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ACTION WITHOUT CONFLICT, MARCH, 1966

| think the more one observes the world's condition, the more it
becomes clear that there must be atotally different kind of action.
One seesin the world, including in India, the confusion, the great
sorrow, the misery, the starvation, the general decline. Oneis
aware of this, one knows it from newspapers, reading magazines,
books, but it remains on the intellectual level because we don't
seem to be able to do anything about it. Human beings are in
despair, thereis great sorrow in themselves, frustration. And there
IS chaos about one, the more you observe and go into it, not
intellectually, not verbally but actually discuss, observe, act,
enquire, examine, the more you see how confused human beings
are. They arelost. And those who think they are not lost because
they belong to a particular group, acircle, and feel the more you
practise, the more you do certain things, the more you do social
work, or this or that, the more they are sure that the world is going
to be saved by their particular little actions. The world is at war,
and you think by particular prayer, afew people gathered together
repeating certain words, will solve this enormous question which
has remained unsolved for over five thousand years, by words,
prayer. And you keep on repeating, knowing that wars can never
be stopped that way.

So each one belongs to a certain groups, to a certain political
party, to areligious sect and so on, and remainsin it, more and
more holding on to the past, to what has been. And oneis caught in
this. One admits, when it is pointed out, that there is chaos, general

decline, degeneration, outwardly and inwardly, and one realizes



man is lost. And without finding out why heislost, why thereis so
much chaos, misery, without examining it, going into it very
deeply, we answer superficially, saying that we are not following
god, or that we don't love - give superficial platitudinous answers
that have no value at all.

And during these talks, if one has listened to them at all, one
must have come to the question, why, why this mess, why this
confusion. If you enquire very deeply, you will find, | think, that
man is lazy. The chaosis brought about through man's laziness,
indifference, sluggishness. Because he accepts, because that's the
easiest way to live, to accept, to adjust to the environment, to the
condition, to the culture in which helives, just to accept it. And
this acceptance breeds dreadful laziness. And | think it isimportant
to understand this, that we are as human beings very lazy. We think
we have solved the problem of living by abelief, by saying, |
believein this or that. That belief essentially is based on fear and
therefore the incapacity to solve that fear, which indicates deep
rooted laziness. Y ou observe in yourself, you fall into a pattern of
thought, of action, and there you remain, because that's the easiest
way, you don't have to think. Y ou have thought alittle bit about it
perhaps and now you don't have to think, you are there, you are
carried along by outward events, or by the push of your own little
group. That givesyou agreat deal of satisfaction, you think you are
doing extraordinarily good work. And you daren't question it
because that is very disturbing, you daren't question your religion,
your community, your beliefs, the social structure, nationalism,
war. Y ou accept. Please look into yourself, because we are so lazy,

and this chaos is due to this |aziness because we have ceased to



guestion, ceased to doubt, not accept.

And being conscious of thisterrible mess that is going on
outwardly and inwardly we expect some outward event to bring
about order. Or we hope some leader in aguru, or this or that
authority will help us out. And that way we have lived for centuries
upon centuries, looking to somebody else to solve our problems.
And to follow another may be a sense of indolence - he has
probably thought out alittle bit, or haslittle visions, or can do this
or that, and he tells you what to do, and you are quite satisfied.
What we really want in this world is satisfaction, comfort,
somebody to tell us what to do, which al indicates this deep rooted
laziness, that we don't want to think out our problems, look at it,
wipe out all the difficulties,

And this indolence prevents us, not only from questioning,
enquiring and examining, it prevents us from a much deeper issue.
Which is, to find out what is action. The world isin chaos, we are
in misery, al the solutions, the doctrines, the beliefs, the meditative
circus that goes on in the name of meditation, none of them have
solved athing. And if we could find out for ourselveswhat is
action, because we have to act, you have to do something vital,
energetic, forceful to bring about adifferent mind, a different
guality of existence. So one hasto go into this question of what is
action, not right action and wrong action, because if you approach
action as right and wrong you are already lost. Because people will
tell you, thisisthe right action and that is the wrong action, and
you, already inclined to be lazy, don't want to enquireinto it
deeply, and because that person saysit isright action and heisa

successful lawyer, businessman, or aguru, or a politician, and you



follow him.

So what we are going to do this evening if we can, isto find out
what is action. And please bear in mind we are not thinking in
terms of right or wrong, there is only action, not right and wrong,
not action according to the Gita, the Bible, or Koran, or god knows
what else - the communists, the socialists and all the rest of that.
Thereisonly action, whichisliving. If one can find out the way of
life, how to live, not the method - if you have method, a system, a
practice, you have already encouraged this innate indolence. So
one has to have avery sharp mind not to be caught in this trap
which indolence is too willing to follow, fall into.

And please, if | may suggest, listen to what is being said, and
listen not only to the speaker but to the noise of the world, listen to
the cry of human hearts, listen to the chaos, listen to your own
misery, the uncertainty, the cry of despair. If you know how to
listen, then you will solve the problem. When you listen to your
agony, if you listento it, you will find the answer, you will be out
of it; but you cannot listen to it if you say, the answer must be
according to my pleasure, according to my desire - then you are not
listening, you are only listening to the promptings of your own
desire and pleasure. Please listen to find out, because we are going
to something that requires a great deal of attention, quiet enquiry,
hesitant examination, not, tell me what to do and | will do it.
Because everything isfalling to pieces around us and there must be
action of atotally different kind. Not action according to anybodly,
even according to the speaker, we are going in to find out for
ourselves what is action, how to live, because living is action. Our

living we have made it so chaotic, so miserable, so immature, and



to find action there must be a great deal of maturity, not in terms of
time, not maturing like afruit on atree, taking six months. If you
take six months to mature you have already sown the seeds of
misery. You have already planted hate, violence which will lead to
war. So you have to mature immediately. And you will if you are
capable of listening, and therefore learning.

Learning is not an additive process, that is, learning, adding,
which becomes knowledge, and from that knowledge act. That's
what we do. We have experiences, beliefs, thoughts, and these
experiences, thoughts, ideas, have become knowledge, and from
that stored knowledge we act, and therefore there is no learning at
al, we are just adding, adding, adding. And we have added to
ourselves this enormous knowledge for two million years. And yet
we are at war, we hate, there is never amoment of peace,
tranquillity, there is no ending of sorrow. Knowledge is necessary
in the field of technology, in the field of skill, but if you have
knowledge which isidea, and from that idea act, you have already
ceased to learn.

So there is maturity not in terms of time and evolution, but
maturity that comes when thereisthis act of learning. It'sonly a
mature mind that can listen, be very attentive, and have a quiet
mind. It's the immature mind that believes, that says, it isright and
wrong, and pursues something illogically.

So we are going to learn together about action. What is action?
To act, to do. All action isrelationship, thereis no isolated action.
Action as we know now is the relationship of doing with the idea.
Surely. The idea and the doing of that idea. It's excellent in the

field of skill and technology, but becomes an impediment to learn



about relationship which is constantly changing. Y our wife, your
husband, is never the same, but |aziness, the desire for comfort,
security, says, | know him, he must be that way. So you have fixed
the poor man, or the woman. And therefore your relationship is
according to an image or to an idea, and from that image, idea, of
relationship springs action. That's all we know as action. | believe,
| have principles, thisisright, thisiswrong, this should be, and |
act according to that. That is, man isviolent, that violence is shown
in competition, in the so-called discipline, which is suppression,
that violence, ambition, competition, a brutal expression of
aggressiveness, which are all the responses of the animal. And
from that we act. And so there is always conflict in action. That is,
action must conform to a pattern - right and wrong according to
principles, beliefs, tradition, environmental influence, the culturein
which | have been brought up. So action as far as we see, asfar as
our lifeis, isaccording to a particular image, a particular pattern, a
particular formula. And that formula, that image, that idea has not
solved athing in the world. It has not solved our human deep
innate problems. And if we keep on insisting that's the only way to
act, how can you act without thinking, without having an idea,
without following day after day a certain routine - so we accept
that as the way of life, which is conflict, conflict which isthe result
of our action, of our life, of our relationship, of our ideas, of our
thought. | mean you cannot dispute this fact, that having an idea, a
principle, abelief, that you are a Hindu, god knows what else, and
according to that tradition, according to that framework you live
and act. And when you do that there is bound to be conflict - the
idea, the 'what should be' is different from the fact, ‘what is. Right,



that's ssmple. And that's the way we have lived for millennia.

Now is there another way? A way of life which is action, which
is relationship, but without conflict, which means without idea.
Please listen to this carefully. First see the problem. It'sa
challenge. And you don't know any other way to respond to that
problem except the old way. That is, conformity, imitativeness, the
repetition, establishing a habit, and from that repetitive, imitative,
habitual way of life we act, the habitual way of life iswhat we call
action. And that has brought about untold misery, chaos in the
human mind and heart. Look, very simply put: you have a pleasure,
and you want the repetition of that pleasure, sexual or any other
form of pleasure, and you keep on living with that pleasure, either
in memory or in thought. And that pleasure, that thought of that
pleasure, pushes you to an action, and in that action thereis
conflict, thereis pain, there is misery. The habit has established
and from that habit you act.

