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KRISHNAMURTI

I

As there are many misconceptions,
fantastic ideas, and a great many
hopes which have no fundamental
basis, I think it is important that we
should understand each other and
estahlish the right kind of relationship
between the speaker and the individ-
ual person who is here.

First of all, what I am going to
speak about during these several talks
is not based on any Indian religion,
nor am I representing any particular
philosophy. Thought has neither na-
tionality nor frontier, and what we
are trying to do this evening is to
find out for ourselves what it is that
most of us are seeking. You may have
come here with various ideas, with
certain hopes, seeking something from
the speaker, and I think we ought to
begin by clearing up any misconcep-
tions; so I would like to suggest that
you listen to find out what I want to
convey, which is not merely to hear
but really to understand what is be-
ing said. It is very difficult to listen
rightly, because most of us have opin-
ions, judgments, conclusions, values,
and so we never really listen at all;
we are only comparing, evaluating,
translating, or opposing one idea with
another. But if you can listen, not
with a so-called open mind, but with
the intention to understand, then per-
haps you and I together will find out
how to approach the many problems
which we have.

We can understand our problems
only if we have the capacity to listen,
to pay full attention, and such atten-
tion is not possible if we are seeking
an end, an answer. There is attention
only when the mind is really quiet,
and then it is able to receive, to com-
" prehend; but a mind that is occupied
with its own answers, that is caught
up in the search for a result, is never
quiet, and such a mind is incapable of
full attention. So I think it is import-
ant to listen with full attention, not
just to what is being said, but to

everything in life, for only then is the
mind free to discover what is true and
find out if there is something beyond
its own inventions.

That is what I would like to talk
about this evening and throughout
these talks. Is it possible to free the
mind, not to accept, but to investigate,
to inquire profoundly and find out if
there is or there is not reality, God?
Surely, the mind is incapable of such
inquiry as long as it is merely con-
cerned with finding solutions for its
own petty problems, that is, as long
as it is only concerned with escapes.
The mind cannot be free unless it has
understood the problem in which it is
caught, and this implies self-know-
ledge, a full awareness of its own ac-
tivities.

All our problems are really individ-
ual problems, because the individual
is society. There is no society with-
out the individual, and as long as the
individual does not totally under-
stand himself, his conscious as well as
his unconscious self, whatever re-
forms he may devise, whatever gods
he may invent, whatever truths he
may seek, will have very little signi-
ficance. So the individual problem is
the world problem, which is fairly
obvious; and the world problem can
come to an end only when the indi-
vidual understands himself, the activ-
ities of his own mind, the workings of
his own consciousness. Then there is
a possibility of creating a different
world, a world in which there are no
nationalities, no frontiers of belief, no
political or religious dogmas.

So it seems to me very important to
find out what it is we are seeking.
This is not a rhetorical question, but
a question that each one of us must
inevitably put to himself; and the
more mature, intelligent and alert we
are, the greater and more urgent our
demand to find out what it is that we
are seeking. Unfortunately most of
us put this question superficially, and
when we receive a superficial answer
we are satisfied with it. But if you
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care to go into the matter you will
find that the mind is merely seeking
some kind of satisfaction, some kind
of pleasant invention which will grat-
ify it; and once having found or
created for itself a shelter of opinion
and conclusion, therein it stays, so our
search seemingly comes to an end.
Or if we are dissatisfied we go from
one philosophy to another, from one
dogma to another, from one church,
from one sect, from one book to an-
other, always trying to find a perman-
ent security, inwardly as well as out-
wardly, a permanent happiness, a per-
manent peace. Our search starts with
a mind that has already been made
petty and superficial by so-called edu-
cation, so it finds answers which are
equally petty and superficial.

Before we begin to seek, then, is it
not important to understand the pro-
cess of the mind itself? Because what
we are seeking now is fairly obvious.
We are discontented with so many
things, and we want contentment.
Being unhappy, in conflict with each
other and with society, we want to be
led to some kind of haven, and we
generally do find a leader or a dogma
that satisfies us. But surely all such
effort is very superficial, and that is
why it seems to me important to un-
derstand the ways of the mind and
not try to find something. To under-
stand oneself needs enormous pa-
tience, because the self is a very com-
plex process, and if one does not un-
derstand oneself, whatever one seeks
will have very little significance.
When we do not understand our own
urges and compulsions, conscious as
well as unconscious, they produce cer-
tain activities which create conflict in
ourselves; and what we are secking
is to avoid or escape from this con-
flict, is it not? So, as long as we do
not understand the process of our-
selves, of our own thinking, our
search is extremely superficial. narrow
and petty. To ask if there is God, if
there is truth, or what lies beyond
death, or whether there is reincarna-
tion—all such questioning is infantile,

if I may so, because the questioner
has not understood himself, the whole
process of his thinking, and without
self-knowledge such inquiry only
leads one to assertions which have no
basis.

So, if we really want to create a
different world, a different relation-
ship between human beings, a differ-
ent attitude towards life, it is essen-
tial that we should first understand
ourselves, is it not? This does not
mean self - centred concentration,
which leads to utter misery. What I
am suggesting is that without self-
knowledge, without deeply knowing
oneself, all inquiry, all thought, all
conclusions, opinions and values have
very little meaning. Most of us are
conditioned, conditioned as Christ-
ians, as Socialists, as Communists, as
Buddhists, as Moslems, or what you
will, and within that narrow area we
have our being. Our minds are con-
ditioned by society, by education, by
the culture about us, and without un-
derstanding the total process of that
conditioning, our search, our know-
ledge, our inquiry can only lead to
further mischief, to greater misery,
which is what is actually happening.

Self-knowledge is not according to
any formula. You may go to a psy-
chologist or a psychoanalyst to find
out about yourself, but that is not
self - knowledge. Self - knowledge
comes into being when we are aware
of ourselves in relationship, which
shows what we are from moment to
moment. Relationship is a mirror in
which to sze ourselves as we actually
are. But most of us are incapable of
looking at ourselves as we are in re-~
lationship, because we immediately
bzgin to condemn or justify what we
see. We judge, we evaluate, we com-
pare, we deny or accept, but we
never observe actually what is, and
for most people this seems to be the
most difficult thing to do; yet this
alone is the beginning of seli-know-
ledge. If one is able to see oneself as
one is in this extraordinary mirror of
relationship which does not distort, if
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one can just look into this mirror with
full attention and see actually what is,
be aware of it without condemnation,
without judgment, without evaluation
—and one does this when there is
earnest interest—then one will find
that the mind is capable of freeing it~
self from all conditioning; and it is
only then that the mind is free to dis-
cover that which lies beyond the field
of thought. After all, however learn-
ed or however petty the mind may be,
it is consciously or unconsciously lim-
ited, conditioned, and any extension
of this conditioning is still within the
field of thought. So freedom is some-
thing entirely different.

What is important, then, is self-
knowledge, seeing oneself as one is in
the mirror of relationship. It is very
difficult to observe oneself without dis-
tortion, because we are educated to
distort, to condemn, to compare, to
judge; but if the mind is capable,
which it is, of observing itself with-
out distortion, then you will find, if
you will experiment with it, that the
mind can uncondition itself.

Most of us are concerned, not with
unconditioning the mind, but with con-
ditioning it better, making it nobler,
making it less this and more that.
‘We have never inquired into the pos-
sibility of the mind's unconditioning
itself completely. And it is only the
totally unconditioned mind that can
discover reality, not the mind that
seeks and finds a gratifying answer,
not the mind that is Christian, Hindu,
Communist, Socialist, or Capitalist;
such a mind only creates more misery,
more conflict, more problems. Through
self-knowledge the mind can free it-
self from all conditioning, and this is
not a matter of time. Freedom from
conditioning comes into being only
swhen we see the necessity of a mind
~ that is unconditioned. But we have
never thought about it, we have never
inquired, we have merely accepted
authority, and there are whole groups
of people who say that the mind can-
not be unconditioned and must there-
fore be conditioned better.

Now, I am suggesting that the
mind can be unconditioned. It is not
for you to accept what I say, be-
cause that would be too stupid; but
if one is really interested one can find
out for oneself whether it is possible
for the mind to be unconditioned.
Surely, that possibility exists only if
one is aware that one is conditioned
and does not accept that conditioning
as something noble, a worth-while
part of social culture. The uncondi-
tioned mind is the only truly religious
mind, and only the religious mind can
create a fundamental revolution,
which is essential. and which is not
an economic revolution, nor the revo-
lution of the Communists or the So-
cialists. To find out what is true the
mind must be aware of itself, it must
have self-knowledge, which means
being alert to all its conscious and un-
conscious urges and compulsions; but
a mind which is the residue of tradi-
tions, of values, of so-called culture
and education, such a mind is incap-
able of finding out what is true. It
may say it believes in God, but its
God has no reality, for it is only the
projection of its own conditioning.

So our search within the field of
conditioning is no search at all, and I
think it is important to understand
this. A petty mind can never find
that which is beyond the mind, and a
conditioned mind is a petty mind
whether it believes in God or not.
That is why all the beliefs and
dogmas that we hold, all the authori-
ties, especially the spiritual authori-
ties, have to be put aside, and only
then is there a possibility of finding
that which is everlasting, timeless.

There are some questions here, but
before we consider them together I
think it is important to understand
that serious questions have no asser-
tive answers, either positive or nega-
tive. There is no “yes” or “no” to
the questions of life. What is import-
ant is to understand the question, for
the answer is in the question and not
away from it. But for most of us this
seems an impossibility, because we are
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so eager to find an immediate answer,
a palliative for our suffering and con-
fusion; and when we seek an immed-
jate answer we are bound to be led
into illusions, into further misery. It
1s extremely difficult for us to under-
stand the problem because our minds
are already seeking an answer and
are therefore not giving full attention
to the problem. We think of the
problem as an impediment, as some-
thing to be got rid of, something to be
pushed away, avoided. But if the
mind can look at the problem without
seeking an answer, without translat-
ing the problem in terms of its own
comfort, then the problem undergoes
a fundamental change.

Question: You have said that one can
discover oneself only in relationship. Is
the self an isolated reality, or is there mo
self at all without relationship?

KrisuNAMURTE: This is really a
very interesting question, and I hope
you and I can think it out together.
We are thinking it out together, you
are not awaiting an answer from me.
It is your problem, and if through my
verbalisation we can go into it seri-
ously, I think we shall directly or in-
directly discover a great many things
and not have to be told.

I have said that one can discover
oneself only in relationship. That is
so, is it not? One cannot know one-
self, what one actually is, except in
relationship. Anger, jealousy, envy,
lust—all such reactions exist only in
one’s relationship with people, with
things, and with ideas. If there is no
relationship at all, if there is com-
plete isolation, one cannot know one-
self. The mind can isolate itself,
thinking that it is somebody, which is
a state of lunacy, unbalance, and in
that state it cannot know itself. It
merely has ideas asout itself, like the
idealist who is isolating himself from
the fact of what he is by pursuing
what he should be. That is what
most of us are doing. Because rela-

tionship is painful we want to isolate
ourselves from this pain, and in the
isolating process we create the ideal
of what we should be, which is imag-
inary, an invention of the mind. So
we can know ourselves as we actu-
ally are, consciously as well as uncon-
sciously, only in relationship, and that
is fairly obvious.

I hope you are interested in all this,
because it is part of our daily activity,
it is our very life, and if we do not
understand it, merely going to a
series of meetings, or acquiring know-
ledge from books, will have very little
meaning.

The second part of the question is
this: “Is the self an isolated reality, or
is there no self at all without relation-
ship?” In other words, do I exist only
in relationship, or do I exist as an iso-
lated reality beyond relationship? I
think the latter is what most of us
would like, because relationship is
painful. In the very fulfilment of re-
lationship there is fear. anxiety, and
knowing this, the mind seeks to iso-
late itself with its gods, its higher self,
and so on. The very nature of the
self, the “me”, is a process of isola-
tion, is it not? The self and the con-
cerns of the self—my family, my pro-
perty, my love, my desire—is a pro-
cess of isolation, and this process is a
reality in the sense that it is actuall
taking place. And can such a self-
enclosed mind ever find something be-
yond itself? Obviously not. It may
stretch its walls, its boundaries, it may
expand its area, but it is still the con~
sciousness of the “me”.

Now, when do you know you are
related? Are you conscious of being
related when there is complete unan-
imity, when there is love? Or does
the ~consciousness of being related
arise only when there is friction,
when there is conflict, when you are
demanding something, when there is
frustration, fear, contention between
the “me’ and the other who is related
to the “me”? Does the sense of self
in relationship exist if you are not in
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pain? Let us look at it much more

simply.

If you are not in pain, do you
know that you exist? Say, for in-
stance, you are happy for a moment.
At the precise moment of experienc-
ing happiness, are you aware that you
are happy? Surely, it is only a sec-
ond afterwards that you become con-
scious that you are happy. And is it
not possible for the mind to be free
from all self-enclosing demands and
pursuits so that the self is not? Then
perhaps relationship can have quite a
different meaning. Relationship now
is used as a means of security, as a
means of self-perpetuation, self-ex-
pansion, self - aggrandisement. All
these qualities make up the self, and
if they cease, then there may be an-
other state in which relationship has
a different significance altogether.
After all, most relationship is now bas-
ed on envy, because envy is the basis
of our present culture, and therefore
in our relationship with each other,
which is society, there is contention,
violence, a constant battle. But if
there is no envy at all, neither con-
scious nor unconscious, neither super-
ficial nor deep-rooted, if all envy has
totally ceased, then is not our rela-
tionship entirely different?

