everybody. And



yet the mind, the brain must have security to function. So | am
asking you and myself if thereisthisthing called security at all?
Right? Now that iswhat we are going to investigate. That is what
we are going to find out. But if | find out, and | tell you, then we
shall not be sharing. But together we are going to find out. Right?
That means you see the truth of the necessity of physical
security which is totally denied by conceptual attitude, and yet the
mind is always pursuing in different forms security - security being
something permanent. Right? Permanent relationship, and a
permanent house, a permanent idea. Now is there such athing as
permanency? | may want it because | see everything around me
fading away, withering, in aflux, but the mind says, there must be
security, permanency. But thereis no permanency inanidea, in a
concept, no permanency in things, because thereisnot or - | do not
know - for various reasons. And then | seek permanency in my
relationships - in my wife, in my children and so on. And isthere a
permanent security in relationship? Y ou understand? Y ou ask
yourself. When you want permanency in relationship the whole
problem of attachment arises. Please do - for your own sake, do
watch it. And when you are attached, the whole problem of fear,
loss, suspicion, hate, jealousy, anxiety, fear - al that entersinto
that problem, into that desire to have permanent relationship. Y ou
understand? One has found there is no permanency in a concept,
though the Catholics, the Protestants, the Communists have
indoctrinated the mind, and the mind has accepted that philosophy
as permanent. But you can seeit is disappearing, it isfading away,
they are questioning everything. And aso one sees thereisno
permanency in any physical thing. So the mind says, | must have



personal relationship. Right? And then when we see the
implications of that relationship, a relationship based on an image
of you and of the other, each one having an image about the other,
which isimpermanent, and yet seeking permanency in that
relationship.

S0 one asks, is there anything permanent? It is avery difficult
guestion to ask, if you are at all serious, and a very difficult thing
to find out what happens to amind - please listen - what happens to
amind that has found the truth that there is nothing permanent?
Will it go off, become insane? Please listen to this. Will it take a
drug, commit suicide? Will it again fall into the trap of another
ideology, another desire which will project a permanent thing? Y ou
follow? So please listen to it.

One has discovered by looking, not analysing, by just observing
our daily, everyday life, that the mind has sought security in all
these things. And thought says, there is no security, there is nothing
permanent. And it begins to seek something more permanent. It has
not found something permanent here - please listen - thereforeit is
seeking a permanency in another area, in another consciousness.
But thought itself isimpermanent. Right? But it has never
guestioned that itself isimpermanent. Y ou understand what | am
saying?

S0, please this demands tremendous care, don't go off the deep
end. So when the mind says, there is nothing permanent, it includes
thought. Right? So look at it. Can the mind be sane, healthy, whole
and therefore act totally when it realizes there is nothing
permanent? Or will it become insane? Y ou follow? When you are

confronted with this problem that there is nothing permanent,



including the structure of thought, can you stand it? You
understand? Can you see the significance of saying there is nothing
permanent - including yourself, including all the structure of
thought which has built, and says, that structure is'me'? That ‘'me’
Is also impermanent. | wonder if you see all this? Leave it there for
the moment, we'll cometo it in adifferent way.

We have aso to understand - we are coming to the immense
guestion of death presently, all thisis part of it - we have to
understand this question of time. Time means movement - right?
From here to there, physically; to cover that distance from here to
there you need time - time by the watch, time by the sun, time by
day or time by year. And what is the relationship of time, which is
distance, movement, to thought? Please, thisis not difficult, just
listen to it and you will seeit for yourself. The whole western
world principally, essentially is based on measurement -
technologically, spiritually, the hierarchy, the top-dog, the top
bishop, the top archbishop, the pope, it is all based on measurement
- socially, morally and obvioudly technologically. And the saint
also is the supreme measure, accepted by the church or by the
religion. So the whole moral, intellectual, structure of our
civilization is based on that - time, measurement, thought. Right?
Because thought is measurement: thought is time - time being
yesterday, what | did yesterday; what | did, modifies the present
and this modification continues in adifferent form in the future.
That is time, the movement from the past through the present to the
future, istime, which is measurable. Right?

And there must be time to go from here to there. | need timeto

learn alanguage, or any technique, but does the mind need time to



transform itself? Y ou are following all this? The moment the mind
admitstime in order to transform itself, it is still within the field of
measurement, time, thought. That area has been created by
thought, and to change itself, to bring about a different mind, if it
still functions within that same field, then there is no change at all.
Right? May | go on? | hope you are following all this.

Look, I'll put it thisway. | am greedy and | know greed is
comparative - right? | have thisfeeling of greed which arises when
| see something more than | have: which isameasure - right? And
| ask myself, to transform that feeling, that measurement, istime
necessary? If time becomes a necessity, then | still remain within
the field of measure: therefore | have not changed greed at all. You
have seen this? So is there a change which is not based on cause,
which istime, but change which is instantaneous? Please, you are
asking all these questions, not | only.

| am violent: human beings are unfortunately violent beings:
violence, for various causes, we know all that. To change violence
- to transform it so that the mind is never violent, does it need
time? If you admit it needs time, then that violence takes another
form because it is still within the same area - right? Some of you
have got it? If you have got it, tell others.

So | am asking, is the desire for permanency the cause, is that
desire the cause - cause, desire and the action of permanency, that
is still within the field of time: | am moving: the cause, the motive,
makes me desire permanency, and so on. So cause brings about the
structure of time. Now | ask isthere any permanency at all?

Now let'slook at it: you follow, we have looked at time,

permanency, time, and now we are going to look at our daily life



which is based on that. Right? Desire for permanency in
relationship, because that is becoming more and more real, because
we have discarded all the others, the intellectual permanencies, of
theories, state-worship, church - and so on: we have discarded it,
and so we say there must be permanent relationship, that isthe
only thing we have, and in that too we find there is no permanent
relationship. Can the mind, your mind, face this absolute truth that
there is no permanency? To see this, not just theorize about it.