So isthere another totally different way of living, whichis
acting? That means you have listened very carefully attentively to
the way you have lived and you know all the implications of it, not
just patches of it. To listen totally implies that you hear the whole
problem, not just one or two sketches of that problem. When you
listen to those crows, listen in the sense that your mind is quiet,
attentive, not interpreting, not condemning, not resisting, you are
listening totally, you are listening to the total sound, not of a crow,
to the total sound; and in the same way if you can listen to this total
problem of action, with which you are very familiar, if you can
listen totally to that problem, to the problem, to the issue, to the

way you live, from idea, action, totally listen, then you have the



energy to listen to something else. But if you have not listened
totally to the present way of action then you have not the energy to
follow what is going to come. After all, to find out anything you
must have energy, and you need a great deal of energy to enquire
into something totally new. And to have that energy you must have
listened to the old pattern of life, neither condemning nor
approving, listen to it totally, which means you have understood it.
Y ou have understood the futility of living. When you have listened
to the futility of it you are already out of it. When you have not
intellectually but deeply felt the uselessness of living that way, and
have listened to it completely, totally, then you have the energy to
enquire. If you have not the energy you cannot enquire. That is, by
denying that which has brought about this misery, this conflict,
which we have gone into alittle bit, by denying it, the very
negation of it isthe positive action. | am going to go into that a
little bit.

We said is there any other action in which there is no conflict,
which is not arepetitive activity, arepetitive form of pleasure. To
find that out we must go into this question of what islove. Don't
get sentimental, emotional, or devotional, but we are going to
enquire. Love is always negative, it must be. Love is not thought.
Loveis never contradictory - thought is. Thought which isthe
response of memory, these are all the animal instincts and so on
and so on, the machinery of thinking, that is always contradictory,
and when there is an action born of thought, that action which is
contradictory brings conflict and misery. And in enquiring, in
examining if thereis any other activity which is not wrought with

pain, with anxiety, with conflict, you must find out, or rather you



must be in a state of negation. Y ou understand? To enquire, to
examine you must be in a state of negation, otherwise you can't
examine. You must be in a state of not knowing, otherwise how
can you examine. The way of life to which we are accustomed to is
what is called a positive way, because there you see results, you
can do it day after day, repetitively, based on imitation, habit,
following, obeying, being drilled by society, or by yourself - that's
all apositive activity in which there is conflict and misery. Please
listen to all this. And when you deny that, the very process of
denial, the very process of your turning back on it is a state of
negation because you don't know what comes next. It's not
complicated, intellectually it will sound complicated, but it is not.
When you turn your back on something you are finished with it.
Now, we said, love istotal negation. We don't know what it
means, we don't know what love means. We know what pleasure
IS, we mistake it for love. Where thereislove there is no pleasure.
Pleasure is the result of thought. Obvioudly. | look at something
beautiful, thought comes in and begins to think about it, creates
images. Watch it in yourself. And that image gives you agreat dea
of pleasure, or that scene, or that feeling. And thought gives to that
pleasure sustenance, continuity, and in family life that is what you
call love - which has nothing whatever to do with love, you are
only concerned with pleasure. And therefore where thereisa
pursuit of pleasure there isimitative continuity in time. Whereas
love has no continuity. Because love is not pleasure, and to
understand what love s, to be in that state, there must be negation
of the positive. When you say you love somebody, your wife, or
your husband, your children, what isinvolved init? Strip it of all



words, of all sentiment, emotionalism, and look at it factually, what
isinvolved in it when you say, 'l love my wife' or my husband?
Essentially it is pleasure and security. We are not being cynical,
these are facts. And if you really loved your wife and your
children, loved, not the pleasure it gives you belonging to afamily,
anarrow little group, sexually and furthering your own particular
egotism, if you really loved your family you would have a different
kind of education. Y ou are only concerned with technological
studies, helping your son to pass some stupid little exam and
getting ajob. Y ou would educate him to understand the whole
process of living, not just one part, segment, a fragment of this vast
life. If you really loved your son there would be no wars, you
would see to it. That means you would have no nationality, no
separative religions. All that nonsense would go.

So thought cannot under any circumstances bring about a state
of love. And thought can only understand what is positive, not
what is negative. That is, how can you through thought find out
what love is? Y ou can't, can you? Y ou can't calculate love, you
can't say, 'I'll practise day after day being generous, kind, tender,
gentle, thinking about others' - that will not create love. That's still
a positive action by thought. So it's only when there is the absence
of thinking you can understand what it is to be negative, not
through thought. Thought can only create the pattern, and
according to that pattern, formula, act; and hence conflict. And if
you would find out away of living in which there is no conflict at
al, at any time, you must understand this love which is tota
negation.

That is, sirs, how can you love, how can there be love when



there is self-centred activity, either of righteousness, or smug
respectability, or of ambition, greed, envy, competition, which are
al positive processes of thought. How can you love? Y ou can't, it
isimpossible. Y ou can pretend, you can use the word, love, be very
emotional, sentimental, very loyal, but that is nothing whatsoever
to do with love. And to understand what it is you have to
understand this positive thing called thinking.

So out of this negation which is called love there is action,
which is the most positive, because it does not create conflict.
Because after all that's what we want in thisworld, to liveina
world where there is no conflict, where there is actually peace,
both outward and inward, because you must have peace otherwise
you are destroyed, because it is only in peace that any goodness
can flower. It's only in peace that you see beauty. If your mind is
tortured, anxious, envious, a battlefield, how can you see what is
beautiful ? Surely beauty is not thought, the thing that createsit, is
created by thought, it is not beauty.

So to find out an action which is not based on idea, concept and
formula, you must listen to the whole of that structure, see,
understand that whole structure completely, and in the very
understanding of it you have turned away from it. And therefore
your mind then isin a state of negation, not bitterness, not
cynicism, but because it sees the futility of living that way, actually
sees it, and therefore ends it. When you end something thereisa
beginning of the new. But we are afraid to end the old because the
new we want to tranglate in terms of the old. Y ou will say, 'If |
realize that | don't really love my family, which means | am not

responsible for it, and then | am at liberty to chase another woman,



or another man' - which is again the process of thinking.

So thought is not the way out. Y ou can be very clever, erudite,
but if you want to find away of action that istotally different, that
will give ablissto life, you must understand the whole machinery
of thinking, and in the very understanding of what is positive,
which is thought, you enter into a different dimension of action,
which is essentially love. That means to enquire you must be free,
otherwise you can't enquire, you can't examine, and this chaosin
the world and mess demands re-examination totally, not according
to your terms, not according to your fancies, pleasures,
idiosyncrasies, or the activities to which you have been committed.
Y ou have to think of the whole thing anew, and the new can only
be born in negation, not out of the positive assertion of what has
been. And the new can only come into being when there is that
total emptiness which isreal love. Then you will find out for
yourself what action is, in which there is no conflict at any time.
And that is the rejuvenation that the mind needs, becauseit isonly
when the mind has been made young, through love, not through
sentiment, not through devotion, not through following, it's only
through love, which is total negation of life of the positive,
thought. Then only such amind can build a new world, a new
relationship, and it's only such amind that can go beyond the
limitations and enter into atotally different dimension. And that
dimension is something which no word, no thought, no experience,
can ever discover, it's only when you totally deny the past, which is
thought, totally deny it every day of your life, therefore thereis
never amoment of accumulation. It's only then you will find out

for yourself adimension which is bliss, which is not of time, which



Is something that lies beyond the human thought.



UNCONDITIONING AND SIMPLICITY, MARCH,
1966

| think it is necessary to consider what is actually taking placein
the world, not only in this country but in different parts of the
world there are grave incidents, deep questions are being asked,
and | think we should from the beginning consider most
objectively what is actually taking place. Thereis general
deterioration, of that there is no question. Morally, religiously, the
old values have completely gone. Thereis great disturbance and
discontent in every part of the world. They are questioning the
purpose of education, purpose of man's existence altogether, not
only inavery limited manner asit is being done in this country,
but also extensively, deeply. And one can see both in the west and
in this country that this questioning, this challenge, is not being
adequately met. In this country you know aswell as| do, probably
better because | am an alien resident, | come occasionally, every
year for three or four months, and | observe the rapid decline,
where people are willing to burn themselves over such trivial
guestions about whether you should have two governors or one
governor. And you are willing to fast over someidiotic little
guestion. The holy men are ready to attack people, and so on and
on and on. A tribal approach to atremendous problem. And | don't
think we are aware of thisimmense problem. This country has
dissipated its energy in various trivial things, responding to the
pressure of circumstances, without having alarge, wide outlook. It
has approached nationalistically every problem, including the

problem of starvation. There is no consideration of man as awhole,



only consideration of the limitation of a particular tribe, a
particular narrow, religious, sectarian outlook.

We all know this, and apparently the government, the people
are incapable of stopping al this. They are caught in utter
inefficiency, deep distrust, wide discontent, unable to respond
totally, deeply to the whole issue. And you will see in Europe, and
in America, aswell asin Russiaand China, there is tremendous
discontent. And again that discontent is being answered very
narrowly. Thereisawar, and people treat wars as afavourite war
and not a favourite war, awar that is righteous, awar that is not
politically right. Y ou take sides when you have preached for forty
years and more, non-violence, you are ready to battle, to kill, to
become violent at the throw of ahat. You see al this.