So there is a state of mind which is
not bound by the idea of the self.
Please, this is not a theory, it is not
some philosophy to be practised, but
if you are really listening to what is
being said you are bound to experi-
ence the truth of it. These meetings
will be utterly futile, they will have
no meaning at all. if you are treating
what is being said as a lecture to be
listened to, talked over, and forgot-
ten. They will have meaning only if
you are listening and directly experi-
~encing these things as they are being
said.

Question: What do you mean by
awareness? Is it just being conscious, 0r
something more?

KrisunaMurTI: May I again sug-
gest that you listen, not merely to my
words, but to the significance of the
words, which is really to follow ex-
perimentally, through my description,
the actual functioning of your ocwn
mind as you are sitting here.

I think it is important to find out
what awareness is, because it is an
extraordinarily real process. It is not
a thing to be practised, to be meditat-
ed upon daily in order to be aware.
That has no meaning at all.

What do we mean by awareness?
To be aware is to know that I am
standing here and that you are sitting
there. We are aware of trees, of
people, of noise, of the swift flight of
a bird, and most of us are satisfied
with this superficial experience. But
if we go a little deeper we become
conscious that the mind is recognis-
ing, registering, associating, verbalis-
ing, giving names; it is constantly
judging, condemning, accepting, re-
jecting, and to see this whole pro-
cess in operation is also part of
awareness. If we go still deeper
we begin to see the hidden motives,
the cultural conditioning, the urges,
the compulsions, the beliefs, the envy,
the fear, the racial prejudices that lie
hidden in the unconscious and of
which most of us are unaware. All
this is the process of consciousness, is
it not? So, awareness is to see this
process in operation, both the out-
ward consciousness and the con-
sciousness which is hidden, and one
can be aware of it in relationship,
while one sits at table, while one eats,
while one is travelling on a bus.

Now, is there something other than
this? Is awareness something more
than merely the awareness of the
process of consciousness? The some-
thing more cannot be discovered if
you have not understood the whole
content of your consciousness, be-
cause any desire to find something
more will be a mere projection of that
consciousness. So you must first un-
derstand your own consciousness,
you must understand what you are,
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and you can understand what you are
only by being aware, which is to see
yourself in the mirror of relationship;
and you cannot see yourself as you
are if you condemn what you see.
That is fairly simple. If you condemn
a child, obviously you do not under-
stand him, and you condemn because
that is the easiest way to get rid of
the problem.

So, to be aware is to see the total
process of the mind, not only of the
conscious mind, but also of the mind
which is hidden and which reveals it-
self through dreams; but we won't
go into that now.

If the mind can be aware of all its
own activities, both conscious and un-
conscious, then there is a possibility
of going beyond. To go beyond, the
mind must be completely still, but a
still mind is not one that is disciplin-
ed. A mind that is held in control is
not a still mind, it is a stale mind.
The mind is still, tranquil, only when
it understands the whole process of
its own thinking, and then there is a
possibility of going beyond.

November 9, 1955

IT

One of our great problems, it seems
to me, is how to free the mind from
its own shallowness, because most of
our lives are very superficial. narrow
and petty. Our thinking is also very
shallow, and I feel that if we could
free the mind from its pettiness, its
self-centred activity, then perhaps
there would be a possibility of wider,
deeper experience and happiness.

If we are aware that we are petty
and that all our thinking is shallow,
we try to free the mind from this
shallowness through various forms of
effort. We dig deeply into ourselves,
analysing, ‘imitating, forcing, discip-
lining, hoping thereby to enlarge the
mind and have wider experiences.
But is it possible through thought to

break down the self-enclosing walls
of experience? Is thought the way to
free the mind?

Before I go further may I suggest
that you neither accept nor reject
what is being said. Let us investigate
the problem together so that you do
not merely repeat what is being said
but rather directly experience the
truth or the falseness of it for your-
self. To do that it seems to me very
important to know how to listen, how
to pay attention. A mind that is oc-
cupied cannot pay attention, and most
minds are occupied with some kind
of idea, opinion, judgment. When
anything new is presented to such a
mind, there is an immediate reaction
either of acceptance or rejection,
which actually prevents understand-
ing, does it not? And what we are
trying to do this evening is to see if
the mind, which in most people is
very shallow, petty, can be freed
through any form of thinking. which
is really the cultivation of memory.
We have enormous problems before
us, and a petty mind, however cun-
ning, however clever, however schol-
arly, can never tackle these problems
fully, completely, and hence breeds
further misery. So, is it possible to
free the mind through the process of
thinking?

One is aware that one’s thinking is
petty, shallow, limited in every direc-
tion; and is it possible for such a
mind to break down the walls of its
own limitation through the process of
thinking? That is what we are trying
to do, is it not?

Now, does thinking free the mind?
What is thinking? The mind, both
the conscious and the unconscious, is
the result of time, of memory, it is the
residue of centuries of knowing, and
the totality of this consciousness is
the process of thinking. All thinking
surely, springs from a background o

various cultures, of innumerable ex--~

periences, individual as well as collec-
tive, and this background is obvious-
ly conditioned.

If one observes oneself and is

i~
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aware of one’s own consciousness,
one sees that it is the outcome of
many influences: climate, diet, vari-
ous forms of authority, the society
about one, with its taboos, its do's
and don'ts, the religion in which one
has been brought up, the books one
has read, the reactions and experi-
ences one has had, and so on. All
these influences condition and shape
the mind, and from this background
our thinking comes. This is an actual
fact, and I do not think we need to
discuss it at very great length.

So, thinking is obviously the result
of memory, and this result has pro-
duced the chaos, the misery, the strife
that exists within and without. The
mind is the outcome of time, of many
influences, of so-called culture and ed-
ucation, and how can such a mind
free itself from its own destructive
activities? I hope I am making my-
self clear.

We see there is chaos and misery
in the world, a passing happiness. We
have developed various forms of
technique in order to earn a liveli-
hood, and we have cultivated mem-
ory to a vast extent. All our educa-
tion leads to the cultivation of mem-
ory, which is the process of time, and
when the mind is functioning wholly
within this area it is very superficial,
narrow, limited. So, is it possible
through thinking, which is the process
of time, to reach or to discover some-
thing which is beyond time, where
true creativeness is?

Most of us spend our energy in the
most uncreative thinking, our lives
are guided by respectability, by the
edicts of society, by various forms of
discipline, suppression, resistance, so
there is always conformity and fear.
Very few know this extraordinary
sznse of creativity which is obviously
‘beyond time. It is not the creativity
of writing a poem or of painting a
picture, but a sense of being creative
without necessarily expressing it in
any form. This creativity may be
reality, it may be the highest, the
sublime, and until the mind is aware

of this creative state, whatever think-
ing it does can only produce further
misery.

So. is it possible for the mind to be
aware of the whole process of infiu-
ence, the influence of society, of cul-
ture, of relationship, of food, of edu-
cation, of the books we read, the re-
ligions and the dogmas we follow?
Can it be aware of all this and not
create thought out of its awareness,
but allow thought to come to an end?
This is really the complete cessation
of all movement of the mind which is
the result of the past. Thinking can
never discover anything new, because
thinking is the result of time, of the
past.

All verbalisation of thought is the
outcome of time, of memory, and
through this process the mind can
never discover anything new. Surely,
that which you call God, truth, real-
ity, or whatever name you like to give
it, must be something totally new, un-
experienced before. It must be dis-
covered from moment to moment, and
that can happen only when the mind
is dead to the past, to all accumulat-
ed influences. When the mind. which
is the product of time, of memory, is
able to die from day to day to every-
thing that it has accumulated, only
then is it possible to experience some-
thing which is totally new, and this
new thing is reality.

So, the mind which knows contin-
uity, which is the product of time,
of memory, can never discover the
new. When the mind is totally still,
not made still through desire, through
any form of compulsion, repression or
imitation, when there is that stillness
which comes with the deep under-
standing of this whole process of
thinking—it is only then that one can
experience the new. Until that hap-
pens, all thinking is obviously petty.
We may be very clever, erudite, cap-
able of keen analysis and discovery,
but such analysis and discovery only
lead to further misery, as has been
shown in the world. That is why it
seems to me important for those who
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think differently, who are really seek-
ing to go beyond the limitations of the
mind, to understand themselves and
the whole content of their conscious-
ness, for only then is it possible to
have an extraordinarily still mind;
and perhaps in that stillness reality
comes into being.

There are several questions, or
problems. And what is a problem?
Surely, the mind creates a problem
when it is occupied in analysing, ex-
amining, worrying about something.
Life is a series of challenges, and is it
possible to meet these challenges with-
out creating problems, that is, with-
out giving soil in the mind for prob-
lems to take root and become corrod-
ing, destructive? To put it different-
ly, can the mind be unoccupied so as
to meet each challenge anew? After
all, it is an occupied mind that creates
problems, not an unoccupied mind. I
think we shall discuss this in different
ways during the coming talks.

Question: Some people say that there
are actually two paths to the highest
attainment, the occult and the mystic. Is
this a reality, or a purposeful invention?

KrisHNAMURTE:  Most  of us, [
think, have an idea that reality, God,
or whatever name you like to give it,
is something fixed, permanent, and
that there are various paths to that
reality. Now, is there anything per-
manent? Or is it that the mind
desires something permanent, some-
thing enduring, as it does in all rela-
tionship? Surely, the mind is seeking
permanency, a permanent stillness, a
permanent happiness, a reality which
is secure, unchanging; and as long
as the mind is seeking a permanent
state, it must create paths to that
state.

But is there a permanency, any-
thing that is everlasting, enduring?
Or is there no permanency, but a con-
stant movement, not the movement
that we know in time, but a move-
ment beyond time? If it is believed

that there is something permanent,
fixed, unchangeable, in the sense in
which we use those words within the
area of time, then people will think
that there are various paths to it, and
the occult and the mystic become the
purposeful invention of those who
have a vested interest in both. So,
what is important is to find out direct-
ly for ourselves whether there is any-
thing permanent.

Though the mind may wish to have
a permanent tranquillity, a permanent
peace, bliss, or what you will, is there
such a permanent state? If there is,
then there must be a path to it, and
practice, discipline, a system of medi-
tation, are necessary to achieve that
state. But if we look at it a little
more closely and deeply, we find that
there is nothing permanent. But the
mind rejects that fact because it is
seeking some form of security, and
out of its own desire it projects the
idea of truth as being something per-
manent, absolute, and then proceeds
to invent paths leading to it. This
purposeful invention has very little
significance to the man who really
wishes to find out what is true.

So there is no path to truth, be-
cause truth must be discovered from
moment to moment. It is not a thing
that is the outcome of accumulated
experience. One must die to all ex-
perience, because that which is ac-
cumulating, gathering, is the self, the
“me"”, which is everlastingly seeking
its own security, its own permanency
and continuity. Any mind whose
thought springs from  this desire for
self-perpetuation. the desire to attain,
to succeed, whether in this world or
in the next, is bound to be caught in
illusion, and therefore in suffering.
Whereas, if the mind begins to un-
derstand itself by being aware of its
own activities, watching its own:
movements, its own reactions; if it
is capable of dying psychologically to
the desire to be secure so that it is
free from the past, the past which is
the accumulation of its own desires
and experiences, the past which is the

10
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perpetuation of the “me”, the self, the
ego, then you will see that there are
no paths to truth at all, but a constant
discovery from moment to moment.

After all, that which gathers, which
hoards, which has continuity, is the
“me”, the self that knows suffering
and is the outcome of time. It is this
self-centred memory of the “me” and
the “mine”—my possessions, my vir-
tues, my qualities, my beliefs—which
seeks security and desires to continue.
Such a mind invents all these paths,
which have no reality at all. Unfor-
tunately, people who have power, po-
sition, exploit others by saying that
there are different paths, the occult,
the mystic, and so on, but the moment
one realises all this, one discovers for
oneself that there is no path to truth.
When the mind can die psychologi-
cally to all the things it has gathered
for its own security, it is only then
that reality comes into being.

Question: What according to you is
freedom?

KrisHNAMURTE:  This is really quite
a complex question, and if you have
the patience let us go into it.

Is freedom something to be attain-
ed, or must it be from the very be-
ginning? Is freedom to be achieved
through discipline of the mind,
through control, through suppression,
through conformity, or must it com=
into being in the very moment of
thinking, of feeling? Which does not
mz2an that one must give way to one's
desires.

Can freedom be discovered through
conforming to the pattern of any par-
ticular society, or must freedom be
encouraged from the very beginning?
Society as we know it now is based
on envy, greed, ambition, revenge, on
the economic competition for success,
on the desire to be something; and in
conforming to this pattern, is there
freedom? Or does freedom lie out-
side of this society? Surely, there is
freedom only when the mind is no
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longer acquiring, possessing, when it
has ceased to be greedy, envious.
There is freedom only when the mind
is not occupied with itself, with its
own success, with its own concerns
and problems. And does this freedom
exist at the end or at the beginning?
Everyone says, “Discipline yourself,
conform, imitate in order to be free’.
We are all talking of freedom and at
the same time exercising authority, so

-I think it is important to go into this

question very deeply.