Then let uslook at the problem, at thisimmense problem which
man has never been able to solve, this question of death. They are
al related - please, you understand?

When you go to Indiayou see dead bodies being carried about
to theriver, to be burned: you see them in the western world, the
hearse, the black thing with flowers on it, and the long queue of
mourners, and those who say, thank God heis dead! Y ou have all
that. And the people who cry, because they have lost, and the
people who inherit the wealth, who are delighted! And when we
have seen this physical phenomenon, what is your response? Do
you see yourself in the hearse - you follow, the whole process?
What is your relationship to death which isthere? Thisis not a
morbid gquestion, not something that will make you sad, and all the
rest of the romantic nonsense, but actually when you face this
thing, when you see it all about you, in al its crudeness, in al its
decorated corruption, what is your relationship to it? Isit an
intellectual relationship: you say, yeswe are al going to die one
day, that isinevitable, and logical, and | accept that logical
inevitability with arational mind? Is that what your relationship is?
Or isit aromantic relationship? Or isit atotal relationship? We are



al going to die one day, that isinevitable: through disease,
accident, old age, painful diseases because we have not taken care
when we were young, or we have grown to maturity too quickly,
you understand? Don't you understand what | am talking about?
No.

Have you noticed how all the young people in the modern world
are astonishingly mature physically, so quickly: they have sexua
experience when they are twelve and thirteen, they smoke, they
drink, take drugs at the age of twelve, thirteen, fifteen: they are
aready grown up: they drink, they smoke, they do all these sexual
things, and they are already gone - you follow? And because of the
demands of society, all the industry of entertainment, the schools,
the colleges, everything making them mature, physically at an
astonishing speed. Y ou are already old when you are thirty - gone!
Y ou follow? And as you grow older your body begins to date much
guicker, and the doctors have their medicines, their pills - all the
rest of it. And you do not see the sadness of al this. You
understand? If you have children - and you see them growing so
quickly, never having a childhood, never a boyhood, always caught
in the trap of civilization, and it is avery sad thing to see this - not
romantically but it is a dreadful thing to see this happening to
human minds, where they should grow slowly, mature quietly, so
that the mind at the end of itslifeis completely alive, whole,
healthy But instead of that our bodies begin to have diseases,
complaints, you know, all therest of it.

So we die, through disease, accident, old age, in misery, in
conflict, in pain, in sorrow; then there is the sorrow that comes

through attachments to things that we are leaving behind - right?



Y our friend, your wife, your book, your name, your experience,
your fame, your notoriety - all that! The character that you are
supposed to have built up. All that you are leaving behind, and you
are frightened, enormously. Have you noticed all this? Notice it,
not at the end of one'slife, but now. You understand? Y ou can
notice this now, when you are living. And the organism fades,
decays and dies. And also of course al thisideathat you will be
physically resurrected. Y ou should have a camera at that moment.
And they have their own physical resurrection of the saintsin
India, and al that. What alot of rubbish we do indulge in! And the
mind with its thoughts, all the thingsit has built, and thought says
to itself, all right the body goes, but | go on. You follow?1 goonin
my books, | go on in my children, I go onin my work that | have
done, and | have left it to somebody else - the work, the book, the
name, the form, that goes on. And that is called also immortality,
of acertain kind. But the book, the business, the name, the form
also decay - somebody else takesit over - right? And thought says,
al right, I know that too. So thought says, I'm alive, so | will be
born again next life; the whole of the East believes that - the whole
of the East. So thought, not seeing its own impermanency - please
see this - thought not seeing the structure which it has built around
itself as the 'me' as being permanent, and not seeing its
impermanency, says | am the cause, and that cause must go on.
And that cause istime. Please see the relationship - that causeis
the time; and that says, | will go on, I will go on improving myself.
Y ou follow? Because God is there, and | cannot reach him now,
but I will go on, slowly, till I am perfecting myself and ultimately |

will reach what | have projected as God. Y ou follow all this?



So thereis this thought of human beings as a great stream.
Right? Everybody wantsto go on. Right? And in that stream the
thought of you remains. Please see this. And when the mediums,
the physical research societies and all those people, when they call
upon you, you manifest out of that stream, because you are still
there, and you are still there in your daily life, because you are still
pursuing this, the same thing every human being is pursuing -
security, permanency, 'me' and not 'me’, we and they, this constant
concern with myself - in that stream all human beings are caught.
Right? And when you die, the thought of you goes on in that
stream. Right? As you are going now - you are a Christian,
Buddhist, whatever it is. Y ou are greedy, envious, ambitious,
frightened, pursuing pleasure - that is this human stream in which
you are caught. Unless you step out of this now you will go onin
that stream, obviously. Can the mind step out and face complete
impermanency, now? If you have understood the whole - that is
death isn't it? Y ou understand, sir?

Y ou see the ancient Hindus, they were very clever people; they
thought thisis impossible, man can't let go of everything instantly.
Therefore the idea of 'me’, as you hold to it, must go on: the 'me’
which isthe result of time, measurement, thought, of course.
Right? Y ou have got it? That 'me' must evolve, slowly through
various lives must evolvetill it reaches the highest excellence,
which is Brahmin - God, what you like to call it. So they had that
idea. The Christians haveit in adifferent way, not so
mathematically, so cleverly worked out, such subtle implications
involved init. | will not gointo all that. In that isimplied that the

next life becomes very important, therefore thislife is important.



This life becomes tremendously important because how you
behave now, if you behave rightly, you will be rewarded next life.
Y ou understand? That is the belief. They al believeinit, but
nobody behaves now. (Laughter). So they carry on this game. You
understand?