And when you consider all this, not only what istaking placein
the west and in India, the problem is so great and | do not think any
of the politicians, any of the religious leaders throughout the world,
see the problem as awhole, they see it according to their limited
political, religious point of view; or according to their particular
economic demand, or social demand. No one apparently states the
whole problem, entirely as awhole, and deals with it as atota
thing, not fragmentarily, not as a Sikh, not as a Hindu, Muslim,
Christian, Catholic, Communist, Socialist. And because we are not
dealing with the problem as a whole people are trying to escape in
different ways: they are taking LSD, the drug that gives them
tremendous experience. They are going off at tangents, responding
to minor, infantile, immature challenges, and responding equally
immaturely.

So we, if you are at all concerned with the problem, and



everyone of us must be: there is starvation, thereiswar, religion
has totally failed, it has no more meaning, any more, except some
old ladies, and dlightly demented people. Organized belief islosing
its power, though propagandain the name of religion, in the name
of god, in the name of peace is everlastingly being trumpeted in
newspapers and everywhere. So education, religion, politics, have
completely failed to answer the problem, and science hasn't
answered it either. And it's no good looking to those things any
more, nor to any leader, or to any teacher, because man has lost
faith in all this, and because he has lost faith he is afraid and
therefore heisviolent, not only in this country, all the world over
people are violent - the riots that are going on in America between
the white and the black, the appalling things that are taking place in
this country. Essentially man haslost faith, not only in those
beliefs, in those ideals, in the values which have been set up for
him, but also in himself he has completely lost faith, he doesn't
know where to turn, in what direction to look for any light. And
because he has lost faith he is afraid. And because heis afraid the
only answer to fear is violence. Thisiswhat istaking place.

So we have, if we are at al serious, and for god's sake we have
to be serious, dreadfully earnest, not according to some belief,
according to some pattern, but serious to find out so that we can
begin again to discover the source which has dried up. | do not
know if you have observed that in yourself, as a human being, not
as afragmentary being in aworld of fragments, as a human being
whether an Indian, a Hindu, a Muslim, a Sikh, a Christian, a
communist, asocialist, and so on, as a human being, and therefore

no nationality, and therefore doesn't belong to any religion, nor to



any political party or ideology, just as a human being, if you have
observed yourself as a human being you will see in yourself, and
therefore you will seein others, that the source of our being, of our
existence, the meaning of our life, the struggle that we are making
al day long, has no meaning any more. And therefore we have to
find for ourselves that source which has dried up, and if itis
possible to find the waters of that immense reality again. And from
that reality act. And that's what we are going to discover for
ourselves during all these talks here.

Y ou understand the problem, sirs? Religions, leaders, whether
political or religious, the books, the propaganda, the beliefs, the
doctrines, the saviours, all have lost their meaning to any really
serious intellectual man totally aware of al these problems. All
those upon which we have relied have lost totally their meaning.

Y ou are no longer religious people, that you pretend to be. You are
no longer a human being because we have lost the purpose, the
meaning, the significance of our existence. Y ou can go to the
office for the next forty years, as aroutine, earn alivelihood, but
that is no answer either. So to discover this whole thing, to
understand this whole immense problem, we have to look at it
anew, not with eyes of a Christian, aHindu, aMuslim, or a
communist, we haveto look at it totally anew. Which means first
we mustn't be driven by circumstances, not respond to the
immediate problems. We have to act on the immediate problems,
but not act as though that was the only thing in life.

So we must be aware of the circumstances, and not be
compelled by them to act. Do you understand the issue? Because in

this country you are quarrelling over little pieces of land, and ready



to burn and kill each other, because you happen to be a Sikh, a
Muslim, or a Hindu, god knows what else. And compulsion of the
environment, circumstance is so strong that you react. Therefore
one hasto be aware of the circumstances, what isimplied in those
circumstances, act as little as possible depending on those
circumstances. Then one has to be aware of one's temperament,
and not be guided by one's temperament, or act according to one's
inclination. These three things are essentially important when you
are facing an immense problem: not be guided by our inclination,
however pleasurable, however demanding, not to act according to
your personal inclination. That's the first thing to realize.

Then, not your activity, your life shaped by your temperament,
whether you are intellectual, emotional, or various form of
idiosyncrasies, not to be shaped by them, nor compelled by
circumstances. If we can understand these things fully, these three
things then we shall be able to meet this immense challenge, these
immense problems. Which is the human being is at stake. Y ou
understand? It's so infantile to consider whether some land,
governor - al that's too immature, too childish, too appalling.

So what we haveto doif you are at al serious, and it is
absolutely necessary to be serious, because the house is burning,
not only the house that's called India, but the world is burning, and
you must be able to respond to it totally, not bring alittle bucket of
sand, hope to put the fire out. So you have to be so enormously
serious. And | am afraid we have not been serious. We have
dissipated our energies because we have responded to
circumstances which are so trivial and wasted our energiesin all

these directions: you became followers of Gandhiji, you became



followers of something else and on and on and on. So having
dissipated your energy when the immense problem is put before
you, you are incapable of responding to it totally. Therefore one
has to begin, if one would understand this immense problem of
man, and man is at stake, human being is at stake, not any
particular individual, the whole human being is at a stake, and to
understand that immense problem you have first not to be guided
by your inclination, not according to your pleasure or dislike. Y ou
have to ook at the problem, and you cannot [ook at the problem if
you are depending on your personal inclination, or be guided by
your temperament. Y ou know most of us are very clever people,
because we have read a great deal, we have passed many exams,
our mind, our intellect is very cunning, deceptive, hypocritical.
And our temperament is this capacity to deceive itself, to assert
itself, to function along a particular demands. And of course when
you are driven by circumstances, compelled to act according to
circumstances you cannot possibly be concerned with the total
human being.

So those are the first things one has to be aware of: inclination,
temperament, and circumstances. When you have understood those
then you can face the immense problem of man. Y our personal
inclination is whether you believe in agod, or don't believein a
god. Those are al personal prejudices that have no value at all.
When you approach a problem intellectually, or emotionally, or
sentimentally, that's your particular temperament. One can go
much more deeply into this question of your temperament, but that
IS not important now.

So any particular approach to thisimmense problem indicates



either you are being guided by your inclinations, or compelled by
circumstances, or you are acting according to your narrow little
temperament.

So if that isvery clear, that we cannot possibly act according to
these, therefore we will then be able to ook at the problem entirely
differently. And there is an immense problem because man, that's a
human being, haslost, if he ever had, has lost the source, the
fountain, the depth, the vitality of living anew; he has become a
lonely human being, frightened, anxious, caught in despair,
discontent, unhappy, tremendous sorrow. Y ou may not be aware of
all this because nobody wants to look at oneself very clearly. To
look at oneself clearly is very difficult because we want to escape
from ourselves, and when we do look at ourselves we don't know
what to do with ourselves. And so our problem is, as the source of
our human being, as the source of our existence is drying up, has
lost its meaning, we have now to find out for ourselves what it all
means. In the west they have passed brilliant examinations, young
men, they see war, they see great business corporations, executives
and so on, and they say, what isthe point of it al - what isthe
point of war, what is the point of becoming very clever, having a
lot of money, when lifeitself has no more any meaning. So they
take various forms of drugs - that gives them a tremendous sense of
new experience, and they are satisfied with that. These are not the
stupid people who take these things, they are very intelligent, very
sensitive, highly trained people, because life has no longer any
meaning. Y ou can invent a meaning, you can invent a purpose, you
can invent a significance, but these inventions are purely the acts of

an intellectual mind, and therefore have no validity. Nor has faith



any validity any more. Whether you believe, or don't believe, has
no meaning at all, because you will believe according to your
circumstances; if you are born in this country you will be a Hindu,
or a Sikh, or aMuslim, or god knows what, according to
circumstances you are forced to believe, or asacommunist, and so
on and on and on. So belief, an invented purpose of life, a
significance carefully put together by the intellect have no meaning
any more. | don't think you see the seriousness of this. man has
come to the end of hisinventions, his beliefs, his dogmas, his gods,
his hopes, his fears, he has come to an absol ute precipice, to the
end. You may not be aware of this, you may still be hiding behind
the walls of your beliefs, or your hopes, but they areillusions, they
have no validity at all when you are faced with this crisis.

So having redlized this, if you are at all capable of realizing it,
then one must proceed to begin to find out how to renew the mind,
to renew the total being. Y ou understand? | hope | am making my
guestion clear. Look sirs. human beings for over five thousand
years and more have struggled, has had to face his own immense
sorrow, hasto face death, wars, disillusionment, the utter
hopel essness of life without any meaning. And always inventing
his gods, aways inventing a heaven and a hell to keep himself
righteous, always surrounding himself with ideas, ideal's, hopes,
but all that has gone. Y our Ramas and Sitas, your Upanishads, your
great gods, everything has gone in smoke, and you are faced with
yourself as a human being, and you have to answer. Therefore your
responsibility as a human being becomes extraordinarily great.