Does freedom lie within the field of
time, within the field of consciousness,
consciousness being the reactions and
responses of a particular culture or
society, the urges and compulsions of
man, collective as well as personal?
All that is your consciousness, is it
not? The “you' is made up of this
consciousness. You are the collec-
tive, you are not the individual. You
may have a name, a bank account, a
separate house, certain capacities, but
essentially you are the collective,
which is fairly obvious. Being Christ-
ian, Australian, Indian, Buddhist, or
whatever it is, you have certain sup-
erstitions, prejudices, beliefs, there-
fore you are the result of the collec-
tive. One is really not an individual,
and it is only when one understands
the whole collective influence that
there is freedom, and then perhaps
the individual comes into being.

We can see that as long as we are
conforming to the pattern of society
and are merely the product of the col-
lective there can be no freedom, but
only greed and conflict, the conflict
between groups and between the so-
called individuals within the group.
Conflict, discipline, the desire for ex-
pansion, and so on, are all within the
pattern of society, and surely there is
freedom only when there is no sense
of acquisitiveness, when there is no
demand to be psychologically secure,
safe, when there is no envy. When
we understand this pattern and are
therefore free from all the beliefs that
society has imposed, whether Com-
munist or Capitalist, Christian or
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Hindu, then perhaps there is the true
individual, one who is completely
alone, not one who is lonely. The
man who is lonely is caught up in his
self-enclosing activity, completely cut
off in his selfishness, his self-centred
concern. But I am talking of some-
thing entirely different, of the alone-
ness which is incorruptible, and with
that aloneness there is freedom.

Question: You said that it is possible
to be unconditioned. Living in this world,
how can we come to this unconditioned
state and in what way will it transform
our lives here!

KrRISHNAMURTE: | wonder if we
are aware that we are conditioned?
That is the first question, is it not?
Do you and I know that we are con-
ditioned as Christians or as Hindus,
conditioned to a certain way of think-
ing, to a certain pattern of action,
conditioned to the routine of an every-
day job and to all the fears and the
boredom involved in it? Do we
know that we are the product of the
innumerable influences of society?
The churches, the ceremonies, the be-
liefs and dogmas, the very words we
use, have an extraordinary influence
on us, neurologically as well as psy-
chologically.

Are we aware of all this? If we
are, then do we not also want to im-
prove, to become better? There is
no noble and honourable condition-
ing, there is only conditioning, yet
most of us are seeking a better way of
being conditioned. And is it possible
for the mind to uncondition itself? I
know some people will say it is not
possible and will advance various ar-
guments to prove that it is not. But
what we are first trying to do is to
experience, not theoretically or in any
illusory sense, but actually to experi-
ence the fact that we are conditioned,
and then to see how the mind seeks a
better form of conditioning.

The next thing to find out for our-
selves, and not depend on some auth-

ority to tell us, is whether it is pos-
sible for the mind to be uncondition-
ed. Obviously, if we accept any form
of belief with regard to conditioning
we are like the man who believes or
does not believe in God. Neither the
believer nor the non-believer can ever
find out what is true. It is only when
we free ourselves from both belief
and non-belief that we are in a posi-
tion to find out, to discover.

So, first we must be clear that we
are conditioned, which is quite obvi-
ous. And if the mind is not capable
of unconditioning itself, surely any
form of thinking, any reform, any ac-
tivity, will only produce further con-
flict, further misery.

Now, being aware that it is condi-
tioned, what is the mind to do? As
long as there is a separate entity who
observes that his thought is condi-
tioned, there can never be freedom
from conditioning, because both the
observer and the observed, the think-
er and the thought, are conditioned.
There is no separate thinker who is
unconditioned, for the thinker is the
result of thought, and thought is the
outcome of conditioning; therefore
the thinker cannot uncondition the
mind by any practice. ~When the
thinker is aware that he is the thought,
that the observer is the observed—
which is extremely arduous, it re-
quires a great deal of penetration, in-
sight, understanding—only then is
it possible for the mind to be uncon-
ditioned.

The questioner wants to know in
what way an unconditioned mind will
transform the life, the daily activities
of the individual. Will it be utilitar-
ian? If the mind is unconditioned, in
what way will it be useful to living
in this world? WIill such a mind help
to change or reform the world? What
relationship will it have with the so-
ciety in which it must live? It may
have no relationship at all with so-
ciety, society being the activity of
greed, envy, fear, acquisitiveness, and
all the moral values based on this ac-
tivity. A man who is unconditioned
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may affect society, but that is not
his principal concern.

So, our problem is whether the
mind can be unconditioned, is it not?
If you really and honestly put this
question to yourself, not temporarily,
not just while you are sitting here,
but if you actually let the seed of this
question operate, rather than you op-
erating on the question, then you will
find out directly for yourself whether
the mind can be liberated from all the
influences of society, from the innum-
erable memories and traditional values
which lie in the unconscious, and hav-
ing unconditioned itself, whether this
transformation has any significance in
relation to society.

Most of us, unfortunately, never
put serious questions to ourselves.
We are afraid of putting a serious
question to ourselves because it may
result in serious action, it may create
a revolution in our lives—and I as-
sure you that it does. When you
really put a serious question to your-
self it brings about an extraordinary
response, which you may not desire
or wish to be aware of. But you are
confronted with a serious question,
whether you like it or not, because as
the world is being conducted it is di-
vided by nationalities, plagued by
wars, misery and starvation, and a
totally different approach must be
made to find the right answer. The
old answers, the old arguments, the
beliefs, traditions and dogmas are ut-
terly useless. Whether you are a
Christian or a Hindu, a Communist
or a Capitalist, is completely irrele-
vant. It is belief which is dividing
the world, belief in nationalism, in
patriotism, in the so-called superiority
of this race or that; it is belief which
divides pecople into Protestants and
Catholics, mystics and occultists,
which is all utter nonsense. So a dif-
ferent mind is required, a truly relig-
ious mind. Only the mind that loves
is truly religious, and it is the relig-
ious mind that is revolutionary, not
the mind that is weighed down by be-
liefs and dogmas. When the mind is
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choicelessly aware that it is condi-
tioned, in this awareness there comes
a state which is not conditioned.

November 12, 1955

III

Most of us, I think, want some
authority to mould our lives, our
whole being. Because in ourselves
we are very uncertain, confused, we
turn to others for guidance and try
to find the right person or leader to
look up to in the conduct of our lives.
We think that others know better or
know more, and so in our desire to
find out if there is a reality, a perman-
ent happiness, a state of bliss, we
gradually create authority.

Now, it seems to me that this pro-
cess is totally wrong, if I may use
that word, because if we could find
the light in ourselves, then there
would be no necessity for any auth-
ority whatsoever, for any saviour or
master, for any teacher, and that is
what I would like to discuss this
evening.

This is one of the most fundament-
al issues in our lives, is it not? We
invariably look for a teacher, for a
guide, to shape the conduct of our
lives; and the moment we look to an-
other for a mode of action, for a way
of living, we create authority and are
bound by that authority. We attrib-
ute to that person great wisdom, great
knowledge; our attitude is. ‘I am ig-
norant but you know, you are more
experienced, therefore tell me what
to do.” This attitude invariably
breeds the sense of fear, does it not?
And does it not also bring about the
disciplining of oneself according to
the authority of an idea or a person?

So, where there is authority creat-
ed by oneself there must also be the
desire to achieve what that authority
offers, or what one wants from that
authority. Therefore one begins to
discipline oneself in order to achieve,
through a gradual process of the
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mind, what one thinks is true. To me
this whole process is totally false,
because that which is true, whatever
name you may like to give it, cannot
come into being through any control
of the mind, through any form of dis-
cipline, or through following any
authority. What we are seeking in
this process is essentially self-perpet-
uation, which is not the search for
truth at all. It is merely the continu-
ation of one’s own gratification in a
more subtle form.

Surely, as long as we follow, imi-
tate, have an authority, the mind can
never be free; for freedom is at the
beginning, not at the end. This ex-
traordinary thing which may be call-
ed truth, love, or what you will, can-
not come into being through any form
of obedience to authority, and there
are different types of authority. There
is the authority of another who is sup-
posed to know, and whose authority
the so-called individual may reject,
but there is also the authority of ex-
perience, of memory, which is much
more subtle.

Being confused, out of my confu-
sion I look to another, to a teacher, to
a book, to an organisation, to bring
me peace or to help me find out what
is true; but when I am confused my
search will also be confused, and my
action will be the outcome of this con-
fusion. So what is important, surely,
is to free the mind from all sense of
authority, from all giving of value to
someone else’s experience and there-
fore imitating, following.

Now, is it possible to find this light
within oneself and not look to anoth-
er? I think it is possible, and that it
is the only way. There is no other
way, and it requires considerable in-
sight, arduous investigation into one-
self. The disciplining of the mind, the
following of various teachers, the
practice of yoga—all these things are
empty, utterly futile to a man who is
really serious, because there is self-
knowledge, the real thing, only
through oneself, it cannot be found
through another.

But most of us are unwilling to un-
dertake the arduous task of looking
into ourselves, so we turn to some-
body else who will help us out of our
confusion, out of our misery, thereby
further increasing our confusion and
misery. This love, this truth, or what
name you will, obviously cannot be
found through another. So, can we as
individual human beings discover di-
rectly for ourselves what is true and
what is false? [ think it is very im-
portant to ask ourselves this question.

To find out for ourselves what is
true, must we not put aside all auth-
ority? Must we not discard the auth-
ority of the book, the authority of the
priest, the authority of the Masters,
of the Saviours, of the various relig-
ious teachers, of those who practise
yoga, and all the rest of it? Which
means, really, that we must be able
to stand alone, without support, with-
out looking to another for any kind
of encouragement. It is like taking a
journey where there is no guide.
Where there is no guide the mind
must be extraordinarily alert to every
form of deception, and it is only when
one has totally put aside all sense of
authority, all desire for guidance,
that one is capable of looking into
oneself without fear. It is fear that
makes us turn to others for guidance.

We deeply want to be secure, do
we not? We want to be certain that
we shall arrive, that we shall gain
this state of immortality, of truth, of
love, of peace. Because we are un-
certain of ourselves and of our capac-
ity to find, we look to another to guide
us, and in the very process of looking
to another we create authority, which
brings into being the practice of dis-
cipline, and all the rest of it.

So, can we undertake by ourselves
the journey to find out? In the very
asking of this question there is the
baginning of freedom, and it is only
the free mind that can discover. not
the mind that is bound by tradition,
by authority, by discipline and con-
trol. The mind that is free is capable
of facing itself completely as it is, and
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it is only such a mind that can find
out what is true, not the mind that is
frightened and therefore follows, im-
itates.

This evening, instead of answering
questions, I would like if I may to
suggest that we discuss what I have
just said. In discussing together you
and I must stick to the point and not
deviate or make long speeches. We
are trying to find out through discus-
sion, not whether you are right or I
am right, or whether we should or
should not follow, but the truth of
this whole problem of following, and
to do this we must not just make
statements. We must together inves-
tigate the problem,” which is very
complex, because our whole life is a
process of imitation from childhood
till we die. Society, tradition, the
established values, all make us con-
form, copy. To function in society,
you most obviously conform to the
pattern of society, you have to adjust
yourself to its values. But the truly
religious man is free of society, so-
ciety being the values of greed, envy,
ambition, success, fear.

Now, this evening can we discuss
or verbally exchange what each one
of us thinks about this particular
matter of following, disciplining, imi-
tating? I think it would be worth
while if we could discuss it easily,
spontaneously, freely, so that you
yourself experience the truth of the
fact that the mind invents stages as
the one who knows and the one who
does not know, as the master and the
disciple, the leader and the follower.
As long as we think in terms of
stages, time, achievement, there must
be this illusory idea of following
somebody. Where there is love, real-
ity, there is obviously not the teacher
and the follower; and in talking it
over together, can we directly experi-
ence this state? I do not think it is
very difficult. It is difficult only when
we dogmatically or obstinately assert
that we must follow, that there must
be a compulsion to hold us to a par-
ticular pattern of beshaviour, other-
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wise we shall be lost. Any person
who makes such an assertion is obvi-
ously not inquiring, he is merely ac-
cepting a certain tradition and is
afraid to face himself as he is.

So, let us see if we can discuss this
matter, and if I may I shall stop those
who are not really sticking to the
point. We are trying to find out if
the mind can actually free itself now,
as we are discussing, from this fear
of not achieving truth or happiness,
which drives it to follow somebody,
to set up another as the saviour whom
it must obey. This is the whole point
which we are discussing.

Questioner: Yes, sir, it can be done if
we have the proper authority to help
us, just as we have medical authority to
tell us what to do and what not to do
when we are ill.

KRISHNAMURTIE: Just a minute. You
have medical authority, but you
do not put the doctor on a pedestal,
you do not worship him, you do not
mould your mind according to his dic-
tates. This is a difficult problem. We
are trying to find out how your mind
or my mind functions, and whether it
can be free from the fear of not
achieving an end.

Questioner: Must one lead a solitary

life?

KrisHNAMURTI: | am not suggest-
ing that you should lead a solitary
life. You cannot live in isolation. But
for most of us all relationship is con-
flict, and as we do not know how to
deal with it, we look to somebody to
help us.

Questioner: If I am stupid, what then?