So can the mind, seeing all this phenomena - you follow? -
tremendous - | cannot go into all the details of it, it issuch avast
areain which the mind has sought security: mind has created time,
as thought, as measurement. And in that measurement, in that time,
it has amovement in which it hastried to find permanency, asthe
'me'. The'me, and you, and so on. And we are asking, seeing all
this enormous area, very complex and extraordinarily subtle, can
the mind see the truth that there is absolutely no permanency -
which isreally death. Y ou understand?

Can you see the truth of this? Not accept the truth of another:
then it is not truth, it is mere propaganda, which isalie. Can you,
for yourself, after all this explanation for an hour, see the truth of
it? Not the verbal truth, not the intellectual concept, saying, yes, |
have understood it. That is not truth. Truth meansit acts. It acts,
and so you see that there is no permanency: then you are no longer
attached. Y ou are no longer attached to an idea, a concept, a
religious belief, a dogma, a saviour. So now what takes place. Y ou
follow? When you see the truth of that there is freedom, and
freedom means total intelligence. | wonder if you see this. Not the
intelligence of cunning thought but that supreme intelligence which
has seen the truth and therefore is free of the things that thought
has created. And that quality of intelligence, which is supreme and

excellent in its essence, can operate, you follow? Therefore thereis



security in that - not in this. | wonder if you are getting all this?
Then you can live in thisworld with things, or with nothing, you
understand? So that isimmortal, you understand? That intelligence
which is neither yours, nor mine, which does not belong to any
church, to any group, that is the highest form and therefore in that
there is complete and total security. Mind cannot create that
intelligence. It takes place when you see the truth of the obvious,
when you see the false as the false. Then the mind is no longer
caught in the network of thought, and that intelligence can operate
in our daily life because there is permanency. Right - got it?

Do you want to ask any questions?

Q: Have you achieved the state of freedom? If you are free then
| might have a chance.

K: The gentleman asks, have you, the speaker, achieved or
come upon that state. If you have, then | also have a chance.

Sirs, as| have said from the beginning, the speaker would not
talk about this thing unless he has it, heisinvolved init. But that is
not important, whether he hasiit, or does not have it. But what is
important is, have you? Y ou understand. If you say, you have got
it, and therefore there is a chance for me, then you are depending
on him. Right? Then he becomes your beastly little guru: then you
will become the follower, and followers always destroy truth. You
understand? Invariably he corrupts truth, and therefore truth does
not exist any more. But if you - you as a human being - have
understood this, understood in the sense, act, then it isyours, and
nobody can take it away. Then you do not have to compare, and
when you say, | have also a chance, then you are really comparing.

When you compare you are competitive, you are measuring,



thought is operating, not your intelligence operating. Therefore
sirs, don't ook to another: be your own light. Yes, sir?

Q: You talk about unconditioning oneself immediately, without
time. And | don't have that experience. | have unconditioned
myself, but it takes time.

K: You say, you must uncondition yourself, and you also say
that it does not need time, but | find, the questioner says, that | can
perhaps uncondition myself, but it takes time.

Sir, | have explained what istime. Just listen to it. First of all,
look, we are conditioned. Wherever you live, the Communist
world, the Socialist world, Capitalist world, Catholic world, the
Hindu world, you are conditioned, from childhood - by the culture
in which you live, the parents themselves are conditioned, they
condition you, the schools, the colleges, the whole structure
conditions you. And being conditioned, invariably you livein a
very small field, and that very conditioning divides and therefore
there is conflict: wherever thereisadivision, there must be
conflict, Jew, Arab, and so on and so on. Greek and the Turk,
including the latest. So then you are conditioned. And does it take
time for the mind to free itself from its conditioning? Right? That
is the question. Right?

Now we said, what istime? Time is measurement. Timeis
movement, the movement from being conditioned, to non-
conditioning; the movement from there to there. Right? Timeis
thought, of course, because thought has created this conditioning
and thought also is creating the unconditioned state, which it wants
to achieve, of course. So it is moving, from conditioning, the

conditioned mind, to a non-conditioned mind. That movement has



a distance from there to there. And to cover that distance, you need
time. Right? But see what thought has done: created the
conditioning, and it has created the non-conditioned state, which is
aform of another conditioning, because it is a product of thought:
it iIsmoving from the known to the known. Right? Thereforeitisa
movement in time. Now isit possible to look at that conditioning
without this movement? Y ou follow? Give it alittle bit of your
thought, your attention.

| am conditioned, born in India, and so on and so on. And | see
that it will be good to have an unconditioned mind, because thereis
freedom, there is a sense of wholeness, and in that thereis no
conflict - | seethat. So | would like to get there: | would like to
have that mind which is really unconditioned. And so | need time
for that. Thisisthetradition, isn't it? This is the accepted tradition
that you must have time. Right? Tradition also means, as| have
pointed out, betrayal. Betrayal of the fact that you have done this:
moved from wanting to uncondition - you follow? That is what you
have done. And you are betraying the fact that your mind is
conditioned. So can you look at that conditioning without the
movement of time. Y ou follow sir? Without wanting to
uncondition that. The desire to uncondition is the movement of
time to that state when the mind is not conditioned. Y ou know
nothing about an unconditioned mind - right? But you have
invented an unconditioned mind. So can you look at your
conditioning without the movement of its opposite? To look: can |
look at my greed, envy, at my lying, my vanity, without its
opposite? Is there an opposite? Obviously not. So when the mind

moves towards the opposite, it is betraying the fact of ‘what is,



therefore it is caught in the movement of time, therefore thereisno
answer out of it. You follow? Therefore | have only one thing |eft.
Can the mind observe the fact - the lie, the greed, the vanity, the
neuroticism and so on and so on - just look? Now, to look you
must give your whole attention - not casually play with it. Give
your complete attention. There is no attention when thereisthe
opposite. When you see the falseness of the opposite, then you
have this complete attention with which to look. Then you will see,
gir, attention burns away all conditioning.

Q: | found that too with everything but fear. Some fear has gone
away but others remain.