S0 our question then is: how isamind that has been so heavily

conditioned for so many centuries, through so many agonies, how



is such amind to be made new so that it can function totally
differently, think entirely differently? Y ou understand the
guestion? So the communists and the totalitarians say, we will
shape the mind. Y ou understand? We will break the mind and
recondition it. You are following all this? The Cathaolics, the
Protestants, the Hindus have done this, the Muslims, all the people
al over the world have done this, over and over again, and so each
human being is so heavily conditioned, conditioned in one way and
reconditioned in another, by the politicians, by propaganda, by the
priests, by commissars, by socialists, you know, endlessly
reshaped, and again reshaped. And when you realize that, that
absolute fact, this absolute truth, not according to me or according
to you, but that is the fact, when you realize that then you ask
yourself whether it isat all possible to break this conditioning and
not enter into another conditioning, but be free so that the mind can
be a new thing, sensitive, alive, aware, intense, capable.

So that is our problem. There is no other problem. Because
when the mind is made new then it can tackle any problem,
whether it is a scientific problem, or the problem of starvation,
corruption. Then it is capable of dealing with it in any
circumstances.

So that is our main issue: amind that has been so heavily
conditioned for so many centuries, whether it is possible to
uncondition itself and not fall into another conditioning; and
therefore be free, capable, intensely alive, anew, fresh so that it can
meet any problem. As| said, that's the only question we have to
face, and as human beings we have to find the answer. And you
cannot depend on anybody to tell you what to do. Y ou understand?



Y ou cannot depend on anybody to tell you how to uncondition
yourself; and if you do depend on that person you are conditioning
yourself according to hisideas, therefore you are back again,
caught.

So see the immense problem that isin front of you. Thereisno
leader, no saviour, no guru, Nno authority any more. Because all
they have done isto condition you as a Hindu, Muslim, Christian,
whatever you like, asacommunist and all that. And they have not
answered the problem. They have found no solution to human
misery, to human anxiety, to human despair. They have given you
escapes, and escapes are not the answer. When you have got cancer
you can't run away from it, you have to face it. So that isthe first
thing to realize, that you cannot possibly rely on anybody to
uncondition you. Y ou know when you realize that either you get
frightened, because you can't rely on anybody you are left to
yourself and that is avery frightening thing; or you are no longer
frightened and you see that you have to work, and nobody can help
you, therefore you have vitality, you have energy, you have the
drive then. And you can only have the drive, the energy, the
vitality when you are no longer depending on anybody and no
longer afraid. Then you are no longer following anybody. Then
yOou are your own master, your own pupil, you are learning, you are
discovering.

So our guestion being very clear, how do we proceed? Y ou
understand the question? Y ou understand the problem? If the
problem is very clear, and it must be clear, otherwise you can't
answer it - the question can be put in different ways, but the

essence of the problem is always the same: that human minds are



shaped by circumstances, by environmental influences, by one's
own temperament and inclination, which shape the mind, which
condition the mind, and amind that is conditioned, a mind that is
moulded by a particular belief, by a particular dogma, by a
particular experience or tendency, such a mind cannot possibly
answer this question. The question being, isit possible for the mind
which has been made so dull, heavy, stupid by circumstances, by
environment, and so on, so heavily conditioned, can that mind free
itself and therefore meet every problem of life anew? | say that it
can. And | am going to go into it, show you whether it is possible
or not. But | am not your teacher, nor are you my followers - god
forbid! Because the moment you follow something you have
destroyed the truth. If you have aleader you are destroying the
truth. So all that we can do is to consider together, take the journey
together, not | lead you along a path, or show you, but together
partake, share together this question, and discover together the
issues and the way oui.

S0 to share demands not merely stretching your hand out and
receiving something, to share means that you must be capable of
sharing, which means you must be extraordinarily alive, keen to
find out, otherwise you can't share. Somebody can give you the
most beautiful jewel, but if you don't know that is the most
precious thing you will throw it away and you cannot share it. And
to journey together, you must be capable of walking together. And
the capacity to walk, to share, to observe, depends on your
earnestness, and that earnestness, that seriousness comes into being
when you see the immensity of the problem. It is the problem that

makes you serious, not that you become serious. Y ou understand



the difference? We say we are serious and tackle the problem.
That'snot it at all. The problem itself is so great, and that very
greatness makes you serious, then that seriousness has vitality, that
seriousness has pliability, and enormous strength and vitality to go
to the very end of it.

So we are taking the journey together, therefore we are sharing
the thing together, therefore you are no longer alistener, you no
longer just hear afew words, afew ideas, which you either accept
or reject - say, | likethis, | don't like that. Because we have gone
beyond all that, which is mere inclination.

So our first question is: isit possible for a human mind that has
been so heavily conditioned to break through it? Y ou cannot
possibly break through it if you are not aware of your conditioning.
That's an obviousfact, isn't it. You can't say, 'Well, | am
conditioned, and | must break through it', that has no meaning. But
if you are aware how you are conditioned, what are the factors of
your conditioning, what are the circumstances, then being aware of
these conditionings then you can do something. But if you are not
aware of it then you can't do athing. So first is to be aware of your
conditioning - conditioning, how you think, how you feel, what are
the motives behind that thinking, feeling. Y ou may say, 'Well, this
isall too complicated, | want asimple pill which | can take very
quickly, and the whole problem solved' - there is no such pill. Life
isavery complex process, and you cannot solve it by some kind of
trick. You have to see the complexity of it, and you can only see
the complexity of it if you are completely ssmple. Y ou understand,
sirs? If you are really simple, then you can see how extraordinarily

complex you are, and all your conditioning. But to be smpleisone



of the most difficult things.

Simplicity isnot aloin cloth, or having one meal aday, or
walking round the earth preaching some idiotic nonsense.
Simplicity is not obedience. Please do listen to all this. Simplicity
is not following an ideal. Simplicity is not imitation. Just to be
simple so that you can look. Y ou know you can only look at atree,
or aflower, or the beauty of an evening when your eyes are not
clouded, when your mind is not somewhere else, when you are not
tortured by your own particular little problem, then you can look at
the tree, then the evening has beauty, then out of that simplicity
you can observe. And as | said, to be smpleis one of the most
difficult and arduous things, ssmple. But you see that word has
been loaded by all the saints, with all their pretensions, with their
dogmas, therefore they are not ssmple people at all. A ssmple mind
means a mind that can see very clearly, and the moment you see
with clarity, anything, the problem is over. That's why to look at
our conditioning needs clarity. And you can only have clarity when
you don't say, 'l like, or 'l don't like'. Y ou understand sir? | want to
see myself as a human being, actually ‘what is, not what | pretend
and all that rubbish, but actually what is. To see very clearly there
must be light, and thereisno light if what | see | trandlate in terms
of like or didlike. Y ou understand? It is simple, sir, when you go
into it, very, very simple.

That is, to see anything there must be light. And to have light
there must be care. And with clarity and care you can observe. But
that clarity and care is denied when you condemn what you see, or
justify what you see. Therefore when you want to see very clearly,

like and didlike, judgement, condemnation, disappears. Am |



making myself clear, because thisis a very serious thing? Then you
will find that you are your own guide, then you are your own light,
which nobody can put out. And that way one begins to discover for
oneself the source of al life. That source which has dried up,

which man has been seeking everlastingly. Y ou may have great
prosperity, as they do in the west and in America, you may be
hungry, miserable, but mere solutions of these is not the answer,
because the human being is at stake. His house, which is himself, is
burning, and to find the answer you must be able to ook clearly,
and therefore when you look clearly you can reason clearly. And
reason becomes insanity when there is obscurity. Y ou understand
sir? The politicians, because they are obscure, therefore they are
breeding inefficiency, hatred, division among man. And also the
priests, whether in the west or in the east, are contributing to this
darkness. Religion after all is not a matter of belief, not what you
belief or what you don't belief. Religion isthe way of life, it doesn't
depend on any belief, or any dogma, on any rituals. Only the
religious mind which lives peacefully can find that ultimate reality.



CONVERSATION WITH HUSTON SMITH 1968
CLAREMONT, CALIFORNIA

Huston Smith: | am Huston Smith, professor of philosophy at the
Massachussetes I nstitute of Technology, and | invite you to a
conversation arranged by the Blaisdale Institute of Claremont,
Cdlifornia, with Krishnamurti, who was raised by Annie Besant
and the Theosophists to be a teacher, and who, though he discarded
the mantle of Theosophy, did indeed become a sage of our century,
one whose voice is heard as much by the youth of today as
throughout the world for the last sixty years.

Krishnamurti, maybe this morning | will have only one question
which in one way or another | will be coming back to in various
ways. In your writings, in your speaking, time and again you come
back to this wonderful little word, lucid and lucidity, but isit
possible living as we are in this confused and confusing world, torn
by conflicting voices without and conflicting tensions within, with
hearts that seem star crossed and tensions that never go, isit
possible in such alife, in such aworld, to live with total lucidity?
And if so, how?

Krishnamurti: | wonder, sir, what you mean by that word ‘lucid'.
| wonder whether you mean clarity.

HS: That's what first comes to mind, yes.

K: Isthis clarity a matter of intellectual perception, or isit a
perception with your whole being, not merely a fragment of your
being, but with the totality of one's whole being?

HS: It certainly has the ring of the latter, it's the | atter.

K: It is not fragmentary, thereforeit is not intellectual or



emotional, or sentimental. And soisit possible in this confused
world, with so many contradictions, and such misery and
starvation, not only outwardly, but also inwardly, such
insufficiency psychologically, outwardly there are so many rich
societies, isit at al possible for ahuman being living in this world
to find within himself a clarity that is constant, that istrue in the
sense not contradictory, isit apossible for a human being to find
it?