KrisHNAMURTE: What actually takes
place when I am stupid? Do I
ever discover that I am stupid, or am
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I told I am stupid? And what is the
immediate reaction? I want to be
clever, so I make an effort to be more
clever, more intelligent than I am; and
the moment I demand the more I have
already set a goal which inculcates
fear in me. Whereas, if I am capable
of looking at what I am, at the fact
that I am stupid, surely that very
looking at what is brings about a
transformation of what is. A stupid
mind can never be intelligent through
trying to be, but the very recognition
that it is stupid has already brought a
transformation in itself. That is an
obvious fact, is it not, sir?

Questioner: It merely means that the
mind has a knowledge that it never had

before.

KrisHNAMURTE: What do you mean,
sir?

Questioner: Previously it thought it
was stupid, mow it Knows it is stupid.

KrisHNAMURTE: Please watch your
own reactions. If I realise that I am
stupid, the immediate reaction is that
I must do something about it, so I
strive, I make an effort. Whereas, if
I acknowledge I am stupid without
trying to do something about it, that
very acknowledgment or awareness
of my stupidity actually brings a
change within, does it not?

Questioner: May I say that it does not
entail fear to find joy, peace and security
in following the Saviour.

Krisanamurt::  All right, why do
we follow at all? This is complex, it
is a deep psychological problem, so let
us go into it simply. Do we follow
anybody? If we do, why do we
follow?

Questioner: Because the other is much
more clever than we are.
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Questioner:  Sir, may I with great
respect and deference ask you please to
qualify what you mean by the mind.

KrISHNAMURTI: That is a ques-
tion which is not to the point, if I
may humbly point it out. We follow,
do we not? We are following a book,
a saviour, a teacher, a guru, an ideal,
a standard. Or is this not so?

Questioner: You say, sir, that if we
seek truth we may mot seek outside
authority. What then is the first step?

KrisHNAMURTI: | am going to
come to that soon, but first let us see
what we actually do. We follow, do
we not? Why? .

Questioner: Because we are afraid. It
seems that there is a certain gratification
involved in following.

KrisSHNAMURTE:  We are not yet
discussing the process of following.
The fact is that we follow. Why?
Please do not answer me. I am ask-
ing in order for you to find out for
yourself, not to verbalise and tell me.
Please, what we are doing here is
very important. If we can do this
really intelligently it will lead us to
great depths, because we are finding
out how our minds operate, what our
thinking process is.

The fact is that we follow. Why
do we follow? Please do not answer
me immediately. Investigate, go into
it. Why does one follow? There are
different types of following. You
follow what the doctors say, what
your boss in the office says, or you
are being dominated by your wife, by
your husband, by the neighbour. You
follow tradition, the edicts of society,
the opinion of another. You follow
the beliefs and dogmas of a religious
organisation, or you follow what the
priests say, what the sacred books
say. This is what we are actually do-
ing, and we never question why we
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do-it. Now, I am asking myself, and
I hope you are asking yourself, why
does one follow?

Questioner: If through introspection
I realise why I follow, then maybe I
shall cease to follow and shall act in a
way which I feel is correct and free.
Yet the freedom which I practise may
be harmful to somebody else.

KRrRISHNAMURTI:  Let us go into
this slowly, if you do not mind. The
fact is that I follow, and I want to
know why I follow, the inward na-
ture of it. I want to unearth, open up
the psychological factor that makes
me follow. One follows in a worldly
sense for obvious reasons. Having
a job, I know I must do what the boss
says. This much is fairly clear. But
what we are discussing is, why do I
psychologically follow another?

Questioner: Do you feel that you have
experienced this freedom?

KrisHNAMURTE: [ can answer that
question, but it is irrelevant, is it not?
If I say “yes” or “no”, what value
will it have? How can you judge?
You can only judge according to your
standards, according to your psychol-
ogical inclination or disinclination.
But please, this is irrelevant, it is un-
important. What we are trying to
find out directly, each one of us, is
why we follow psychologically. If we
go slowly, step by step, we shall begin
to see the process of our own think-
ing, what is taking place in our minds,
in our hearts, of which we are now
unconscious.

Questioner: Are ~ou suggesting that
by analysing his experiences the individual
can find freedom of expression?

KrisHNAMURTE:  No, sir, I am not
suggesting that at all. I question the
whole accumulation of what we call
experience, whether it has any valid-

ity at all, because experience is mere-
ly a conditioned response. But I
don’t want to go into that for the
moment.

We are asking ourselves why we
follow. Is it habit?

Questioner: I do mot follow. I lead
the way.

KrRISHNAMURTI: Then you are a
leader. If you are a leader psychol-
ogically, there must be a follower for
you to lead, and he who is a leader
is also a follower.

Questioner: Sir, don't you realise that
to follow a person is mot mecessarily to
be his follower? One is not his follower
if one just treats him as a milestone.

KrisHNAMURTE: I am trying to find
out why you or I follow psychologi-
cally.

Questioner: Are we not seeking per-
sonal proof?

KRISHNAMURTI:

You are jumping
so far ahead.

Questioner: When the intuition is
aroused we do not follow, we obey what
the intuition says.

KriSHNAMURTI: Please, when we
talk about intuition, the inner voice,
what do we mean by that? The in-
ner voice may be entirely false.
Please, I am not trying to destroy
your intuition. I am trying to find out
whether intuition is true or false.
Surely, until you understand the
whole process of desire, conscious as
well as unconscious, you cannot rely
on intuition, because desire may
bring you to certain “facts” which
are not facts at all. The unconscious
desire to bz or not to be something
makes you accept or reject, therefore
you must first understand the whole
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process of your desire and not say,
“Intuition tells me this is true.”

Let me take a very simple example
and you will see it. We all die, for-
tunately or unfortunately, and my de-
sire for continuity is very strong, as
it is in most people. When I hear the

word ‘‘reincarnation’’, my intuition
says, ‘‘Yes, that is true.” But is it
my intuition, or my desire? My de-

sire to continue is so embedded, so
strong, that it takes the form of so-
called intuition, which has no mean-
ing at all. Whereas, if I can under-
stand this extraordinary thing called
desire, then death will have quite a
different significance.

Well, let us come back. Why do
you or I psychologically follow an-
other? Are we aware that we are
following, not only a person, but a
teaching or an ideal? I have set up
an ideal of the perfect man, the per-
fect life, the perfect goal, and I follow
that. Why? Please do not merely
listen to me, but look at the operation
of your own mind. You see, you are
probably disinclined to put this ques-
tion to yourself, because the moment
you inquire why you follow, many
things in your daily life, your Mast-
ers, your teachers, guides, philoso-
phers, your books and ideals can no
longer be accepted, they have to be
investigated, which means that there
must be the freedom to investigate, to
find out.

So, why do you have an ideal?
Why do you follow? Obviously, you
follow in order to reach something.
You have guides, have you not? Be-
ing confused, you have some teacher
—he may be in India, or standing on
the platform now, or it may be some-
body you know around the corner—
who tells you what to do. Please see
this. One is confused, miserable, in
conflict within oneself, so one goes to
somebody.

Questioner: It may be that one has an
inferiority complex.

KRrRISHNAMURTE: It is not a ques-
tion of inferiority or superiority com-
plexes. I am looking at the fact that
I am confused. I am confused and
you are not confused, at least I think
you are not confused, so in my confu-
sion I follow you—you being the
Master, the Saviour, the leader. My
choice is made in confusion, therefore
whoever I choose is also confused, in-
cluding the politicians. So, being con-
fused, what am [ to do? Surely, I
have to understand my confusion and
not look to somebody else to help me
out of it.

Questioner: But one can follow and
still not be confused.

Krisunamurt:  Will T follow if I
am not confused?

Questioner: One can follow in the
sense that one agrees with the other’s

philosophy.

KRISHNAMURTI:
missing my point.

Sorry, you are

Questioner: I am not confused.
KRrRISHNAMURTI:  Then you are out
of the picture. Sir, this is not a de-
bate. Please take this seriously, it is
not a laughing matter. If I am not
confused, then I do not need to follow
anybody; then I am my own light,
something has happened to me which
puts me out of this chaos. But most
of us are not in that position. We
are confused, we have great sorrow,
insoluble problems, and we look to
somebody to help us out of our con-
fusion; but that very choice is the
product of confusion, so the result is
greater confusion. This is fairly ob-
vious, is it not?

Now, if I do not follow, if I do not
go to another but say, “Let me under-
stand this confusion”, then what hap-
pens? What happens when I simply
acknowledge that I am confused? I

18



KRISHNAMURTI

don't rush about looking for someone
to help me. I see there is confusion,
and I remain with it. I know I have
created this confusion and that no one
else can resolve it—which does not
mean that I am cut off, isolated, but I
am fundamentally alone, and my
whole attitude is that [ am willing to
discuss with another. I do not follow
any authority because I want to solve
this problem of confusion, so I begin
to tackle it, to find out what confu-
sion is.

So the problem is, why do we
follow? Is it that we are afraid? The
Master, the teacher, the priest, or the
sacred book says there is a state of
bliss, and we want to achieve it;
therefore we follow, we practise a
system of yoga, and all the rest of it.
So, as long as one has an urgent de-
mand to be something psychologically,
as long as one wants to arrive at a
state in which one will be unconfused,
happy, secure, one must obviously
follow. Is that not clear?

Please, you are not merely listen-
ing to what I am saying, you are be-
ing aware of your own confusion, of
your own desire to be something.

Questioner: We follow somebody who
we think knows more than we do.

KriISHNAMURTE: You see, that is
just it. You follow somebody because
he is supposed to be more perfect,
which means there is a distance, a
gap between you and the other. Is
this so, or is it a false creation of the
mind? When there is love do you
say, “He loves more and I less”?
There is only this state of being, is
there not? You say you follow some-
body because you think he knows
more than you do. Does he? And
what does he know? Do not answer,
but please think it out with me. What
does he know? If he is really a true
person he knows only a very few
things, he knows love, which is not to
be envious, not to be greedy, not to
b2 ambitious, to do without the “me".
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He may or may not be in that state,
and you come along and seek some-
thing from him. You see a glitter in
his eyes, a smile, and you want to be
like this man, so your greed is oper-
ating. Because you are confused you
go to him and say, ‘‘Please tell me
how you got into that state”, and if
he also is confused he will tell you,
because such a man thinks he has
achieved. It is the man who dies
every day to everything he has
known, experienced—it is only such
a man who can have a really still
mind and an uncorrupted heart. But
let us come back.

Is it not important for all of us, if
we are at all serious about these
matters, to be aware of our own ac-
tivities and investigate, inquire into
their validity? We follow out of
habit, do we not? It is the tradition
of centuries. Every religious book
tells us to seek and follow, but they
may all be wrong and probably are,
so I cannot depend on any of them.
I must find out for myself, which does
not mean | am greater than some-
body else, or that I am self-centred,
egotistic, proud. I must find out, I
must know that I am confused. So I
begin, not by following the ideal, the
tradition, the Master, the book, the
priest, or my wife or husband, but by
seeing the fact of what I am.

In myself I am uncertain, [ am mis-
erable, confused, unhappy, and I
want to find a way out of all this
chaos, so I turn to symbols, to ex-
amples, to the teachings of certain
persons, because through them I hope
to get what I want. It is a very simple
psychological process, if I am at all
alert, aware. And if [ am also aware
that nobody can help, that help lies
evarywhere, not in any one particu-
lar direction, then as I walk down
the street and look at a person, a
dancing leaf, a smile, there may be a
spontaneous hint which will uncover
a great many things. But this is not
possible as long as the mind says, “My
leader, my teacher will help me”, as
long as it obstinately clings to a par-
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ticular book or follows a chosen path,
and to be aware of this whole process
in oneself is the beginning of free-
dom, of wisdom.

You do not learn wisdom from
books, from teachers. Wisdom is
the uncovering of the mind, of the
heart, which is self-knowledge. That
is why it is very important not to ac-
cept anything but to understand the
extraordinary process of your own
thinking. You require great subtlety
to find out the ways of the self, and
the mind cannot be subtle when it is
merely following, disciplining, con-
trolling, suppressing—which does not
mean that you must go to the other
extreme, to the opposite.

You see, the difficulty in all this is
that we do not look at anything
simply. The problem is complex, and
in approaching a complex problem
there must be simplicity, otherwise
you cannot solve it. To be simple
you must understand yourself, which
you cannot do through what a priest
or someone else says. You can only
understand yourself directly, and it is
not a difficult process, it is not a God-
given gift reserved for the few, which
is all nonsense. If one has the inten-
tion to find out what one is thinking,
if one is constantly watching every
invention of the mind, looking at it,
playing with it, being open to every
spontaneous reaction, out of this
comes self-knowledge, and this is
meditation.

But wisdom does not come to a hu-
man being who follows, because he is
merely an imitator, he disciplines him-
self out of greed. A mind which is
imitative, fearful, which is merely
copying, following, can never have
self-knowledge, and without self-
knowledge everything becomes a
prison, does it not? It is the mind
that creates the division of the high
and the low. In reality there is neith-
er high nor low, there is only a state
of being, and to come to that state
there must be freedom at the very be-
ginning, not just at the end.