K: Do you want to discuss fear now? Can we do it the day after
tomorrow - on Sunday - part of it. | think we had better stop. We
will go into this question of fear because that isreally quite
important, and perhaps in talking about it, or going into it, we will
also go into the question of what is meditation. Meditation is
something - | won't go into it now. Y ou see what we did this

morning is aform of meditation, you understand?
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Thisisthe last talk or whatever you call it, and we will have
discussions on the 1st, which will be Wednesday.

We have been, for the last two weeks that we have met here,
talking about human problems. And our chief concern and
commitment, if we have been at al serious here, has been the
transformation, the radical change of the human mind - the mind
which includes the brain, the heart, and the whole organism as a
whole, that has created this world around us, the world of
corruption, violence, brutality, vanity and all the structure which
has, and does, bring about war. We have been concerned with the
change of the content of consciousness, because the content makes
consciousness. Unless that radical revolutionary, psychological
change comes about, do what we will outwardly, certain parts of it
are necessary, there will be no end to conflict, no end to suffering,
and all the violence that is going on throughout the world. Thisis
what we have been talking about for the last fortnight.

And to go further into the matter. this change cannot possibly be
brought about without knowing oneself, which is self-knowledge -
not the higher self, not the knowledge of some supreme
consciousness, which is still within the field of consciousness,
which is still thought. Unless one understands oneself, the self of
every day, what it thinks, what it does, its devotions, its deceptions,
its ambitions, all its self centred activities, identified with
something noble or ignoble, or the state or someided, it is still
within the field of the self, the 'me'. And we have been considering

whether that narrowing field of which oneisso little aware, the



field in which there is the unconscious as well as the conscious,
which is all concerned with the individual ego, the individual
ambitions and reactions, and mindlessness, which is essentidly a
part of the whole, part of the community, part of the culturein
which it lives, part of that conditioning, whether it isthe Christian
conditioning or the Hindu, the Moslem, the Buddhist, the Jewish
and so on, unless we understand that radically, that is the knowing
of oneself, itsreactions, how it behaves, its pursuits and so on, the
content of consciousness cannot possibly be transformed. That is
what we have stated, and | think that isfairly clear for those who
are serious, who want to go into it very deeply.

And when one goes into this problem, into thisissue, there are
two fundamental things, as we said the other day when we stopped
when a gentleman asked could we go into the question of fear.
Thought is the measure of fear. And when we are going to go into
this question of fear, though it will be averbal description,
description through words of the fact of fear, the description, the
word is not the thing, nor the described. | think that too is clear.
Unless you sharein it, unless you partake in the understanding of
that fear, mere description will have no value whatsoever. And we
are using the word 'understand’ not intellectual, or emotional or a
passing thing, but an understanding that comes with action, and
therefore it is a complete understanding, and not a partial
understanding.

So in understanding oneself, one's consciousness and its
content, which makes up consciousness, there iS N0 consciousness
without the content, in that content there are these two principle

factors, pleasure and fear. They cannot be separated. Where thereis



the pursuit and the insistence and the demand for pleasure, there
must be in its wake, fear. And in understanding, or going into, or
investigating this question of fear one must also not disregard the
fact of pleasure. We said just now that thought is the measure of
fear. We went into the question of thought the other day, in fact
many times. We said thought is the response of memory. Memory
IS experience, knowledge, stored up in the brain cells and tissues,
therefore thought is matter. And when the whole world is
constructed, its very nature and substance and activity is based on
thought, one has to find out whether thought has bred fear? Y ou
follow the question? Not how to be free of fear, that will inevitably
come about when we understand the structure and the nature, and
the activity, the function of thought.

| hope we are all sharing this together, that you are not merely
listening to a description of fear, or to averbal statement, but to the
actual reality, which each one has, which is fear, and the insistent,
contiNUOUS CONSCIOUS Or UNCONSCious pursuit of pleasure. Right?

If one observesin the structure of consciousness, one sees what
an extraordinarily important part is played by thought. Fear is
related to thought. Right? There are various forms of fear. | cannot
go into al the details of it this morning because it would take too
long, because | want also to talk over with you the whole question
of meditation. So we must go through it fairly rapidly in not too
many details, but grasp the whole significance of fear, conscious as
well as unconscious. Aswe said, when one observes this whole
process of thought, which has created the world with all its
religions, with al its gods, with its saviours, Christ, the Buddhas,
Krishnas and all of them, essentially based on thought. Therefore



thought is material and a materialistic world in which we live, as
long as we function there and remain there, fear must continue.
Right? Because fear is the outcome or the cause of loneliness, of
deprivation, both physical and psychological - attachment to
property, to people, ideas, concepts, nationalities, families - aslong
as there is this manoeuvrability of thought, functioning within the
material world, and it has to function in that world, fear must
remain, because what else have | or you if welive in that world.

Y ou understand? There | must seek security, as you must seek
security, physical or psychological. And we went into that question
the other day again, which is, aslong as the mind seeks material
security, as long as the mind psychologically asserts a permanency,
there must be fear. Right? Please thisis simple enough.

That is, sir, the brain can only function effectively, objectively,
rationally, if it has got complete security. That is obvious. When it
has no security it finds security in beliefs, in gods, in symbols, in
ideol ogies, which become neurotic action; nationalities and their
activity is essentially aneurotic action. Aslong as| call myself a
nationalist of a particular country, it is a neurotic behaviour,
because that brings about conflict, separation, division between
people. And that is one of the causes of fear. Right?