HS: That's my question.

K: Your question. | don't see why not. | don't see why it
shouldn't be found by anybody who is really quite serious. Most of
us are not serious at all, we want to be entertained, we want to be
told what to do, we want someone elseto tell us how to live, what
this clarity is, what is truth, what is god, what is righteous
behaviour and so on. Now if we could discard completely all the
authority of psychological specialists, aswell asthe speciaistsin
religion, if one could really deeply negate all authority of that kind,
then one would be relying totally on onesalf.

HS. Well, | feel | may beright off, | am contradicting what you
are suggesting because my impulse after you have said that it
seems to you that it is possible to achieve this lucidity, my impulse
isto ask you immediately, how.

K: Wait, gir.

HS: But you say, am | looking to authority.

K: No, no. What is necessary is the freedom from authority, not
the 'how'. The 'how"' implies a method, a system, away trodden by
others, and someone to tell you, do thisand you will find it.

HS: Now, are you saying with thisthat it is an inappropriate



guestion to ask you how this lucidity isto be achieved?

K: No, not at all, sir. But the 'how' implies that, the 'how’
implies amethod, a system. And the moment you have a system
and a method you become mechanical, you just do what you are
told. And that's not clarity. It islike a child being told by its mother
what it should be from morning until night. And therefore it
becomes dependent on the mother, or the father, whatever it be,
and there is no clarity. So to have clarity, the first essential thing is
freedom. Freedom from authority.

HS: And | feel in akind of bind, because thisfreedomis
attractive too and | want to go towards that, but | also want to pick
your mind and ask you how to proceed? Am | moving away from
my freedom if | ask you how to proceed?

K: No, sir, but | am pointing out the difficulty of that word, the
implication of that word, the 'how'. Not whether one is wandering
away from freedom, or any other thing of that kind, but the word
'how' impliesintrinsically amind that says, please tell me what to
do.

HS: Yes. And | ask again, isthat a mistaken question, isthat a
wrong question?

K: | should think that's a wrong question, the ‘how'. But rather if
you say, what are the things, the obstructions that prevent clarity,
then we can go into it. But if you say right from the beginning,
what is the method - there have been a dozen methods and they
have all failed, they have not produced clarity, or enlightenment, or
a state of peace in man. On the contrary these methods have
divided man; you have your method, and somebody else has his

method, and these methods are everlastingly quarrelling with each



other.

HS: Are you saying that once you abstract certain principles and
formulate them into a method, this becomes too crude to meet the
intricacies.

K: That's right. The intricacies, and the complexities and the
living quality of clarity.

HS: So that the 'how' must always be immediate, from where
one stands, the particular individual.

K: I would never put the ‘how' at all. The 'now' should never
enter into the mind.

HS:. Well, thisis a hard teaching. It may be true and | am
reaching for it, and yet | don't know that it's possible - | don't feel
that it's possible completely to relinquish the question how and
everything.

K: Sir, | think we shall be able to understand each other if we
could go alittle slowly, not into the 'how’, but what are the things
that prevent clarity.

HS: All right, fine.

K: Through negation, through negation come to clarity, not
through the positive method of following a system.

HS: Fine. All right. The negative approach, that is good.

K: I think that is the only way. The positive way of the 'how'
has |lead man to divide himself, his loyalties, his pursuits, you have
the 'how' of yours, and the 'how' of somebody else, and the method
of thisand they are all lost.

HS: Fine.

K: So if we could put aside that question, 'the how' for the time

being, probably you will never put it, afterwards. | hope you won't.



HS: Well, we'll see.

K: So what isimportant is to find out what are the obstructions,
the hindrances, the blocks that prevent clear perception of human
anxiety, fear, sorrow, and the ache of loneliness, the utter lack of
love and all that.

HS: Let's explore the virtues of the negative. What are these?

K: Now, first of all | feel, there must be freedom. Freedom from
authority.

HS. Could we stop right there on this matter of authority. When
you say we should renounce all authority, it seemsto me that the
goal of total freedom and self relianceisavalid one, and yet along
the way it seemsto me that we rely, and should rely, on all kinds of
authorities in certain spheres. When | go to anew territory and |
stop to ask the filling station attendant which way to go, | accept
his authority as he knows more about that than | do. Isn't this...

K: Obvioudly, sir, the specialist knows a little more than the
layman, the experts whether in surgery or technological
knowledge, obviously they know much more than any other person
who is not concerned with that particular technique. But we are
considering not authority along any particular line, but the whole
problem of authority.

HS: And in that areais the answer to understand the areas in
which there is specialized authority, which we should accept, and
where...

K: And where authority is detrimental.

HS: Yes.

K: Authority is destructive. So there are two problems involved

in this question of authority: there is not only the authority of the



expert - let's call him for the moment - which is necessary, but also
the authority of the man who says, psychologically | know, you
don't.

HS: | see.

K: Thisistrue, thisisfalse, you must do this, and you must not
do that.

HS: So one should never turn over one'slifeto...

K: To anybody.

HS.... to anyone else.

K: Because the churches throughout the world, the different
religions, have said, give your life to us, we will direct, we'lll shape
it, we will tell you what to do. Do this, follow the saviour, follow
the church and you will have peace. But, on the contrary churches
have produced terrible wars. Religions of every kind have brought
about fragmentation of the mind. So the question is not, freedom
from a particular authority, but the whole conceptual acceptance of
authority.

HS: Yes. All right. | think | see that and one should never
abdicate one's own conscience.

K: No, I am not talking of conscience. Our conscienceissuch a
petty little affair.

HS:. Well may be we are thinking about conscience - | am
thinking about the conscience of how | should live my life, how |
should live.

K: No, we started out to say, asking the question, why isit man
who has lived for two million years and more, why is man not
capable of clear perception and action? That is the question
involved.



HS: Right. And your first point isthat it is because he doesn't
accept the full responsibility...

K: | don't say that. No, | haven't come to that point yet. | am
saying that, as we said, we must approach this problem negatively.
Which means | must find out what are the blockages.

HS:. Obstacles.

K: Obstacles which prevent perception.

HS: Right.

K: Now one of the major blocks, or hindrances, is this tota
acceptance of authority.

HS: All right. So be ye lamps unto yourself.

K: That's right. So you must be alight to yourself.

HS. Very good.

K: To bealight to yourself you must deny every other light,
however great that light be, whether it be the light of the Buddha,
or XY Z

HS. Perhaps, accept it here or there but nevertheless you retain
the say-so as to where you find it might be valid.

K: No, no sir. No, no. My own authority. What authority have
|2 My authority is the authority of the society. | am conditioned to
accept authority, when | rgject the authority of the outer | accept
the authority of the inner. And my authority of the inner isthe
result of the conditioning in which | have been brought up.

HS: All right. | thought | had thisin place. And | guess perhaps
| still do. The only point that | am not quite sure about at this point
IS, it seems to me while assuming, accepting, affirming and
maintaining one's own freedom...

K: Ah, you can't. Sir, how can a prisoner, except ideologically,



or theoretically, accept heisfree? Heisin prison, and that isthe
fact from which we must move.,

HS: | see.

K: Not accept, obey, fantastic ideological freedom which
doesn't exist. What exists is that man has bowed to this total
authority.

HS: All right. And thisis the first thing we must see and
remove,

K: Absolutely. Completely that must go, for aman that is
serious, and wantsto find out the truth, or see things very clearly.
That is one of the mgjor points. And the demand of freedom, not
only from authority, but the demand from fear, which makes him
accept authority.

HS: Right. That seems true also. And so beneath the craving for
authority is...

K:...isfear.

HS.... isfear which we look to authority to be free from.

K: That's right. So the fear makes man violent, not only
territorial violence, but sexual violence and different forms of
violence.

HS: All right.

K: So the freedom from authority implies the freedom from
fear. And the freedom from fear implies the cessation of every
form of violence.

HS: If we stop violence then our fear recedes?

K: Ah, no sir. It's not a question of recession of fear. Let's put it
round the other way, sir. Man isviolent, linguisticaly,
psychologically, in daily life heis violent, which ultimately leads



to war.

HS: There'salot of it around.

K: And man has accepted war as the way of life, whether in the
office, or at home, or in the playing field, or anywhere war he has
accepted as away of life, which isthe very essence of violence.

HS: Yes.

K: And aggression and all that isinvolved. So aslong as man
accepts violence, livesaway of life whichisviolent, he
perpetuates fear and therefore violence and al so accepts authority.

HS: So these three are akind of vicious circle, each playing into
the other.

K: And the churches say, live peacefully, be kind, love your
neighbour, which is all sheer nonsense. They don't meanit. It is
merely averbal assertion that has no meaning at all. It isjust an
idea because the morality of society which isthe morality of the
church isimmoral.

HS. Are we trying to see then these things that stand between us
and lucidity and freedom, we find authority and fear and violence
working together to obstruct us, where do we go from there?

K: It's not going to some place, sir, but understanding this fact
that most of uslive alifein this ambience, in this cage of authority,
fear and violence. We can't go beyond it, unless one is free from it,
not intellectually or theoretically, but actually be free from every
form of authority, not the authority of the expert, but the feeling of
dependence on authority.

HS: All right.