November 16, 1953

1A%

This evening I would like to talk
about a very complex problem, and I
think the understanding of it will de-
pend a great deal on what kind of at-
tention one gives to it. I want to talk
about the problem of fundamental
change, and whether such a change
can be brought about through effort,
through discipline, through an idea-
tion. It is fairly obvious that there
must be a fundamental, radical
change in each one of us; and how is
this change to be brought about? Can
it be brought about through the action
of will, through deliberate thought,
through any form of compulsion? And
at what level of consciousness does
this change come into being? Does
it occur at the superficial or at the
deeper levels of consciousness? Or
does the change come about beyond
all the levels of consciousness?

Before we go into this problem I
think it is important to understand
what it means to pay the right kind
of attention. If one is merely think-
ing in terms of exclusive experiznce,
that is, listening to and accepting
what is being said as a method by
which to attain a certain result, then
this method can be opposed by an-
other method, and so exclusiveness
comes into being; and all exclusive-
ness is obviously evil. Whereas, if
one can put aside all such ways of
thinking—your method as opposed to
my method, or your particular line as .
opposed to mine—and listen to find
out the truth of the matter, then that
truth is neither yours nor mine and
there will be no exclusiveness. Then
you do not have to read a single book
or follow a single teacher to find out
what is true, and I think it is import-
ant to understand this. Basically,
fundamentally there is no path to
truth, no method, neither your way .
nor my way. In religious experience,
surely, there is no exclusiveness, it is
neither Christian, Hindu, nor Budd-
hist. The moment there is any sense
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of exclusiveness, out of this comes
evil. So I would suggest that you
listen to find out rather than merely
to oppose one argument, one ideation
or way of thinking with another.

It is obvious, I think, that there
must be some kind of radical change,
a profound transformation within
oneself. How is this change to be
brought about? There must be a
change in each one of us that will
bring with it a totally different out-
look, a way of life that is true, not
according to any particular person,
but true at all times and in every
place; and how is this change to be
brought about? Will an ideal bring
about such a change? The ideal has
been established through experience
either by oneself or by someone else;
and will an ideal of any sort bring
about this change, this radical trans-
formation? I think ideals are ficti-
tious, unreal, they are inventions of
the mind and have no reality in them-
selves at all. We hope that through
following an ideal the mind will
change itself. That is why we all
have ideals, the ideal of goodness, the
ideal of non-violence, and so on. We
hope that by persistently practising,
pursuing, submitting to the ideal, we
shall bring about a radical change, or
at least a change for the better.

Now, do ideals bring about this
change, or are they merely a conven-
ient projection of the mind to post-
pone action? Please, may I ask you
not to reject this, but to listen to what
I am saying. Most of us are idealists,
we have some form of ideal which
we have established through habit,
through custom, through tradition,
through our own volition, and we
hope that by conforming to this ideal
we shall radically change. But after
all, the ideal is merely a projection of
the opposite of what is. Being vio-
lent, I project the ideal of non-vio-
. lence and try to transform my vio-
leonce according to that ideal, which
creates a constant conflict within me
between what is and what should be.

We think conflict, effort is neces-
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sary to bring about this change. Such
effort obviously implies discipline,
control, constant practice, adjusting
oneself to what should be. Most of
us are accustomed to this way of
thinking, and our activities, our out-~
look and our values are based on it;
the what-should-be, the ideal has be-
come extraordinarily dominant in our
lives. To me this way of thinking is
completely erroneous, and since you
are here to find out what the speaker
has to say, please listen to it, do not
reject it.

[ feel that a radical change can
come only when there is no effort,
when the mind is not trying to be-
come something, not trying to be vir-
tuous—which does not mean that the
mind must be non-virtuous. As long
as there is effort to achieve virtue
there is a continuation of the self, of
the “me’ who is trying to be virtuous,
which is merely another form of con-
ditioning, a modification of what is.
In this process is involved the ques-
tion of who is the maker of effort and
what he is striving after, which is ob-
viously self-improvement; and as
long as there is effort to improve one-
self, there is no virtue. That is, as
long as there are ideals of any sort
there must be effort to conform, to
adjust to the ideal, or to become this
ideal. If I am violent and I have the
ideal of non-violence, there is a con-
flict, a struggle going on between
what is and what should be. This
struggle, this conflict is the state of
violence, it is not freedom from vio-
lence.

Now, can I look at what is, the
state of violence, without making an
ideal of the opposite? Surely, I am
only concerned with violence, and not
with how to become non-violent, be-
cause the very process of becoming
non-violent is a form of violence. So,
can I look at violence without any de-
sire to transform it into another state?
Please follow patiently to the end
what is being said. Can I look at the
state which I call violence, or greed,
or envy, or whatever it is, without
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trying to modify or change it? Can I
look at it without any reaction, with-
out evaluating or giving it a name?

Are you following all this? Please
experiment with what I am saying
and you will see it directly, now, not
when you go home.

Being violent, can one look at this
state which one has called violence
without condemning it? Not to con-
demn is an extremely complex pro-
cess, because the very verbalisation
of this feeling, the very word “vio-
lence”” is condemnatory. And can
one look at this feeling, at this state
which one has called violence, with-
out giving it a name? When one
does not give it a name, what is hap-
pening? The mind is made up of
words, is it not? All thinking is a
process of verbalisation. And when
one does not give this feeling a name,
when one does not term it as vio-
lence, is there not a profound revolu-
tion taking place in the attention one
gives to this feeling?

Let us look at it differently. The
mind divides itself as violence and
non-violence, so there are supposedly
two states: the state which it wants
to attain, and the state which is.
There is a dualistic process going on,
and I feel there can be a radical
change only when this dualistic pro-
cess has altogether ceased, that is,
when the totality of consciousness, of
the mind, can give complete attention
to what is. And the mind cannot give
complete attention if there is any
s2nse of condemnation, any desire to
change what is, any form of distrac-
tion as verbalisation, naming. When
attention is complete, then you will
find that such attention is in itself the
good, and that the good is not this
effort to transform what is into some-
thing else.

[ think this is perhaps a very diffi-
cult explanation of a very simple fact.
As long as the mind wishes to change,
any change is merely a modified con-
tinuity of what is, because the mind
cannot think of total change. There
can be total change only when the
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mind pays complete attention to
what is, and attention cannot be com-
plete if there is any form of verbalis-
ation, condemnation, justification, or
evaluation.

You know, when a question is put,
most of us expect a gratifying answer,
we want to be told how to get there,
or what to do. I am afraid I have no
such answer; but what we can do is
to look at the problem, go into it to-
gether and discover the truth of the
matter, and in considering some of
thesz questions let us bear this in
mind. To look for an answer which
will be gratifying, to want to be told
how to get there or what to do, is
really an immature way of thinking.
But if we can examine the problem,
go into it together, in the very un-
folding of the problem we shall dis-
cover what is true, and then it will b2
the truth which operates, not you or
I who operate on the truth.

Question: Being both a parent and a
teacher, and seeing the truth of the free-
dom of which you speak, how am I to
regard and help my children?

KrisHNAMURTE: | think the first
question is whether one really com-
prehends deeply that freedom is at
the beginning and not at the end. If
as a parent and a teacher I really un-
derstand this truth, then my whole
relationship with the child changes,
does it not? Then there is no attach-
ment. Where there is attachment
there is no love. But if I see the
truth that freedom is at the beginning,
not at the end, then the child is no
longer the guarantee, the way of my
fulfilment, which means that I do not
seek the continuation of myself
through the child. Then my whole
attitude has undergone a tremendous
revolution.

The child is the repository of influ-
ence, is he not? He is being influenc-
ed, not only by you and me, but by
his environment, by his school, by the
climate, by the food he eats, by the
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books he reads. If his parents are
Catholics or Communists, he is delib-
erately shaped, conditioned, and this
is what every parent, every teacher
does in different ways. And can we
be aware of these multiplying influ-
ences and help the child to be aware
of them, so that as he grows up he
will not be caught in any one of
them? So what is important, surely,
is to help the child as he matures not
to be conditioned as a Christian, as
a Hindu, or as an Australian, but to
be a totally intelligent human being,
and this can take place only if you
as the teacher or the parent see the
truth that there must be freedom from
the very beginning.

Freedom is not the outcome of dis-
cipline. Freedom does not come after
conditioning the mind, or while con-
ditioning is going on. There can be
freedom only if you and I are aware
of all the influences that condition
the mind, and help the child to be
equally aware, so that he does not
become entangled in any of them.
But most parents and teachers feel
that the child must conform to so-

ciety. What will he do if he does-

not conform? To most people con-
formity is imperative, essential, is it
not? We have accepted the idea that
the child must adjust himself to the
civilisation, the culture, the society
about him. We take this for granted,
and through education we help the
child to conform, to adjust himself to
society.

But is it necessary that the child
should adjust himself to society? If
the parent or the teacher feels that
freedom is the imperative, the essen-
tial thing, and not mere conformity
to society, then as the child grows up
he will be aware of the influences that
condition the mind and will not con-
form to the present society with its
greed, its corruption, its force, its
dogmas and authoritarian outlook;
and such people will create a totally
different kind of society.

We say that some day there is go-
ing to be a Utopia. Theoretically it

is very nice, but it does not come into
existence, and I am afraid the edu-
cator needs educating, as the parent
does. If we are only concerned with
conditioning the child to conform to a
particular culture or pattern of so-
ciety, then we shall perpetuate the
present state with its everlasting
battle between ourselves and others,
and continue in the same misery.
Pat if there is an understanding of
this problem of right attention, which
begins not with the child but with the
parent and the teacher, then perhaps
we shall help to bring about an un-
conditioning of the mind, which is not
a hopeless task. It is a hopeless task
only if you as the parent or the teach-
er ?ée] that it is impossible. But if you
perceive the necessity, the urgency,
the truth of all this, then that very
perception does bring about a revolu-
tion within yourself, and therefore
you will help the child to grow into
an intelligent human being who will
put an end to all this misery, strife
and sorrow.

Question: All life is a form of cere-
mony, and the ritual in a church is a
divine form of the ceremony of life.
Surely you cannot condemn this totally.
Or are you condemning, not the ritual
itself, but only the corruption that arises
from the rigidity of the mind?

KrisHNAMURTI:  Whether they are
divine or not divine, I wonder why
we are so fond of ceremonies, rituals,
why they are so important to us? To
me the whole ceremonial approach to
life, the church and its ceremonies in-
cluded, is totally immature and ab-
surd. Ceremonies have no signifi-
cance, they are wvain repetitions,
though you may give divine signifi-
cance to the ceremonies of the
church. To say, “Ceremonies are my
way and not your way' is to breed
evil, so let us look at it dispassionate-
ly to find out the truth of the matter.

There is the daily repetition of go-
ing to bed, getting up, going to the
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office, doing certain things, but would
you call it a ceremony? Do we give
extraordinary meaning to all this, a
divine significance? Do we regard it
as something from which to get in-
spiration? Obviously not. There are
various daily actions which may be-
come habitual, but perhaps we have
thought them out intelligently and are
not caught in them. But when we
perform ceremonies, the rituals of the
church, and so on, do we not look to
them for inspiration? We feel good
when the ceremony is going on, we
feel a certain sense of beauty and we
are quiet. The repetition dulls our
minds. The ritual absorbs us, it tem-
porarily takes us away from ourselves
and we like that feeling, so we give
extraordinary meaning to all this.
These are simple, obvious facts. Cer-
emonies are also used for exploitation,
to control people, to bring them to a
sense of unity which they do not feel.
The present society is a society of
disunion, but in the church, in rituals,
through vain repetition people are
temporarily . . . (Interruption).

Please, would. you mind sitting
down? This is not a discussion. I
am talking, I am not attacking, so
please do not defend. I am showing
you what is. You can take it or leave
it. It does not matter to me.

Questioner: What you are saying 1is
not the truth.

KrisHNAMURT:  Please, if you
think ceremonies are necessary, per-
form them. But if you are willing to
examine the whole issue, let us go
into it, and you will see how the mind
is caught in habits, in vain repetitions,
in sensations, in obedience to some
authority. A mind that is caught in
habit is obviously not free, and such
a mind cannot find out what is true.

Through habit—I am not for the
moment talking about physical habit
—the mind seeks a sensation, it be-
comes psychologically attached to a
particular form of ceremony from
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which it derives a certain satisfac-
tion, a sense of security. Such a mind
is obviously not free, and it cannot
discover what is true. It is only a
free mind that can discover, not the
mind that is clogged with beliefs,
dogmas, fear, with the constant de-
mand for security.

Throughout the centuries every re-
ligion has had some kind of cere-
mony, some kind of ritual to hold the
people together, and in ceremonies
the people themselves find a certain
ease, a forgetfulness of their tire-
some daily existence. Their everyday
life is boring, and religious rituals,
like the processions of kings and
queens, offer an escape. But the mind
that is seeking escape cannot find that
which is timeless, immortal.

It does not matter which church
says that ceremonies are divine, they
are still the inventions of the mind, of
the human mind that is conditioned.
It is not a matter of my path as op-
posed to your path, nor are there
people who are going to arrive at the
truth  through ceremonies, while
others will arrive by a different way.

- There is only truth, not your way

and my way. To think in terms of
your way and my way is false be-
cause it tends to exclusiveness, and
what is exclusive is evil.

Question: We have been taught to
believe in personal immortality and in the
continuation of the individual life after
death. Is this real to you also?

KriSHNAMURTI: Is there personal
immortality after death? Is there con-
tinuity of the “me” with its accumu-
lation of experiences, knowledge,
qualities and relationships? Does all
that continue when I die? And if it
does not continue, then what is the
value of this whole process? If the
cultivation of character, with its
struggles, joys and miseries, merely
comes to an end at death, then what
significance has life?