So that means, when you realize that, and are aware of its whole
nature, are you still a nationalist? Do you still think in terms of a
country, of apeople or of an idea, of a particular race, or of an
ideology, and so on? If you do, there must be continuance of fear.
That isfairly clear. And the mind also, because it livestotally in
the material world - we have described what is materialism:

materialism is opinion, a concern, nothing matters but matter,



nothing exists but matter, matter, which is manoeuvrable,
movement, consciousness and will. All that is materialism. And
thought is matter, and we live in that area. Please see that. See the
reality of it, not my description of it. Unless you fundamentally
grasp this, fear will go on, because there, there is nothing else but
the demand for security, permanency. And where there is a demand
for this, there must essentially be fear. Right?

And there are the various forms of fear concealed, hidden, in the
very recesses of one's own consciousness. Right? Hidden. These
fearsareracial, traditional, collective and the fears of the famine -
and so on: you know, the whole tradition which is essentially based
on thought. And tradition implies also as we said the other day, not
only handing over from the past to the present, but also it means
betrayal. So that traditionalists are the betrayers, are the
treacherous people, whether in the religious field, or in the political
field, or in ascientific field. The speaker is not being dogmatic.
The speaker feels the responsibility, the responsibility to answer -
responsibility means to answer - answer to the whole of human
beings, not to your particular little self. Because your little self is
the rest of the world, so you are the world, and the speaker feels
utterly, totally responsible for the world, for that. And therefore he
speaks rather passionately, which is not put on for your
amusement, or for your emotional reactions: | am not interested in
that, that is neither here nor there.

So there are these hidden responses. Right? These hidden fears
and the extraordinary subtle forms of pleasure. Now can all that be
exposed, without analysis. We explained also the futility of

anaysis, because the analyser and the analysed are the same. And



in the process of analysis, every analysis must be totally complete.
And if there is any disproportionate, inaccurate analysis, that
inaccuracy is taken over to the next analysis. So altogether analysis
isparalysis, and it takes time, and you can go on analysing for the
rest of your life, and die analysing yoursdlf, if you are still
conscious. So what is amind to do when it realizes the absurdity,
the falseness of analysis or introspective examination, what isit to
do? Y ou understand? There is fear, both conscious and
unconscious - fear of death, fear of loneliness, fear of losing ajob,
fear of what people will say, fear of your own attachments and the
loss of attachments, fears of not succeeding, becoming great, and
al therest of it. When you realize all this, and there is no analysis,
what is the mind to do? Y ou understand? Is this question clear?

If it isclear, we are asking then what is the mind, which has
been conditioned by thought - all its culture is based on thought,
whether religious, social, economic, environmental, family and all
therest of it, it is essentially the structure of thought - and when the
mind realizes the futility of analysis, the futility of time as ameans
of understanding the content of fear and pleasure, what isit to do?
Y ou have understood the problem?

Now, to understand what the mind is to do, we must go into the
guestion of meditation. Please follow this. They are related, they
are not something extraneous, about which the speaker is talking
about. When we use the word meditation, don't take postures. Don't
sit suddenly straight. That is one of the things that has been
brought over from India. And when we go into this question of
meditation, please ook at it as though you have never heard the

word, or the meaning of that word, or anything about it. But



unfortunately you can't do that because you have alot of gurus,
sannyasis, swamis, and all the rest of that gang, that come to this
country or to America, to teach you how to meditate, how to sit
properly, how to breathe, how to concentrate and all the rest of it.
So what is meditation? Not, how to meditate: that isirrelevant. The
moment you understand what is meditation it naturally happens,
like breathing. Y ou breathe naturally. So you have to find out what
Is meditation. Right? Can you learn from another? Can you learn
from another what is the real meaning of meditation? Volumes
have been written about it, people have meditated according to a
particular system - Zen, or the Hindu systems of many, many
varieties and models and methods of system - the content of all
those imply an end to be achieved through control. Right? Control
implies a controller. Please follow this alittle bit. And isthe
controller different from the controlled? Y ou understand the
guestion?

They say, the whole meditative groups, and their systems and
their philosophies, their breathing - they say, control your thought,
because thought wanders about, and the wandering about is a
wastage of energy. And therefore thought must be absolutely held,
disciplined, subjugated in the pursuit of that thing - enlightenment,
God, truth, what you will, Jehovah, the nameless - all that! That
implies a controller, obviously. Right? And who is the controller?
|s he different in quality, in nature from that which he says heis
going to control? You are following all this? Please, thisis very
important to understand because the speaker wants to point out that
one can live completely in daily life without any control, against all
the traditions. Y ou understand? Against al your education, your



social, moral behaviour. So he says, live alife without absolutely
any controls, but that means you have to understand very, very
deeply who is the controller and the controlled, and thisis part of
meditation. Is the controller different from that which heis
controlling, which is thought? Some say the controller is different:
he isthe higher self. Please listen to al this. He is the higher self,
he isthe part of higher consciousness, he is the essence of
understanding, the essence of the past which has accumulated so
much knowledge. So they - the whole traditional, and the gurus,
and the swamis, the yogis, all of them say - control! Right? They
have never asked, who is the controller. They may have asked it,
but they have translated it, yes the controller is the supreme self -
which is still within the field of thought. However much thought
may be elevated, it is still within the area of time and measure,
which is thought? Right? Do please see this. See the truth of this,
not the verbal acceptance of it, or the intellectual comprehension of
it, but the truth of the matter: that all the gods, Christian gods, and
the Hindu - all of them are the invention of thought. And thought
can project itself into all kinds of states, into al kinds of illusions,
and when thought says, there is the higher sdlf, it is still within the
field of thought, and therefore the higher self is still matter. |
wonder if you get this?

So the controller is the controlled. Right? Do see this. Therefore
the whole aspect of meditation changes. And what is the meaning
of meditation? The meaning of meditation is - objectively, not my
personal opinion, judgement, valuation, dogma, experience, none
of that - meditation means the emptying of consciousness of its

content. Then only can the mind and the brain be absolutely quiet.