K: Then, isit possible for a human being to be free completely

of fear? Not only at the superficial level of one's consciousness, but



also at the deeper level, what is called the unconscious.

HS: Isit possible?

K: That's the question, otherwise you are bound to accept
authority of anybody, any Tom, Dick and Harry, with alittle bit of
knowledge, little bit of cunning explanation or intellectual
formulas, you are bound to fall for it. But the question whether a
human being, so heavily conditioned as he is, through propaganda
of the church, through propaganda of society, morality and all the
rest of it, whether such a human being can really be free from fear.
That isthe basic question, Sir.

HS: That's what | wait to hear.

K: | say it is possible, not in abstraction, but actually it is
possible.

HS: All right. And my impulse again is to say, how.

K: Refrain. Y ou see when you say, how, you stop learning. Y ou
cease to learn.

HS: All right, let'sjust forget that | said that.

K: No, no, you can never even ask that, ever, because we are
learning; learning about the nature and the structure of human fear.
At the deepest level and also at the most superficial level, and we
are learning about it. And when you are learning you can't ask
suddenly, how am | to learn. Thereis no ‘how' if you are interested,
iIf the problem isvital, intense, it has to be solved to live
peacefully, then there is no 'how', you say, let's learn about it.

HS: All right.

K: So the moment you bring in the 'how' you move away from
the central fact of learning.

HS: All right, that's fine. Let's continue on the path of learning



about this.

K: Learning. So, what does it mean to learn?

HS:. Are you asking me?

K: Yes. Obvioudy. What does it mean to learn?

HS: It means to perceive how one should proceed in agiven
domain.

K: No, sir, surely. Here is a problem of fear. | want to learn
about it. First of al | mustn't condemn it, | mustn't say, it'sterrible,
and run away from it.

HS: It sounds to me that you have been condemning it in one
way or another.

K: I don't, | don't, | want to learn. When | want to learn about
something | look, there is no condemnation at all.

HS:. Well, we were going at this through a negative route.

K: Which iswhat | am doing.

HS: And fear is an obstacle.

K: About which | am going to learn.

HS: All right.

K: Therefore | can't condemn it.

HS: Well it's not good, you are not advocating it.

K: Ah, no. | am neither advocating or not. Hereis afact of fear.
| want to learn about it. The moment | learn about something | am
free of it. So learning matters. What isimplied in learning? What is
implied in learning? First of all to learn about something there
must be complete cessation of condemnation, or justification.

HS: All right. Yes, | can see that. If we are going to understand
something if we keep our emotions out of it, and try to
dispassionately to...



K: Tolearn. You are introducing words like dispassion, that's
unnecessary. If | want to learn about that camera, | begin to look at
it, undo it, go into it. There is no question of dispassion or passion.
| want to learn. So | want to learn about this question of fear. So to
learn there must be no condemnation, no justification of fear, and
therefore no escape verbally from the fact of fear.

HS: All right.

K: But the tendency isto deny it.

HS: To deny the reality.

K: Theredlity of fear. The reality that fear is causing all these
things. To deny by saying, | must develop courage. So, please, we
are going into this problem of fear because it isreally avery
important question: whether human mind can ever be free of fear.

HS: It certainly is.

K: Which means, whether the mind is capable of looking at
fear, looking, not in abstraction, but actually at fear asit occurs.

HS:. Facing fear.

K: Facing fear.

HS: All right, we should do this, and | agree with you that we
can't deny it.

K: To face it, no condemnation.

HS: All right.

K: No justification.

HS. Simply being true, objective.

K: Aware of fear.

HS: Acknowledging.

K: I don't acknowledge it. If thereisthe camerathere | don't

acknowledge it, it isthere.



HS: All right. | don't want to distract our line of thought with
these words.

K: Please, gir, that's why one has to be awfully careful of words
here, because the word is not the thing, therefore | don't want to
move away from this. To learn about fear there must be no
condemnation or justification. That's afact. Then my mind can -
the mind can look at fear. What isfear? There is every kind of fear:
fear of darkness, fear of the wife, fear of the husband, fear of war,
fear of storm, so many psychological fears. And you cannot
possibly have the time to analyze al the fears, that would take the
whole life time, by then you have not understood any fears.

HS:. So it is the phenomenon of fear itself rather than any...

K: Than any particular fear.

HS: Right. Now what should we learn?

K: Wait, | am going to show you, sir, go slow. Now to learn
about something you must be in complete contact with it. | want -
look sir, | want to learn about fear. Therefore | must look at it, |
must face it. Now to face something implies a mind that does not
want to solve the problem of fear.

HS: Tolook at fear...

K: Is not to solve the problem of fear.

HS: Now...

K: Look, look, thisis very important to understand because if |
want to solve fear | am more concerned with the solution of fear
than facing fear.

HS: A moment ago though we were saying we should think...

K: I amfacingit. Butif | say, | must solveit, | am beyond it
aready, | am not looking.



HS: You say that if we are trying to solve the problem of fear
we are not truly facing it. Isthat right?

K: Quiteright, sir. Y ou see, to face fear the mind must give its
complete attention to fear, and if you give partial attention whichis
to say, | want to solve it and go beyond it, you are not giving it
attention.

HS: | can seethat if you have dlipped attention while you are
not fully attentive.

K: So, in giving complete attention to the learning about fear
there are several problemsinvolved init. | must be brief because
our timeislimited. We generally consider fear as something
outside us. So there is this question of the observer and the
observed. The observer says, | am afraid, and he puts fear as
something away from him.

HS: | am not sure. When | feel afraid, | am afraid, | feel it very
much in here.

K: In here, but when you observeit, it is different.

HS: When | observe fear...

K: Then | put it outside.

HS: No, again that doesn't seem quite right.

K: All right, at the moment of fear there is neither the observer
nor the observed.

HS: That isvery true.

K: That isall | am saying. At the crisis, at the moment of actual
fear there is no observer.

HS: It fills the horizon.

K: Now, the moment you begin to ook at it, faceit, thereisthis

division.



HS:. Between the fearful self and the...

K: The non-fearful self.

HS:. The bear who is going to eat me out there.

K: So intrying to learn about fear, thereisthis division between
the observer and the observed. Now isit possible to look at fear
without the observer? Please, Sir, thisisreally quite an intricate
guestion, a complex question, one hasto go into it very deeply. As
long as there is the observer who is going to learn about the fear
thereisadivision.

HS: That's true. We are not in full contact with it.

K: Thereforein that division is the conflict of trying to get rid of
fear, justify fear. Soisit possible to look at fear without the
observer? So that you are completely in contact with it all the time.

HS:. Well, then you are experiencing fear.

K: I wouldn't like to use that word 'experience’, because
experience implies going through something.

HS: All right. | don't know what word. It seems better than,
looking at, because looking at does seem to imply adivision
between an observer and the observed.

K: Therefore we are using that word 'observing'. Being aware of
fear without choice, which means the choice implies the observer,
choosing whether | don't like this, or that. Therefore when the
observer is absent there is choiceless awareness of fear.

HS: All right.

K: Right. Then what takes place? That's the whole question.
The observer creates the linguistic difference between himself and
the thing observed. Language comesin there. Therefore the word

prevents being completely in contact with fear.



HS: Yes. Words can be a screen.

K: Yes. That's al that we are saying.

HS: All right.

K: So the word mustn't interfere.

HS: True. We have to go beyond that.

K: Beyond the word. But is that possible, to be beyond the
word? Theoretically we say, yes, but we are a slave to words.

HS:. Far too much so.

K: It isobvious, we are a lave to words.

HS: Right.

K: So the mind has to become aware of its own Slavery to
words, realizing that the word is never the thing.

HS: Right.

K: So the mind is free of the word to look. That isall implied.
Sir, look, | want to understand - | mean, the relationship between
two people, husband and wife, is the relationship of images.

HS: Obvioudly.

K: Obvioudly. Thereis no dispute about that. Y ou have your
image, and she has her image about you. The relationship is
between these two images. Now, the real relationship is, the human
relationship is when the images don't exist. In the same way the
relationship between the observer and the observed ceases when
the word is not.

HS: Yes.

K: So heisdirectly in contact with fear.

HS:. We pass through.

K: Through. Thereisfear. Now thereisfear at the conscious

level, which one can understand fairly quickly. But there are the



deeper layers of fear, so-called at the hidden parts of the mind. To
be aware of that. Now that meansisit possible to be aware without
analysis? Analysis takes time.

HS: Right. Surely it's possible.

K: How? Not the 'how' of method. Y ou say, surely it is possible.
Isit? Thereisthiswhole reservoir of fear - the fear of the rays, you
follow, the whole content of the unconscious. The content is the
UNCONSCi OUS.

HS: All right.

K: Now, to be aware of al that, which means not through
dreams, again that takes too long.

HS:. Are you talking about whether we can be explicitly aware
of the full reach of mind?

K: Yes. Thefull content, reach of the mind which is both the
conscious as well as the deeper layers. The totality of
CONSCi OUSNESS,

HS: Yes. And can we be explicitly aware of al of that? | am not
sure.

K: | say itispossible. It isonly possible when you are aware
during the day what you say, the words you use, the gestures, the
way you talk, the way you walk, what your thoughts are, to be
completely and totally aware of all that.

HS: Do you think all of that can be before you in total
awareness?

K: Yes, sir. Absolutely. When there is no condemnation and
justification. When you are directly in contact with it.