Now, let us look into it. It is not
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a matter of what I believe and what
you believe, because beliefs have
nothing to do with the discovery of
" truth. A mind that is caught in be-
lief, whether it is belief in reincarna-
tion or in God, is incapable of dis-
covering or experiencing what is true.
I think it is really important to under-
stand this, if you will bear the repeti-
tition, because the mind is taught,
conditioned either to believe or not
to believe, which is obviously what
is happening in the world. The Com-
munist does not believe in immortal-
ity, he says it is all nonsense, because
he has been taught, conditioned not
to believe, so he fulfils himself in the
State, which for him is the only good.
Others believe in the hereafter, and
they are hoping for some form of res-
urrection or reincarnation. So when
you ask me, “Do you also believe?”,
I am afraid that is not the question
at all because, if you will pay atten-
tion, we are going to find out the
truth of the matter.

Does the “I", the personal “me",
continue? What is the “me”? Vari-
ous tendencies, traits of character, be-
liefs, the accumulation of knowledge,
experience, the memory of pain, of joy
and suffering, the sense of my love,
my hate—all this is the “me’ of the
moment, and realising that it is a very
transient “me” we say that beyond it
there is the permanent soul, some-
thing which is divine. But if that
thing is permanent, real, divine, it is
beyond time and therefore does not
think in terms of dying or having
continuity. If there is the soul, or
whatever other word you may give
to it, it is something beyond time, and
you and I cannot think about it be-
cause our thinking is conditioned.
Our thinking is the outcome of time,
therefore we cannot possibly think of
that which is beyond time. So all our
fear is the product of time, is it not?

Again, this is not a matter of my
way and your way. We are examin-
ing, trying to find out what actually
is. And can we look at what is with-
out introducing the belief in something

beyond, something which we all want,
something super-permanent, a so-call-
ed spiritual entity which is timeless?
We want to know if we shall survive,
and we ask this question primarily
because we are frightened of death.
So what do we do? We try to have
immortality here in our property, do
we not? Our whole society is based
on this. Property is yours and mine
to be handed on to our children,
which is a form of immortality
through our children. We seek im-
mortality through name, through
achievement, through success, we
want the perpetuation of ourselves,
the endless fulfilment of ourselves.
Knowing that we are going to die,
that death is inevitable, we say,
“What is beyond?’ We want a
guarantee that there is continuity, so
we believe in the hereafter, in rein-
carnation, in resurrection, in anything
to avoid that extraordinary state
which we call death. We invent in-
numerable escapes because none of us
wants to die, and all our questions
concerning personal immortality are
put in the hope of finding a way to
avoid that which we fear. But if we
can understand death there will be no
fear, and then we shall not seek per-
sonal immortality either here or in
the hereafter. Then our perception,
our whole outlook will have under-
gone a complete revolution. So be-
lief has nothing to do with the dis-
covery of what is true, and we are
now going to find out what is true
with regard to death.

What is death? Can one experi-
ence it while living? Can you and I
experience what death is, not at the
moment when through disease or ac-
cident there is a cessation of all think-
ing, but while we are living, vital,
clearly and fully conscious? Can you
and I find out what it means to die,
can we enter the house of death
while we are sitting here looking at
the whole problem?

What is it to die? Obviously, it is
to die to everything that one has ac-
cumulated, to every experience, to
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every memory, to all attachments.
To die is to cease to be the self, the
“I", is it not? It is to have no sense
of continuity as the “me" with all its
memories, its hurts, its feeling of ven-
geance, its desire to fulfil, to become.
And can there be the experiencing of
this moment when the self is not?
Then surely we shall know what
death is. The mind is the known,
the result of the known, the known
being all the experiences of countless
yesterdays, and it is only when the
mind frees itself from the known, and
so is part of the unknown, that there
is no fear of death. Then there is no
death at all. Then the mind is not
seeking personal immortality. Then
there is the state of the unknown,
which has its own being. But to find
that out the mind has to free itself
from the known. You may have in-
numerable beliefs which give you
comfort, a sense of security, but un-
til there is freedom from the known
there will always be the gnawing of
fear. That which continues can
never be creative. Only that which
is unknown is creative, and the un-
known comes into being only when
the mind is free from the idea of the
perpetuation of the known.

You see, the difficulty with most of
us is that we want some kind of con-
tinuity, and so we invent illusory be-
liefs. After all, beliefs are merely ex-
planations, and we are satisfied with
explanations. But explanations have
very little meaning except to a man
who wants some form of security, and
to find out what is true the mind must
reject all explanations, whether of the
church, of the priests, of the books, or
of those who want to believe.

When the mind is free of all ex-
planations, free of the known, you
will find the unknown is death, and
then there is no fear. That state is
totally different and it cannot possibly
be conceived of by a mind that is con-
ditioned in the known. When the
mind is free from the known, the
unknown is.

November 19, 1955

26

V

This evening I would like to dis-
cuss what is perhaps rather a com-
plex problem, but I think we can make
it quite simple. You see, our minds
are full of conclusions, knowledge,
experiences, they are crowded with
the things that we know. And is it
possible to free the mind from the
known? The known is made up of
the facts, the struggles, the sorrows,
the greed of everyday living, as well
as the accumulated experience of man
through centuries; and is it possible
for the mind to recognise these facts
that make up the known, and yet be
free of them so that some other state
may come into being?

When one's mind is full of conclu-
sions, assumptions, experiences, filled
with the happiness, the travail, the
sorrows that have pursued one all
through life, there is then no freedom
to look at anything new. If, for in-
stance, in listening to what I am say-
ing you have assumed certain things
about me—that you know and I do
not, or that I know and you do not—
or your mind is shaped, conditioned
by what you have read so that you
listen with a preconception, a conclu-
sion, a background, then your mind
is not simple; and it seems to me that
one needs great simplicity to find out
if there is something which is not a
mere product of the mind.

If the mind is functioning all the
time only within the field of the
known, as it does with most of us, we
find this area so limited, so narrow
and petty that the mind begins to in-
vent ideals, imaginations, delusions
through which it escapes from the ac-
tual. Most religions offer such an
escape, and the so-called religious
person is full of fantastic ideas, beliefs
and dogmas.

So the mind functions all the time
within the field of the known, does
it not? That is an actual fact which
we are not seeking to deny or put
aside. And the question is whether
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such a mind is capable of investigat-
ing or receiving something which is
not merely an experience or a conclu-
sion of the known. One cannot for-
get the road by which one travels,
the name of the street in which one
lives, and so on, that would be too
absurd. But the mind gets used to
the known and develops habits, it
gets caught in certain conclusions,
assumptions, postulates, and so we
think in this area all the time; there-
fore the mind is never free to be
really simple, and we think that the
more we learn, read, pray, or prac-
tise a particular kind of meditation,
the better we shall be able to find
something beyond.

So the question is, can the mind,
being the residue, the result of the
known, of knowledge, of experience,
free itself from the known and find
something beyond? I would like to
discuss this with you, if you will, be-
cause | think it is an important ques-
tion. When we talk about religious
experience, we mean going beyond
the self, the “me"”, the known, do we
not? Or perhaps most of us do not
think in those terms at all. But it
seems to me that the more thoughtful,
alert and aware we are, and the more
deeply we go into this question, the
more obvious it is that any real revo-
lution can come into being only
through the religious person; and the
religious person is not one who be-
lieves, who follows certain dogmas or
practises a particular form of medita-
tion. To me, the religious person is
one who is aware of the known and
does not allow the known to interfere
with his search into the unknown.

This is what I would like to dis-
cuss with you this evening, and I
hope the problem is clear.

Questioner: Why is it more important
or more vital to be concerned with the
unknown, however real, than with the
known, which is both real and present?

KrISHNAMURTE: 1 have insisted in

all my talks that the mind must be
free from the known to find some-
thing which may be called the un-
known. If I have preconceived ideas,
assumptions about you, surely I do
not understand you. Now, can the
mind be freed of all these assump-
tions, beliefs, dogmas, habits of
thought? To put it differently, can
the mind be made simple so that it is
capable of a completely new experi-
ence, not an experience based on the
old, an experience which is project-
ed? Can the mind be open to the un-
known, whatever that is, and yet be
aware of the known, of the present
fact? Is the problem clear? If it is,
then let us discuss it. [ think this is
an important problem to understand,
because if we do not understand this
problem we shall be going around in
circles thinking we are experiencing
something very real when it is merely
a projection of our own desire, and
therefore living in an illusory world
of our own imagination.

So, a religious man is one who is
inwardly free from the known, is he
not?

Does all this mean anything to
you? After all, we have been brought
up as Christians, Hindus, Moslems,
Buddhists, or what you will, with cer-
tain dogmas, traditions and beliefs,
and the mind is so conditioned by its
background that all its experiences are
consciously or unconsciously the out-
come of this conditioning. As a Hin-
du I may have visions of the various
gods which the Hindu culture has im~
printed on me, just as you who have
been brought up as Christians may
have visions of Christ, and so on.
Such a vision we call a religious ex-
perience; but actually, psychologi-
cally, what is taking place? The mind
is merely projecting, in the form of an
image, a symbol, the quality of the
background it has inherited, is it not?
Therefore the experience is not real
at all, but the conditioning is a fact.

Now, can a mind on which have
been imprinted the culture, the tradi-
tions, the dogmas of Christianity, of
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Hinduism, or of Buddhism, know its
conditioning? Can it be aware of and
free itself from this conditioning, so
that it is able to find out if there is
something more than the mere activ-
ity of the mind which is always func-
tioning within the field of the known?

[ think the question is clear by
now, so let us discuss it.

Questioner: Whatever may be one's
conditioning, there is experience going on
which is real, and that experience is not
related to one’s conditioning. Such ex-
perience gives one proof that certain
things are true.

KrisHNAMURTE:  Please go slowly.
Do not assume that you are right and
I am wrong, or that you are wrong
and I am right. This requires
thorough going into, investigating.

Is there experience apart from my
conditioning which gives me proof
that something which others have said
is true? That is, I see my condition-
ing, but besides this conditioning I ex-
perience something which proves to
me that my conditioning is right.
Now, is there experience apart from
and unconnected with my condition-
ing? If I am a Buddhist, for example,
and I experience a vision of the Bud-
dha, or of the Buddhistic state, is that
experience unconnected with my con-
ditioning as a Buddhist? Yet such an
experience convinces many people
that their conditioning is right, that
what they believe is true. If I hap-
pen to be a Communist and do not
believe in gods and all the rest of the
nonsense, obviously I do not have
that experience at all. I may have vis-
ions of a wondrous Utopian State,
but not of the Buddha or the Christ.
It is the background or conditioning
that creates the image, the vision, and
this experience only convinces me
further that what I believe is true. So
when we dissociate experience from
the background of our thinking, sure-
ly that division is without validity, it
has no meaning.
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Questioner: What would be the nature
of an experience which was not resulting
from the background of the mind?

KrisunaMurT::  That is right, sir,
surely that is the question. What
kind of experience is it that is free of
the background? And can there be
such an experience? We cannot as-
sume anything. If we are going to
find out the truth of the matter there
must be no assumption, no sense of
obedience to any authority.

The question has been asked, what
kind of experience is it that is not dic-
tated by the background, that is not
the outcome of the background? Now,
can one describe this experience? I
am not trying to avoid the question.
Can you or I communicate to another
this experience which is not the out-
come of the background? Obviously
not. First we must see the truth of
the fact that all our experiences are
dictated by the background, and not
imagine that we are experiencing
something dissociated from the back-
ground.

May I here suggest that those of
you who are taking notes should not
do so. You and I are trying to ex-
perience directly, now, the thing we
are discussing, and if you take notes
you are not really listening to what is
being said. If you take notes you are
doing so in order to think about it
tomorrow. But thinking about it di-
rectly, now, will have much greater
significance than thinking about it to-
morrow, so may I suggest that you do
not distract others and yourself by
taking notes.

If one is to find out whether there
is an experience which does not arise
from the conditioning of the mind,
must one not first see the truth of the
fact that all experience is at present
either the outcome of one's back-
ground, one’s conditioning, or the re-
action of that background to chal-
lenge? Do you see this fact? Are
you conscious of the fact that your
mind is conditioned as a Christian, as
a Socialist, a Communist, or what you
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will, and that all your experiences
and reactions spring from this condi-
tioning? That is so, is it not?

Questioner: Whether one is a Christ-
ian, or belongs to some other religion,
is largely a matter of destiny.

KrISHNAMURTI:  Please do not in-
troduce words like destiny. That is
off the main subject, it is not what we
are discussing for the time being. Not
that we cannot discuss it another
time, but we must restrict ourselves
to the point.

Questioner: By the word “‘experience”
do you not really mean understanding
or knowledge?

KrisHNAMURTI: Those three words,
experience, knowledge and under-
standing, are related to each other,
are they not?

Questioner: But they are not the same.

KrisuNAMURTE:  No, of course not,
sir. They are related to each other.
If I want to understand not only what
you are saying but the totality of
you, I must not have a preconception
about you, I must not have a prejud-
ice or retain in memory either the in-
juries you may have caused me, or
your pleasant flatteries. I must be
free of all that in order to under-
stand you, must I not? Understand-
ing comes only when I can meet you
anew, not through the screen of ex-
perience.