That absolute - not relative - absolute quietness is necessary to
observe, not to experience. Right - please see all this. Most of us
want experience - experience which we have had - sensory
experiences, sexual, every kind of experience we have had - and
thought desires more experiences, an experience of another state,
of another dimension. Right? Because we are fed up with this
world and its experiences - they are boring, they have alimitation,
they are confined, narrow. And we want an experience which is
totally different. Right? Now to experience involves recognition.
Right? You are following? If | do not recognize, isthere an
experience? | have had the experience of looking at a mountain:
the beauty of it, the shadows, the lovely deep blue of an early
morning, the whole sense of something extraordinary, and
magnificent. And that experience cannot exist if thereisno
relationship to the past. Right? So experience implies recognition
from the past. Obvioudly - it is so ssimple. So the mind wants to
experience something supreme; and to recognize it, you must have
aready had it, thereforeit is not the supreme. Y ou understand? It is
still the projection of the mind, of thought. So meditation in which
there is no experience. Swallow that! Because in that thereis no
element of time. Are we meeting each other? Aswe said, time
implies movement and direction. Direction implies will. And can
the mind empty itself of time and direction and movement, which
is the ending of thought? That is the whole problem. Y ou
understand?

Are we following each other - or isthis still verbal description,
and you are just enjoying the speaker's delight in talking about
meditation? We are asking what is meditation? We said it isthe



emptying of the mind of the known. Emptying of the mind of its
content as consciousness, with all its accumulation, and whether
that is possible. Right? Because we need knowledge to function, to
speak any language you need knowledge, to drive a car you need
knowledge, to do anything you need knowledge. And what place
has knowledge in meditation? Or, it has no place at all? It has no
place because if it is merely a continuation of the past, it is still the
movement of time, the movement of the past, and so on. Have you
understood? So can the mind empty itself of the past, and come
upon that area of the mind which is not touched by thought? Y ou
have understood the problem - my question?

Y ou see, we have only operated so far within the area of
thought as knowledge. Right? Is there any other part, any other
area of the mind, which includes the brain, which is not touched by
human struggle, pain, anxiety, fear - al the violence, al the things
that man has made through thought? Right? And the discovery of
that area is meditation. That implies, can thought come to an end
but yet for thought to operate when necessary, in the field of
knowledge? Y ou understand my question? Please understand this
guestion - pay alittle attention, you may be tired but you must give
alittle attention to it. We need knowledge, otherwise you cannot
function, you can't go home, you wouldn't be able to speak, you
wouldn't be able to write, and so on. Knowledge is necessary to
function, and that functioning becomes neurotic, out of function
status becomes all important, which is the entering of thought as
the 'me, which is status. Right? So knowledge is necessary. And
meditation isto discover, or come upon, or to observe an areain

which there is no movement of thought, and can the two live



together harmoniously, daily, in action? That is the problem, not
breathing, you understand, not sitting straight, not repeating
mantras, you know, slogans, paying a hundred dollars, or whatever
you pay in order to learn some ugly little word, and repeat that, and
you think you are in heaven, which is called transcendental
nonsense!

And that is the whole problem of yoga, practising yoga,
standing on your head and proficiency in yoga, and all the rest of
it. It must originally have had atotally different meaning. The
word yoga means 'to join', to join the higher and the lower. You
follow? That was what we have, but it must have quite a different
meaning, because who isit that has divided the two, and who is it
that joins them together? Y ou follow? It is still thought. Right? So
yoga exercises are excellent. One must do it. | do it - the speaker
does it every day, for an hour or more, but that is merely physical
exercise of adifferent kind, to keep the body healthy, breathing
and so on. But through that, you can never come upon the other.
Never! Becauseif you giveto that all importance, then you are not
giving importance to the understanding of yourself - which isto be
watchful, to be aware, to give attention to what you are doing every
day of your life: how you speak, what you say, what you think,
how you behave, whether you are attached, whether you are
frightened, whether you are pursuing pleasure, and so on. To be
aware of this whole movement of thought. If you are, and if you
are really serious about it, then you will have established right
relationship, obvioudly. Y ou understand?

Y ou know relationship becomes extraordinarily important when

all things about you become chagtic. When the world is going to



pieces asit is, relationship becomes extraordinarily important.
There you seek security, you want to hold on to that one thing that
can possibly give you a complete sense of unity, and all the rest of
it. Right? So unless there is this establishment between you and
another of total relationship, that means a whole relationship, not
between you and me, but human relationship with the whole of the
world, that isthe basis. from there you can go on to behaviour -
how you behave. If your behaviour has a motive, then it is not
behaviour. If your behaviour is based on pleasure or on reward, it
is not behaviour. It ismerely the pursuit of pleasure or fear - not
the pursuit of fear - fear arises.

So relationship, behaviour, and order - these are absolutely
essential if you want to go into the question of meditation. If you
have not laid this foundation, then you can do what you like - stand
on your head, breathe in for the next ten thousand years and repeat
words, words - there will be no meditation. Y ou can even go to
Indiaif you have the money. | do not know why you go to India-
you will find no enlightenment there. Enlightenment is where you
are. And where you are, you have to understand yourself. Having
established that, laid the foundation there, order - not mechanical
order, because order is virtue, from moment to moment, it is not
following a pattern, it is not the order for the establishment, itis
not the order or the virtue of society, which isimmoral. So order,
behaviour and relationship. Then you can go into the question of
finding out what is meditation.

Meditation implies a quality of mind that is absolutely silent,
not made silent, not a contrived act, not brought about through will,
but a silence that comes in naturally when you have established



order, relationship and behaviour. And silence is necessary,
because otherwise you can't see. Right? Please see this. If my mind
Is chattering, as most minds are, in that chatter there may be a
period of silence - between two chatterings there might be a period
of silence, but that is not silence: silence is not the absence of
noise: silenceis not the absence of conflict: silence comes only
when the content of your consciousness has been completely
understood and gone beyond; which means the observer and the
observed are one. And when there is no controller - please listen to
this. When there is no controller it doesn't mean that you live alife
of undiscipline, but when there is no observer, no controller, action
then isinstantaneous, which brings a great deal of energy. Right?