HS: It seemsto me that the mind is sort of like an iceberg with

region of it...



K: Aniceberg is one-tenth below and nine-tenths above. It is
possible to see the whole of it, during the day. During the day if
you are aware of your thoughts, of your feelings, aware of the
motives, which demands a mind that is highly sensitive.

HS. We can certainly be aware of much, much more than we
usually are. When you say we can be aware...

K: Totaly, yessir.

HS.... of al the psychological factors.

K: I am showing you. | am showing you. Y ou are denying it.
Y ou say, itisnot possible, then it is not possible.

HS: No, I'd like to believe that.

K: No, it's not a question of belief. | don't have to believein
what | see. It'sonly when | don't see | belief in god, or in thisor
that.

HS. For meit is a matter of belief, maybe not for you because
youl...

K: Belief isthe most destructive part of life. Why should |
believe the sun rises? | seethe sunrises. | believe, when | do not
know what loveisthen | believein love.

HS. Like so many times when | listen to you speak it seemsto
me like a half truth which is stated as afull truth, and | wonder
whether that is for the sake of emphasis, or whether it redlly is, you
really mean to carry it al the way.

K: No, sir. Tomeitrealy is.

HS: We have been speaking of the elements that block us, the
things that block us from alife of lucidity and freedom, authority,
violence, fear. Our timeis short and | wouldn't like to spend all the

time on these obstacles. |s there any affirmative we can say of this



condition.

K: Sir, anything affirmative indicates authority. It's only the
authoritarian mind that says, 'let's be affirmed'. Whichisin
opposition to negation. But the negation we are talking about has
no opposite.

HS: Well now when | ask you for an affirmative statement it
doesn't seem to me that | am turning over adecision to use an
authority. | just want to hear if you have something interesting to
say which | will then stand judgement upon.

K: With regard to what?

HS: Asto whether it speaks to my condition.

K: What? With regard to what, you said something, about what?

HS: About the state of life that it seems to me we are groping
for in our words to describe.

K: Areyou trying to say, gir, that lifeis only in the present?

HS: In one sense | think that istrue.

K: No, | am asking you, isthiswhat you are asking: is life to be
divided into the past, present and future, which becomes
fragmentary, and not atotal perception of living?

HS: Well again as so often it seems to me that the answer is
both, and. In one sense it isaunity and it is present and the present
isall we have, but man isatime-binding animal, as they say, who
looks before and aft.

K: So man isthe result of time, not only evolutionary but
chronological aswell as psychological.

HS: Yes.

K: So heistheresult of time: the past, the present and the

future.



HS: Right.

K: Now, he lives mostly in the past.

HS: All right, mostly.

K: Heisthe past.

HS: All right.

K: No, no, I'll show it to you. Heisthe past because helivesin
memory.

HS: Not totally.

K: Wait, sir. Follow it step by step. He livesin the past and
therefore he thinks and examines and looks from the background of
the past.

HS: Which is both good and bad.

K: No, no. We are saying good and bad. There is no good past
or bad past. We are concerned with the past. Don't give it aname.

HS: All right.

K: Like calling it good or bad, then we are lost. He livesin the
past, examines everything from the past and projects the future
from the past. So helivesin the past, he is the past. And when he
thinks of the future or the present, he thinks in terms of the past.

HS: All right. It seems to me that most of the time that is true
but there are new perceptions that break through, new experiences
that break through the whole momentum of the past.

K: New experiences break through only when thereis an
absence of the past.

HS: Well it seemsto meitislikeitisamerging of things that
we perforce bring with us from the past, but bring to play upon the
novelty, the newness of the present. And it is afusion of those two.

K: Look, sir, if | want to understand something new | must look



at it with clear eyes. | can't bring the past with all the recognition
process, with all the memories, and then translate what | see as
new. Surely, surely, now just a minute: the man who invented the
jet, must have forgotten, or be completely familiar with the
propeller, and then there was an absence of knowledge in which he
discovered the new.

HS: That's fine.

K: Wait, wait. It is not a question of, that's fine. That isthe only
way to operateinlife. That is, | must be completely aware - there
must be complete awareness of the past, an absence of the past, to
see the new.

HS: All right.

K: Or to come upon the new.

HS: All right.

K: You are conceding reluctantly.

HS: | am conceding reluctantly because | think | see what you
are saying, | think | agree with the point that you are making, but it
is also true that one operatesin terms of ...

K: The past.

HS.... symbolsthat one has. And it is not as though we begin de
novo.

K: De novo is not possible, but we have to begin de novo
because life demands it, because we have lived in thisway,
accepting war, hatred, brutality, competition, and anxiety, guilt, all
that we have accepted that, we live that way. | am saying to bring
about a different quality, adifferent way of living the past must

disappear.
HS. We must be open to the new.



K: Yes. Therefore the past must have no meaning.

HS: That | can't go aong with.

K: That iswhat is the whole world is objecting to. The
established order says, | can't let go for the new to be. And the
young people throughout the world say, let's revolt against the old.
But they don't understand the whole complications of it. So they
say, what have you given us, except examinations, job, and
repetition of the old pattern - war and favourite wars, wars.

HS: Well you are pointing out, it seemsto me, the importance
of not being slavesto the past. And that's so true and | don't want
toin any way...

K: The past being the tradition, the past being the pattern of
morality, which is the social morality, which is not moral.

HS. But at the same time there is only one generation, namely
ourselves, that separates the future generation from the cave man.

K: | agree with all that.

HS. If the cave man were to be totally rescinded we would start
right now.

K: Oh, no, no. To break through the past, sir, demands a great
deal of intelligence, agreat deal of sensitivity to the past. Y ou can't
just break away fromit.

HS: OK, | am convinced.

K: So the problem redlly, sir, is, can we live a different way.

HS:. Here, here.

K: A different way in which there are no wars, no hatreds, in
which man loves man, without competition, without division,
saying you are a Christian, you are a Catholic, you are a Protestant,

you are this. That's all so immature. It has no meaning. It's an



intellectual sophisticated division. And that is not areligious mind
at al, that's not religion. A religious mind isamind that has no
hatred, that lives completely without fear, without anxiety, in
which there is not a particle of antagonism. Therefore a mind that
loves - that is a different dimension of living altogether. And
nobody wants that.

HS: And in another sense everybody wants that.

K: But they won't go after it.

HS: They won't go after it?

K: No, of course not. They are distracted by so many other
things, they are so heavily conditioned by their past, they hold on
toit.

HS: But | think there are some who will go after it.

K: Wait sir, very few.

HS: The numbers don't matter.

K: The minority is always the most important thing.

HS: Krishnamurti, as| listen to you and try to listen through the
word to what you are saying, it seems to me that what | hear is that
first, I should work out and each of us should work out his own
salvation, not leaning on authority outside; second, not to allow
words to form a film between us and actual experience, not to
mistake the menu for the meal; and third, not to let the past
swallow up the present, take possession, to responding to a
conditioning of the past, but rather to be always open to the new,
the novel, the fresh. And finally, it seems to me you are saying
something like the key to doing thisisaradical reversal in our
point of view. It is as though we were prisoners straining at the
bars for the light, and looking for the glimpse of light that we see



out there and wondering how we can get out towards it, while
actually the door of the cell is open behind usif only we would
turn around, we could walk out into freedom. Thisiswhat is
sounds to me like you are saying. Isthisit?

K: A little bit, sir, alittle hit.

HS: All right. What else? What other than that? Or if you want
to amplify.

K: Sir, surely sir, in thisisinvolved the everlasting struggle,
conflict, man caught in his own conditioning, and straining,
struggling, beating his head to be free. And again we have accepted
with the help of religions and all the rest of the group that effort is
necessary. That's part of life. To me that is the highest form of
blindness, of limiting man to say, you must everlastingly livein
effort.

HS: And you think...

K: Not, 'l think', it isso. Sir, it isnot a question of thought.
Thought is the most...

HS. Leave those two words and just say, we don't have to.

K: But to live without effort requires the greatest sensitivity and
the highest form of intelligence. Y ou don't just say, well | won't
struggle, and become like a cow. But one has to understand how
conflict arises, the duality in us, the fact of 'what is, and ‘what
should be', there isthe conflict. If there is no 'what should be',
which isideological, which is non real, which isfiction, and see
'what is, and face it, live with it without the 'what should be', then
thereis no conflict at all. It's only when you compare, evaluate
with 'what should be', and then look with ‘what should be' at the

'what is, then conflict arises.



HS: There should be no tension between the ideal and the
actual.

K: Noided at all. Why should we have anideal? Theidedl is
the most idiotic form of conceptual thing, why should | have an
ideal ? The fact is burning there, why should | have an ideal about
anything?

HS. Well now once more when you speak like that it seemsto
me that you break it into an either/or.

K: No, no.

HS: Not the ideal but the actual where it seems to me the truth
IS somehow both of these,

K: Ah, no. Truth is not a mixture of the ideal and the 'what is,
then you produce some melange of some dirt. Thereis only ‘what
IS. Sir, look, take a very simple example: we human beings are
violent. Why should | have an ideal of non-violence? Why can't |
deal with the fact?

HS: Of violence?

K: Of violence without non-violence. Theideal isan
abstraction, isadistraction. The fact is| am violent, man is violent.
L et's tackle that, let's come to grips with that and see if we can't
live without violence.