This is a sufficiently complicated
question, so do not let us make it
more complicated. If it is clear what
we mean by understanding, and
what we mean by experience and
knowledge, let us go on.

I cannot understand if my mind re-
acts according to the limitation of my
conditioning. Surely, this much is
fairly simple. And is one aware that
one reacts according to one's condi-
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tioning? Are you aware of the fact
that as a Christian, a Communist, a
Socialist, or whatever you may hap-
pen to be, you defend certain beliefs,
religious or non-religious? Are you
aware that your mind, being the resi-
due of the past, is limited, and that
whatever it may choose or experience
is also limited?

Questioner: Is spontaneous love or
affection dependent on the background?

KrisuNAMURTE:  Sir, do we know
what spontaneous love is? Do you
and I know love which is not the out-
come of a conditioning, of a motive,
of a social morality, of a sense of duty
or responsibility? Do we know love
in which there is no attachment? Or
is it that we have read of such a state
and we want to be in that state?

Coming back to the point, are we
aware, you and I, that our minds are
so complex, so conditioned, that there
is in us nothing original, if I may use
this word without being misunder-
stood? Are we capable of original
understanding, of experiencing some-
thing uncontaminated, untouched,
pristine, or are we mere gramophone
records repeating what we have
read, or what our background insti-
gates? Are not fear and desire dic-
tating some fancy, some imagination
or hope? And can one be free of all
this? One can be free, surely, only
when one is aware that one’s visions,
hopes, beliefs are the outcome of one’s
own desire and are based on one's
particular conditioning.

Is it clear up to this point?

Audience: Yes.

Krisunamurt:  Now, what do you
mean by yes? Please do not be im-
patient or laugh it off. Have you
merely accepted an explanation, or
are you directly aware of the fact
that you are conditioned, apart from
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the explanation? Do you see the dif-
ference between the two?

Audience: Yes.

KrisHNAMURTE:  Please go slowly.

Questioner: Would it be that as we
become more aware of present things
it creates the incoming of a mew force?

KrisuNAMURTE:  Sir, I am not talk-
ing about the incoming or outgoing
of a new force. What I am talking
about is very simple. Do you know
that you are conditioned? And when
you say ‘‘yes”, does this statement
reflect merely the verbal understand-
ing of a verbal explanation, or are
you aware that you are conditioned?
Now, which is it?

Questioner: I am aware that I am con-
ditioned.

KrisHNAMURTE:  Please be patient.
This is important.

Questioner: If I am conditioned, can I
be aware that I am conditioned?

KrisiNaMURTE:  Can I be aware
that I am nationalistic, that I have
certain beliefs, dogmas, prejudices?
Can I know this? Surely I can, can
I not? So, do I know that I have as-
sumptions, prejudices, certain experi-
ences which are the outcome of my
conditioning, and that my mind is
therefore very limited? Am I aware
of this, not theoretically but actu-
ally? Am I directly experiencing the
fact that my mind is conditioned?

Questioner: One can only say that one
WAS conditioned.

KrisHNAMURTE: Do you mean that
before you came to this meeting you
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were conditioned, and now you are
not conditioned?

Questioner: We can know that we had
an original experience only after we have
had it, when the mind is again full of
the known.

KriSHNAMURTI:  Please, this is a
very complex problem, but if you will
go slowly into it you will see for your-
self the whole significance of what
we are talking about. As human be-
ings we are not creative, our minds
are burdened with memories, sorrows,
greed, dogmas, the nationalistic spirit,
and so on. And is it possible for the
mind to see all this and extricate it~
self? Surely, the mind can be free
only when it knows that it is not free,
that it is conditioned. Do I know
this, am I directly experiencing this
conditioning? Do I really see that I
am prejudiced, that I have many as-
sumptions? We have assumed that
there is or is not God, that there is
immortality or annihilation, that there
is resurrection or reincarnation, and
many other things; and can the mind
be aware of all these assumptions, or
at least of some of them?

Questioner: When you say “we”, do
you mean that your mind as well as ours
is conditioned by these traditions and
greeds which have moulded us? What
do you mean by “we"'?

KrisHNAMURTE: It is a way of
speaking. We are looking at the
mind, yours and mine. Let us stick
to this for the moment.

Questioner: As long as we are satisfied,
what is the problem?

KriSHNAMURTE:  As long as you are
satisfied, as long as you say it is per-
fectly all right to be a Christian, a
Hindu, or a Communist, it is not a
problem.
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Questioner: Then we have to be dis-
satisfied.

KrisHNAMURTE: ~ No, it is not that
you have to be dissatisfied. But you
are dissatisfied, are you not?

Audience: Yes.

KRISHNAMURTI: You see, the prob-
lem of dissatisfaction or discontent is
quite different. If I am not satisfied I
want to find some way to be satisfied,
so I do not accept the present state,
the present condition.

Questioner: Do you imply that wver-
balisation is a bar to understanding, to
direct experience?

KrisHNAMURTI:  Obviously, because
the whole process of the mind is
verbalisation. I may not use a word,
I may have instead an image or
a symbol. If I have a symbol in
my mind, the Hindu or the Christian
idea of reality, of God, or what you
will, even though I do not verbalise
or put it into words, that symbol pre-
vents the understanding of the real.

Please, let us not go into these
various points, even though they are
related, but let us stick to one thing.
Can you and I know, while sitting
here, that we are conditioned? Can
we be conscious, fully aware of that
fact?

Audience: Yes.

Questioner: What has all this got to
do with the primary mneed of every
human being, which is food, clothing and
shelter?

KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, we all need
sufficient food, clothing and shelter,
each one of us, but there are millions,
practically the whole of Asia, who
have not got them. An equitable dis-
tribution of the physical necessities
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is prevented by our psychological
greed, our nationalism, our religious
differences. Psychologically we use
these necessities to aggrandise our
own selves, and if we go slowly into
this thing we are discussing you will
yourself answer this question instead
of asking me. What we are trying -
to do here is to liberate ourselves
from each other so that you and I are
original individuals, real human be-
ings, not the mass of the collective.

So, if that is understood, can we
say, I know I am conditioned™ ?

Questioner: Yes, I know I am con-
ditioned, and I must do something about
it. Now, how do I free myself?

KrisHNAMURTI: The lady says that
she knows she is conditioned, condi-
tioned in the known. She knows her
prejudices, her assumptions, her con-
scious and unconscious desires, urges,
compulsions, and knowing all that she
asks, “What can I do, how am [ to
break through it?"" Is that what most
of you are asking too?

Audience: Yes.

KrisHNAMURTI:  All right. Let us
go step by step, and please follow
this a little patiently. I am aware
that I am conditioned, and my immed-
iate reaction to that awareness is that
I must be free from conditioning, so
I say, “How am I to be free? What
is the method, the system, the process
by which to be free?”” But if I prac-
tise a method I become a slave to the
method, which then forms another
conditioning.

Questioner: Not necessarily.

KrisHNAMURTE:  Sir, let this idea
float around a little bit. Being aware
that I am conditioned, that I am
greedy, I want to know how to get
rid of it. The question of how to get
rid of it is prompted by another form
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of greed, is it not? I may practise
non-greed day after day, but the mo-
tive, the desire to be free from greed,
is still greed. Go slowly, please. So
the “how’ cannot solve the problem,
it has only complicated the problem.
But the question can be answered tot-
‘ally, as you will presently see for
yourself.

If T am fully aware that I am
greedy, does not that very awareness
free the mind from greed? If I know
a snake is poisonous, that is enough,
is it not? I do not go near the snake.
But we do not see that greed is pois-
on. We like the pleasant sensation
of it, we like the comfortable feeling
of being conditioned. If we were try-
ing to free the mind from condition-
ing we might be anti-social, we might
lose our job, we might go against the
whole tradition of society, so uncon-
sciously we take warning and then
the mind asks, “How am I to get rid
of it?" So the “how" is merely a
postponement of the realisation of the
fact. Is this point clear?

What is important, then, is why
the mind asks for a method. You will
find that there are innumerable meth-
ods which say, “Do these things every
day and you will get there.” But in
following the method you have creat-
ed a habit and to that you are a slave,
you are not free. Whereas, if you
see that you are conditioned, condi-
tioned to the known, and are there-
fore afraid of the unknown, if you are
fully aware of this fact, then you will
find that that very awareness is oper-
ating, is already bringing about a
measure of freedom which you have
not deliberately tried to achieve.
When you are aware of your condi-
tioning, actually, not theoretically, all
effort ceases. Any effort to be some-
thing is the beginning of another con-
ditioning.

So it is important to understand
the problem and not find an answer
to the problem. The problem is this.
The mind, being the result of time, of
centuries of conditioning, moves and
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has its being in the area of the known.
This is the actual fact, it is what is
happening in our daily lives. All our
thinking, our memories, our experi-
ences, our visions, our inner voices,
our intuitions, are essentially the out-
come of the known.

Now, can the mind be aware of its
own conditioning and not try to battle
against it? When the mind is aware
that it is conditioned and does not
battle against it, only then is the mind
free to give its complete attention to
this conditioning. The difficulty is to
be aware of conditioning without the
distraction of trying to do something
about it. But if the mind is constantly
aware of the known, that is, of the
prejudices, the assumptions, the be-
liefs, the desires, the illusory think-
ing of our daily life, if it is aware of
all this without trying to be free, then
that very awareness brings its own
freedom. Then perhaps it is possible
for the mind to be really still, not just
still at a certain level of consciousness
and frightfully agitated below. There
can be total stillness of the mind only
when the mind understands the whole
problem of conditioning, how it is
conditioned, which means watching,
off and on, every movement of
thought, being aware of the assump-
tions, the beliefs, the fears. Then
perhaps there is a total stillness of
the mind in which something beyond
the mind can come into being.

November 23, 1955

VI

I would like this evening to dis-
cuss the problem of time, for if we
could really understand this problem
I think it would answer many of our
questions and probably put a stop
totally to this endless desire to find,
this urge to discover what is true.
To me the search for truth through
time has no meaning, and if we could
understand the desire, the drive to
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find, then perhaps we should be able
to look at the problem of time in a
different way altogether.

We think that there is a gap or an
interval between what is and what
should be, between the ugly and the
beautiful, and that time is necessary
to achieve that which is beautiful,
that which is true; so our endeavour,
our everlasting search is to find a way
to bridge this gap. We pursue gurus,
teachers, we control ourselves, we ac-
cept the most fantastic ideas, all in
the hope of bridging the gap, and we
think that a system of meditation or
the practice of discipline is necessary
in order to arrive at that which is the
absolute, the real, the true. This is
what I would like to go into, and I
hope you will discuss it with me after
I have talked a little.

Now, we accept this process, do
we not? All the religious teachers
and the sacred books prescribe it, and
all religious endeavour is based on it:
I am this, and I must become that.
But this process may be entirely false.
There may be no gap at all, it may be
purely a mental one, a totally unreal
division created by the mind in its de-
sire to arrive somewhere, and I think
it is very important to understand
this. We assume that truth must be
achieved through time, through var-
ious forms of effort, but this assump-
tion may be utterly illusory, and I
think it is. It may be that all we have
to do is to perceive the illusion of it,
to see, not as a philosophical idea but
as a factual reality, that there is no
arriving through time, that there is
no becoming but only being, and that
we cannot be if there is any attempt
to achieve an end. To understand,
to perceive that, whatever that other
state is, it cannot be found or realised
through time, we must be capable of
thinking very simply and directly,
and it seems to me for most of us this
is the difficulty. We are so used to
making effort to achieve through
practice, through discipline, through
a process of time, that it has never

occurred to us that this effort may be
an illusion.

Now, this evening can we think
of this problem entirely differently,
and not be concerned with the
“how”? Can we look at it as though
there were no gurus, no teachers, no
disciplines, no systems of yoga, and
all the rest of it? Can we wipe away
all these things and perhaps see di-
rectly that which may be called truth,
God, or love?

One of our difficulties is that we
have accepted this idea that we must
make effort through time to achieve,
to become, to arrive. Has this idea
any reality, or is it merely an illu-
sion? I know that the teachers, the
swamis, the yogis, the wvarious phil-
osophers and preachers, have main-
tained that effort is necessary, the
right kind of effort, the right kind of
discipline, because they all have an
idea, as we also have, that there is a
gap between ourselves and reality;
or they have said reality is in us, and
having accepted it we ask, “How am
I to get to that reality?”

So, can we put aside all assump-
tion, all conception of an end to be
achieved through effort, through time?
If that whole process is seen to be
false, then is there not a state of be-
ing, a direct, instantaneous perception
without any intermediary? This is
not to hypnotise oneself, it is not to
say, "I am in that state”, which has
no meaning at all and is merely the
outcome of assumptions and tradi-
tions.

Can we go into this problem to-
gether?

Questioner: Is physical effort also

illusory?

KrisHNAMURTE: What do you think,
sir?

Questioner: What do you mean by
time?
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KrisHNAMURT:  Please, just a min-
ute. May I suggest that we listen
to each other and not merely be oc-
cupied with our own particular ques-
tion. This gentleman asked if physi-
cal effort is also illusory. Need he
ask that question? If we did not
make an effort physically, what
would happen? It is obvious, is it
not? So, either he was asking the
question sarcastically, or he was
really inquiring where physical effort
ceases and the other thing begins
in which there is no effort at all.