So meditation means not only the emptying of consciousness of
its content, and that happens only when you observe your
consciousness and its content without the observer - please see this.
Right? Can you look at something, whatever it is, your wife, your
husband, your girl, your boy, or the mountain, without the
observer. The observer isthe past. And aslong asthereisthe
observer, he will inevitably translate everything he observesin
terms of the past, and therefore he is the maker of time. And he
divides the observed, and the observer. And therefore in that there
is conflict. When there is an observation without the observer,
there is no conflict, thereis no past, only the fact, and you have the
energy to go beyond it. Do it and you will find out!

So meditation implies a gathering of all energy, because you
have established order, relationship, behaviour, therefore you are
not dissipating energy in that field, and therefore you have energy.

And that energy is necessary to look without the observer. Right?



So that you have the energy to go beyond. And with that energy,
which has not been dissipated, the mind seesthere is an areawhich
Is not touched by thought. But all this requires tremendous
attention and energy and discipline. You understand? It isnot just a
plaything for some immature, idiotic people. It requires
tremendous discipline. Now discipline means - the word in the
dictionary meansto learn. Do you understand? Not the absurd
thing that we have made of it - that we must control, we must
subjugate, we must imitate, conform. Discipline meansto learn.
From the word discipline, comes disciple. Disciple who is one who
iswilling to learn from the master. Learn. Here there is neither a
disciple nor amaster, but only the act of learning, all the time.
Right? And that requires agreat deal of attention, agreat deal of
energy, so that you are watching, you create no illusions. Y ou
understand? Because it is easy to createillusions. lllusions exist
only when you are pursuing, demanding, wanting an experience.
Desire createsillusion: wish createsillusion.

Y ou know all thisimplies amind that is very, very serious, a
heart that is of love, that has never been hurt. Y ou understand? We
human beings from childhood are hurt; our parents hurt us, our
friends hurt us, and in the business world we are hurt. We are hurt
in every direction, and when we are hurt we cannot possibly love.
Right? So isit possible for amind that has been hurt, to be free of
al those hurts, which is part of the consciousness? And you will
find, when you look at it, that it is utterly and irrevocably possible
to empty all hurts, and therefore to love, to have compassion. To
have compassion means to have passion for all things, not just

between two people, for al human beings, for all things of the



earth, the animals, the trees, everything the earth contains. When
you have such compassion you will not despoil the earth aswe are
doing now, and we will have no wars. Y ou understand all this? It is
up to you, gentlemen and ladies.

So, amind that is serious, totally dedicated, concerned, it isonly
to such a mind meditation means something extraordinary,
something so immense, because in that meditation you discover -
mind discovers space. Y ou know what space is? Thistent contains
gpace. Right? Thereis thistent, and space in held within this tent.
And there is space outside the tent. Right? And thought creates the
space round itself. Have you noticed it? Thought as the 'me' creates
the narrow space in which it acts. Which is, it has created through
hurt, through all kinds of reasons, awall within which it lives.
Right? There isthat narrow space, and the space which thought has
created outside of itself, as the tent, and is there a space - not
science fiction space - which has no frontiers, which has no
boundaries, and therefore, no centre. Y ou understand? | wonder if
you understand. Thisis part of meditation, too. This is meditation,
to find out.

Soto find out what it is, aslong as there is a centre, the 'me' or
the idea of the 'me', with all its attachments, all the rest of it, that
very centre creates a space round itself, and where there is a centre
there must be aborder. The border may be extended, but it is still
within the space which the centre has created. Meditation meansto
come upon that space in which there is no centre, and therefore no
direction, and therefore no time. And all thisis meditation. Right?
Because without meditation and the coming upon that thing which

cannot be experienced, which is not to be put into words, which



has no time, which has no continuity, unless there is meditation,
life has very little meaning. Do you understand? Y ou may have a
lot of money, or no money, you may be attached to your property,
to your wife, to your friend and all the rest of it: or you may
worship your particular little god which thought has invented - the
Jesuses, the Christs, the Buddhas and all that, aslong asyou live
there, there will be suffering, pain, anxiety and violence. And that
has no meaning in itself - obviously. So unless you come upon this
- not invented, not projected, not brought about through any
system, then only, life has an extraordinary sense of beauty and
meaning.

Q: Sir, may | ask aquestion?

K: Just aminute sir. Take a breather. That lady put up her hand.
Y es?

Q: Inlearning to look without an image, when you look outside
the image sometimes goes. When you look in, it comes back.

K: Can you look at the world outside you, and can you look at
the world inside you without the image? Sometimes it happens. |
can look at the world without the image - the image being my
country, my people, my opinions, my judgements. | can look at the
world objectively. Sometimes that happens. And occasionally,
rarely | can look at myself without any image. Now can one look at
oneself and the world without any image at all, all the time? |s that
the question? And why does it come back? Y ou have understood
the question?

Thatis, | look at myself and another, through the images | have
built about myself and about the other. That is, | have built an

image about my wife, and the wife has built one about me. The



relationship is between these two images. Obviously. And | look at
the world as a nationalist, as a Communist, as a Socidlist, asa
Catholic, asaLiberal, or a Conservative - those are all images,
formulas. Now can | look at the world outside and ook at myself,
and my wife, children and all the rest of it, without a single image?
Now how are these images formed? How do | form an image about
my wife? (I'm not married) How do | form an image about my
wife? How does that happen? | have lived with her - or she has
lived with me - for ten years, or ten days, or one day. During that
period of time, lots of things have happened - sexual, insults,
nagging, dominating, demanding, hurt - al these are registered in
the brain. The brain retains them, for its self protection. Follow
this. And builds awall against hurt. Because my wifeor | nag and |
instinctively withdraw. So the withdrawal is aform of resistance.
That resistance is the image. Which is, | want to protect myself, the
idea of myself as another image, the mind wants to protect the
image it has created about itself against another image. So | have
got two images, you understand? One, that | have created about
myself, that | am noble, ignoble, that | am ugly, | am beautiful, |
am precious, | am holy, | am not holy, | am so supremely
intelligent, | am such an idiot, and so on and so on. And also the
image | have created about another. So | have got two images. the
one | have about myself, and the one about the other. And the wife
has the two images, too. So look what we are doing: we have got
dozens of images, not only two. And we have got images about the
world - what America should do, America should not do, America
IS so rich, Russiais so corrupt. Y ou follow? Images, images,

formulas.