Psychologically we are making ef-
fort, are we not? QOur whole desire
is to be something psychologically.
We want to be virtuous, inwardly
peaceful, we want a mind that is si-
lent, a richness of life. That being
our psychological urge we consider it
essential to make tremendous inward
effort, so we become very serious
about this effort. If a person makes
such an effort and maintains it con-
stantly, if he conforms to an ideal, to
a goal, to the so-called purpose of
life, and so on, we call him virtuous;
but I wonder if such a person is vir-
tuous at all, or is merely pursuing a
glorified projection of his own desire?

Now, if one could understand this
psychological urge to become, then
perhaps physical effort would have
quite a different meaning. At present
there is conflict between the psychol-
ogical urge in one direction and phy-
sical effort in another. Many of us
go to the office every day and are
perfectly bored with the whole thing,
because psychologically we want to
be something else. If there were no
psychological urge to be something,
then perhaps there would be an inte-
gration, a totally different approach
to physical activity.

What were you saying, sir?

Questioner: I was interested to find out
what you mean by time.

KrisuNAMURTE:  Chronological time
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is obvious; it exists, it is a fact.
But I am using this word “time” in
the psychological sense, the time
which is necessary to close the gap
between me and that which I want to
be, to cover the distance which the
mind has created between me and
that which is God, truth, or what you
will. Though the mind has invented
this psychological time and insists
that it is necessary in order to prac-
tise various forms of discipline, in
order to achieve bliss, heaven, and all
the rest of it, I am questioning—and
I hope you are also questioning—its
validity, I am asking whether or not
it is an illusion.

If there were not effort to arrive,
to achieve, to become, we are afraid
that we would stagnate, vegetate, are
we not? But would we? Are we not
deteriorating now in making this ef-
fort to become something? The ac-
tual fact is that through effort,
through time we are trying to bridge
the gap between what is and what
should be, which creates a constant
battle within ourselves, and this
whole process is based on fear, on
imitation, not on direct perception or
understanding.

So, one of our difficulties is that
the mind, which is obviously the re-
sult of time, has invented this gap
which perpetuates desire, the will to
be something; and seeing that desire
is part of the process we try to be
desireless, so again there is this effort
to be, to become.

Now, I am questioning this whole
issue, which we have accepted and
according to which we live. To me
this way of living has no meaning.
There is a state in which there is di-
rect perception without effort, and it
is effort that is preventing the com-
ing into being of that state. But if
you say, ‘How am I to live without
psychological effort?”, then you have
not understood the problem at all.
The “how” again introduces the
problem of time. You may perhaps
feel that it is necessary to live with-
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out effort, that it is the true way to
live, and the mind immediately asks,
“"How am I to achieve that state?”
So you are again caught in the pro-
cess of time.

I do not know if it has happened
to you, but there are moments of com-
plete cessation of all effort to be
something, and in that state one finds
an extraordinary richness of life, a
fullness of love. It is not some far-
away illusory ideal, but an actuality
which is perceived directly, not
through time.

You see, this opens up another is-
sue. Is knowledge necessary to that
perception? To build a bridge I must
have the “know-how", I must be able
properly to evaluate certain facts, and
so on. If I know how to read I can
turn to any book which gives the re-
quired facts, but what we do is to ac-
cumulate knowledge psychologically.
We pursue the various teachers, the
wise people, the sages, the saints, the
swamis and yogis, hoping that by ac-
cumulating knowledge, by gathering
virtue, we shall be able to bridge this
gap. But is there not a different kind
of release, a freedom, not from any-
thing or towards anything, but a
freedom in which to be?

Is this all too abstract?
Audience: No.

Questioner: We are already free if we
realise that we are one with God.

Please, sir, that is
an assumption, is it not? The mind
assumes in order to arrive. A con-
clusion helps one to struggle towards
that conclusion. Whether we say, "I
am one with God”, or “I am merely
the product of environment”, it is an
assumption according to which we try
to live. You see, that is what I mean
by knowledge. You may say, “I am
one with life”’, but what significance
has it? This whole layer of assump-
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tions, gathered through one's own ef-
fort or from the effort of others, may
be totally wrong; so why should one
assume anything? Which does not
mean that one must have an empty
mind.

Questioner: Is there not in all this a
certain fear of desire itself?

KrisHNAMURTIL: Is there fear of hav-
ing desire? Let us go into this a
little bit. What is fear? Surely, fear
comes only in the movement away
from what is. I am this and I do not
like it, or I do not want you to find
out about it, so I am moving away
from it. The moving away from it is
fear. There is desire, the desire to be
rich and a hundred other desires. In
fulfilling or in not fulfilling desire
there is conflict, there is fear, there is
frustration, agony, so we want to
avoid the pain which desire brings
but hold on to the things of desire
which are pleasurable. This is what
we try to do, is it not? We want to
hold the pleasure which desire brings
and avoid the pain which desire also
brings. So our conflict is in accept-
ing or clutching the one while avoid-
ing the other, and when we ask,
“How am [ to be free of sorrow, how
am ! to be perpetually happy and at
peace?”’, it is essentially the same
problem.

Questioner: Sir, will you tell us what
is a better method to attain oneness
beyond the mind?

KrisHNAMURTE:  Please, you are
not listening to what I am saying.
This desire to be one with every-
thing is the same problem as wanting
to be successful in the world, is it not?
Instead of saying, “I want to have
money and how am I to get it?”" you
say, "1 want to realise God, or truth,
or oneness, and how am I to do it?”
Now, both are on the same level, one
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is not superior to or more spiritual
than the other, because both have the
same motive. Do please listen to this.
One thing you call worldly, the other
you call unworldly, spiritual, but if
you examine the motive, it is essenti-
ally the same. The man who pursues
money may look up to the man who
says, I want to be spiritual, I want
to achieve God'’, because wanting to
be spiritual is considered virtuous,
but if you go into this matter serious-
ly you will see that the two pursuits
are intrinsically the same. The man
who wants a drink and the man who
wants God are essentially the same,
because they both want something.
One goes to the pub and gets a drink
immediately, while the other has this
time interval, but there is no funda-
mental difference between them.

This is very serious, it is not a
laughing matter. We are all caught
in the same struggle. And is it pos-
sible to have this extraordinary sense
of completeness, of reality, this full-
ness of love, not tomorrow, not
through time, but now? Can there
be direct perception, which means
awakening to all the false thinking,
to the pursuit of the “how” and see-
ing it as false?

Questioner: Sir, is not time mecessary
to this perception?

KRISHNAMURTI: Is not time neces-
sary to perceive what is? You see,
we all assume this, it is the accepted
thing, and this is what I have been
questioning. Sirs, this is not a matter
of “yes” or “no”, of saying “"You go
your way and I go mine.” It is not
at all like that. We are trying to un-
derstand the problem, we are trying
to go into it very deeply. We are
not making any assumption, any dog-
matic or authoritarian assertion, but
are trying to feel out this problem,
and we can feel it out only when the
heart is not obstinate. You may in-
vestigate, but if you are obstinate,

that obstinacy prejudices your inves-
tigation.

The lady says she feels time is ne-
cessary. Why? Do you understand
what we mean by time? Not chron-~
ological time, but the time created by
desire, by our psychological inten-
tions and pursuits. You say that time
is necessary to realise truth, and you
have accepted it as the inevitable
process. But someone comes along
and says this process may be un-
necessary, it may be utterly false, il-
lusory, so let us find out why you
think it is necessary.

Questioner: I think time is necessary
for the realisation of freedom.

KRISHNAMURTIL:  Sir, please go into
it slowly, deeply, and you will see.
Why do we think time is necessary?
Is it not because we regard truth as
being over there while we are here,
so we say this distance, this gap must
be covered through time? That is one
of the reasons, is it not? The ideal,
the what should be is over there, and
to arrive at that I must have time,
time being the process which will
b}fidge the gap. Are you following all
this?

Questioner: No, sir, not quite.

KRISHNAMURTI: Let me put it dif-
ferently. Where there is the desire
to become, psychologically there must
be time. As long as I have an ambi-
tion, either for worldly things or for
the so-called spiritual things, to fulfil
that ambition I must have time, must
I not? If I want to be rich I must
have time. If I want to be good, if I
want to realise truth, God, or what
you will, I must also have time. Is
this a fact or not?
obvious thing. Surely that is what
we are all doing, it is what is actu-
ally taking place.

Questioner: Nothing happens without
time.

36

It seems such an-__



KRISHENAMURTI

KRISHNAMURTL:  Sir, this is really a
very complex problem, it needs deep
investigation, not mere assertions
which we reject or accept. That has
no value.

Questioner: The mind is free of time
altogether, is it not?

KrisHNAMURTE:  Is it? Is that not
an assumption?

Sirs, what is it we are talking
about? What are we trying to find
out? You see, we are all suffering,
we are living in relationship, which
is pain, an endless conflict with so-
ciety or with another. There is con-
fusion, and a vast conditioning of the
mind is going on through so-called
education, through the inculcation of
various religious and political doc-
trines; Communism, like Catholicism,
completely binds the mind, and the
other religions are doing the same
thing in a minor form. Seeing the
extraordinary discontent of man, his
unfathomable loneliness, his sorrow,
his struggle, being aware of all this,
not just theoretically but actually, one
wants to find out if there is not a dif-
ferent way of living altogether. Have
you ever asked yourself this ques-
tion? Have you asked yourself
whether a saviour, a teacher, a guru,
or a discipline is necessary? Will
these things rid man of all sorrow,
not ten years later, but now?

Questioner: Time is the crux of the
broblem, and to me time seems inevitable.

KrisHNAMURTE: It is not a matter
of how it seems to you or to me. A
hungry man does not think in terms
of time, does he? He says, “I am
hungry, feed me.” But I am afraid
most of us are not hungry, so we have
invented this thing called time, time in
which to arrive. We see this whole

process of human misery, conflict, de-
gradation, travail, and we want to
find a way out of it, or a method to
change it, which again implies time.
But there may be a totally different
state of being which will resolve all
this turmoil, and which is not a theor-
etical abstraction, a mere verbalisa-
tion or imitation.

Questioner: Why does love appear to
be a burden?

KrisunaMurT::  Is that what we
are discussing? Sirs, please, if we
can understand at least this one thing,
then all these talks will have been
worth while and you will not have
wasted your time coming here in spite
of the rain. Can we really see that
there is no teacher, no guru, no dis-
cipline, that the guru, the discipline,
the method exist only because of the
division between what is and what
should be? If the mind can perceive
the illusion of this whole process,
then there is freedom; not freedom
to be something or freedom from
something, but just freedom.

Questioner: We are mot ideal beings.
We must learn to love.

KrisHNAMURTL:  Sir, is love, good-
ness, or beauty something to be
achieved through effort? Let us think
about it simply, shall we? If I am vio-
lent, if I hate, how am I to have love
in my heart? Will one have love
through effort, through time, through
saying, I must practise love, I must
be kind to people”? If you have not
got love today, thiough practice
will you get it next week or next
vear? Will this bring about love?
Or does love come into being only
when the maker of effort ceases, that
is, when there is no longer the entity
who says, “l am evil and I must be-

37



KRISHNAMURTI

come good”? The very cognition that
“I am evil” and the desire to be good
are similar, because they spring from
the same source, which is the “me”.
And can this “me” who says, “I am
evil and must be good” come to an
end immediately, not through time?
This means not being anything, not
trying to become something or noth-
ing. If one can really see this, which
is a simple fact, have direct percep-
tion of it, then everything else is de-
lusion. Then one will find that the
desire to make this state permanent
is also an illusion, because effort is
involved in that desire. If one under-
stands deeply the whole desire for
permanency, the urge to continue,
sees the illusion of it, then there is
quite a different state which is not
the opposite.

So, can we have direct perception
without introducing time? Surely,
this is the only revolution. There is
no revolution through time, through
this misery of perpetually wanting to
be something. That is what every
seeker is doing. He is caught in the
prison of sorrow, and he keeps on
pushing, widening and decorating
that prison; but he is still in prison
because psychologically he is pursu-
ing the desire to be, to become some-
thing. And is it not possible to see
the truth of this and so be nothing?
It is not a matter of saying, "I must
be nothing”, and then asking how to
be nothing, which is all so grotesque,
childish and immature, but of seeing
the fact directly, not through time.
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Questioner: There is a famous saying,
“Be still and know God.”

KRISHNAMURTE:  You see, that is
one of the extraordinary things in
life: you have read so much that you
are full of other people’s knowledge.
Someone has said, “Be still and
know God”, and then the problem
arises, how am I to be still? So you
are back again in the old game. Be
still, full stop. And you can be really
still, not verbally but totally, com-
pletely, only when you understand
this whole process of becoming, when
you see as illusion that which now
is a reality to you because you have
been brought up on it, you have ac-
cepted it, and all your endeavour
goes towards it. When you see this
process of becoming as illusion, the
other is, but not as the opposite. It is
something entirely different.

Surely, this is not a matter of ac-
ceptance. You cannot possibly accept
what I am saying. If you do, it has no
meaning at all. This demands a di-
rect perception independent of every-
body, a complete breaking away from
all the traditions, the gurus, the teach-
ers, the systems of yoga, from all the
complications of trying to be, to be-
come something. Only then will you
find freedom, not to be or to become,
which is all self-fulfilment and there-
fore sorrow, but freedom in which
there is love, reality, something which
cannot be measured by the mind.
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