Wait, | haven't finished yet. Would you mind listening to this
guestion, and not be carried away by your own question. (Voice
outside) The mother is calling the baby - it begins the image!

So we have got these images. Thisis part of our conditioning.
Right? |s the questioner listening? Then isit possible to be free of
these images, not temporarily but completely, wholly? We see why
the mind creates images. Right? For its protection and also it is part
of our conditioning. Now can the mind be free of images - images
which have been in the past and not create future images? Am |
aware - are you aware of these images that you have? Actually
aware - not because the speaker says, be aware of them and
therefore you are aware. Are you aware of these images that you
have? Or, have you never even thought about it. If you have gone
into this question you will see that these images have been created
by others, society, religion, and by your own desire to protect
yourself, your own anxiety and so on and so on. We are asking, can
the mind be free of all images? It can only be free when the mind
gives attention at the moment of action. Y ou understand? At the
moment | am saying | am aHindu - be aware of it. Then you will
see thereis no formation of image. Right? When | am aware that |
am Christian - Christian being worshipper of Christ, the symbol, all
therituals, all the conditioning of two thousand years of
propaganda - you know, all that goes on in the name of religion, to
shape my mind, the mind of human beings; because that is very
profitable for the priests, and so on and so on - now can the mind
be aware of that when | look at the symbol? Y ou understand? If at
the moment of action | am completely aware, then thereisno

formation of image or the past image; there is an absolute cessation



of images. You try it, you seeit is so ssmple. But you don't do it.

So the mind in attention, is afree mind. That freedom is not
brought about by thought. Thought can invent freedom. Thought
being in prison, says, there is freedom outside. But attention in
action, whether in behaviour and so on, in that attention which is
the summation of energy there in no formation of symbols or
images. Got it? Right.

Y ou were going to ask something, sir.

Q: It seems to me you are projecting.

K: What you say, seems to me, the questioner says, you are
projecting. Y ou asked the same question the other day. Y ou don't
listen. The speaker has spent an hour talking about non projection,
saying that any desire, any will, any sense of worship, to go
beyond itself must create its own illusion. And you are asking after
an hour, it seems to me that you are projecting. | am sorry, you
have to listen al over again, so that is the end of that question.

Q: (Inaudible)

K: | am afraid it is not a paradox. It is not a contradiction. Sir |
don't think you have listened. Forgive me for pointing out. I'm
sorry | can't explain it any more. Anybody else? Yes, sir.

Q: To enter into the meditative state which you have indicated
to us could be to enter into a vacuum.

K: The gentleman says, from what you have described about
meditation, it appears to me you are entering into a kind of
vacuum. Y ou might be entering. Is that so?

Q: If | enterintoit...

K: Sir, it is not you entering, nor | entering, into a vacuum. Sir,

are we proceeding or enquiring verbally, intellectually,



theoretically, or are we enquiring, living - which is, enquiring
means living so as to bring out of this chaos, order in our daily life.
Arewe doing it? We live in disorder, and by observing that
disorder without the observer, thereis order. Order isnot a
vacuum. Order implies no conflict, no division, outwardly or
inwardly. Thisdivision asthe 'me', and not the 'me’, is disorder.
Now then, to have order, does not mean | am living in a vacuum.
On the contrary. It isthe most extraordinary, intelligent action to
have relationship, not based on image but actual relationship, is not
avacuum. And to behave without a motive islove. And that loveis
not a vacuum. Right? Love becomes a vacuum as an idea, but if
you are compassionate you draw the line where you will not kill
beyond that. Y ou understand? | have to draw the line - personaly |
have drawn the line. Let us say | am avegetarian, | have never
killed an animal, eaten meat and so on. | put on shoes, leather, say |
have drawn the line. It means you are killing vegetables. Don't eat
cabbage. Then you might just aswell die. And that may be good
also.

So what we are talking about is not creating a vacuum. On the
contrary, it is bringing about supreme, excellent intelligence.
Intelligence is not a vacuum. Having established that, then
meditation is not a vacuum. It isthe furthering of that intelligence
at its highest level. That's enough of that.

Q: Thank you very much indeed, sir.

K: Not at all sir.

Q: (Long question - repeated several times)

K: Yes. | understand. Are there schools for wisdom. There are

schools for knowledge, of course. Can wisdom be learnt? Isthat it



Sir?

Q: No.

K: Then what is the question?

Q: Higher knowledge.

K: Can one learn without sectarianism, without schools, higher
knowledge? Isthat it? Are there schools for higher knowledge
without sectarianism? It isalovely question! Are there schools for
higher knowledge without sectarianism and authority?

Right? Y ou have answered the question, haven't you? Without
sectarianism and authority can there be a school of your kind,
which teaches higher knowledge? Who will teach you higher
knowledge? |'s the speaker teaching you higher knowledge? Go on
sir. All the speaker is saying is, watch yourself. Be aware of al you
are doing. Learn from yourself, because yourself is the world.
Yourself isthe highest godl. In that school there is no teacher nor
disciple: thereis only learning about yourself, and when, in the
process of learning about yourself, you have established order and
S0 on, then you can move to higher levels of intelligence.
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