HS: But can...

K: Please, there is no dualistic processin this. Thereisonly the
fact that | am violent, man isviolent, and isit possible to be free of
that. Why should | introduce the idealistic nonsense?

HS: No dualism, you say, no separation, and in your view isit
the case that there is no separation?

K: Absolutely.



HS: Isthere any separation, you, me?

K: Sir, wait, physically thereis. Y ou have got a black suit, are a
fairer person than me, and so on.

HS: But you don't feel dualistic.

K: If | felt dualistic | wouldn't even sit down to discuss with
you, then intellectually we play with each other.

HS: Right. Now perhaps we are saying the same thing, but
awaysit comes out in my mind it's a both/and - we are both
separate and united.

K: No. Sir, when you love somebody with your heart, not with
your mind, do you feel separate?

HS:. | doinsome- | feel both. | feel both separate and together.

K: Thenitisnot love.

HS: | wonder because part of the joy of love isthe relationship
which involvesin some sense, like Ramakrishna said, 'l don't want
to be sugar, | want to eat sugar'.

K: I don't know Ramakrishna, | don't want any authority, | don't
want to quote any bird.

HS: Don't get hung up on this.

K: Sir, no. | am dealing - we are dealing with facts, not with
what somebody said. Thefact is...

HS: That in love, part of the beauty and the glory of it, isthe
sense of unity embracing what in certain respects is separate.

K: Sir, just aminute, sir. Let's be alittle more unromantic about
it. The fact iswhen there is love between man and woman, in that
isinvolved possession, domination, authority, jealousy, all that is
involved in it. Of course thereis. And comfort, sexual pleasure,
and the remembrance. All that. A bundle of all that.



HS: And there's some positive things you have left out.

K: A bundle of all that. Islove jealousy? Islove pleasure? Is
love desire? If it is pleasure it is merely the activity of thought,
saying, 'Well, | slept with that woman, therefore she is mine' and
the remembrance of all that. That's not love. Thought is not love.
Thought breeds fear, thought breeds pain, thought breed pleasure,
and pleasure is not love.

HS:. Thought breeds only the negative?

K: What is the positive? What is the positive thing that thought
produces, except mechanical things?

HS: A love poem.

K: Sir, love poem. What? The man feels something and puts it
down. The putting down isirrelevant, merely aform of
communication. But to fedl it is nothing to do with thought. To
trandate it then it is necessary for thought. But to love...

HS: Thought and words can also give form to our feelings
which would remain inchoate without them.

K: Now, isthere...

HS:. Bring them to resolution, to satisfying resolutions.

K: Isrelationship a matter of thought?

HS: Not only, but thought can contribute to a relationship.

K: Thought is aways the old, relationship is something new.

HS: Y es, but there are new thoughts.

K: Ah! Thereis no such thing as new thoughts. Forgive me to
be so emphatic.

HS: No, | likeit.

K: I don't think there is a new thought. Thought can never be

free because thought is the response of memory, thought is the



response of the past.

HS: When a great poet comes through with the right words to
articulate a new perception, nobody has before, not even god, has
thought of those particular words.

K: That's a mere matter of a cunning gift of putting words
together. But what we are talking about...

HS: A noble trade.

K: Ah, that's a minor thing. No, sir, that's a minor thing; the
major thing is to see the beauty of life and see the immensity of it,
and to love.

HS: There it ended, a conversation with Krishnamurti. But what
ended was only the words, not the substance. For Krishnamurti was

speaking, as always, of that life that has no end, and no beginning.



PARIS4TH PUBLIC DIALOGUE 22ND APRIL,
1969 TALKING WITH YOUNG PEOPLE ABOUT
DESIRE, PAIN AND PLEASURE

K: Now shall we take up that point of pleasure and pain? It isreally
very interesting if you go into it. What is pleasure, what is pain,
what islove. Shall we really discuss it thoroughly, deeply? Right.

What is pleasure, what to you is pleasure? To see aflower, to
see acloud, to see aqirl, sex, to be praised, flattered, to feel
superior, to fedl that you have achieved your metier, and so on -
pleasureisthat. Which is, some kind of not only sensual pleasure
of the senses, but also it is much more psychologically, isn't it?

Q: [In French] Pleasureis before all an agreeable sensation
which procures us a certain inward security.

K: Yes, yesdir, that'sit. Agreeable sensations. And if security
can give that agreeable sensation you will hold on to it. Sex gives
pleasure and you keep at it, you want it. And with that pleasure
goes also pain, doesn't it? No? Can you separate the two and keep
them completely apart? What do you say, sirs? | will only have
pleasure and no pain at any time. That's what we want. And can
that be maintained. And our relationship with othersis based on
that principle of pleasure: | like you, and | dislike another. Y ou are
my friend, and he is not my friend. The friend may have caused me
discomfort, questioned me, distrusted me, talked against me. So
can we keep the pleasure principle and the pain separate? Or they
aways go together.

Q: That'sintellectual.

K: Isthisintellectual ? Because thisis the obvious fact of live,



isn't it? | would like to have always pleasure and no pain at any
time. Right? Can that happen? | like to always have friends who
never question, doubt, ask, disbelieve what | say. And when they
disbelieve | get hurt, | distrust. So can the two things be kept apart?

Q: If you completely isolate yourself from the world you may
be able to have pleasure and nothing else.

K: Can you separate yourself from the world, isolate yourself
from the world, livein a cave?

Q: Some people do.

K: Ah! But do you? | mean, after all what some people do has
nothing to do with you. Therefore that means retiring from the
world, withdrawing from the world, isolating yourself in your own
imagination of what pleasureis. There are agreat many neurotic
people like that; hospitals are full of them.

So as a human being, you and |, not the monk outside there in
the Himalayas, or in some cave, can we keep the two apart? If we
cannot - and it cannot be - then what shall we do? That's the
guestion, isn't it? Right sir? No? | want pleasure and | don't want
pain. The more | ask for pleasure the greater the pain. No? So what
shall | do? | want pleasure and | don't want pain. | resist pain and
invite pleasure. Now how shall | meet these two, the pain and the
pleasure principle?

Q: It isnot a question of pleasure but desire.

K: Yes, itisnot aquestion of pleasure but desire. Now what is
desire? Go on sirs. What is desire?

Q: Searching for pleasure.

K: The looking for pleasure. No, desire by itself | am talking,

not what desire does, what it wants. What is desire?



Q: [In French] It isto intervene in order to obtain something
that we don't have.

K: No, sir. How does desire come into being?

Q: [In French] That's a thought, a sensation...

K: No, sir, before, wait sir, wait. Examine it, examineit alittle
bit.

Q: It isareaction.

K: Now how does this reaction come?

Q: [In French] From being unsatisfied.

K: Watchit, sir, itisso simple.

Q: Perhaps the lack of pleasure.

K: No, sir, no sir.

Q: Y ou see something, you want it.

K: No, look at it sir. | see thereisthis beautiful carpet - if itis
beautiful, | am saying, let's call it beautiful! - and thereis
perception, right, the seeing of it, the touching of it, the sensation,
and the desire to.. No? Right? The seeing, the contact, the
sensation, and the desire. Right? | see a beautiful car, or a beautiful
woman, or a beautiful furniture: sensation, desire.

Q: [In French] By desire we want to keep the pleasure for ever.

K: Yes. We are discussing desire, how it comes. Right? | see
how it comes. Now watch it. Now what happens?

Q: [In French] What is the cause of this desire.

K: No, what happens then? | see abeautiful car: sensation,
desire, then thought comesin and says, | wish | could own it. No? |
wish | could have that chair. No? So when thought takes over
desire, then it becomes pleasure or pain. No?

Q: What do you mean by 'takes over'?



K: What do | mean by 'take over'? One can see the car and say,
how beautiful it is, and leave it there. But thought says, no, | would
like to have it. Right? There thought sustains the desire, gives
desire a continuity. Right? Right sir?

Q: Thereisnot only adesire to get something, thereisthe
desire to get away from something.

K: It'sthe same thing, sir. The same thing. The 'get away from
something' is pain; desire for something is pleasure. Right? Can we
go on from there? No, please be quite sure. Don't move away from
that if we are not sure.

Q: Sometimes desire is an absence of something, not focussed
on a specific object which is wanted, afeeling of something that
isn't there without it.

K: Of course. | have had something very pleasurable yesterday,
itisn't thereand | want it.

Q: In that case you would know what it was.

K: Yes, of course.

Q: In some cases you might not be sure. But it's still desire.

K: But isthis clear? Desire. How desire arises. Contact,
perception, seeing, touching, sensation, then thought says, | wish |
had it, or | wish it didn't happen to me. So thought begins the
pleasure and the pain. Right? | am not trying to convince you of
anything. You understand, sir? We are just examining. | am not
your authority, because | am gone in acouple of days. Even if | am
here | am not your authority anyhow. So that's a fact.

And then what am | to do? Thought is doing this all the time.
Right? Encouraged by society, the environment in which | live,
through magazines, posters, propaganda, the priests, it is doing that



al the time, thought is being influenced. And also thought says, |
wish | had more of that pleasure, | want to become the chief
minister. The same principle. Y ou follow? | and the society
encouraging each other. Right? So what shall | do? How shall |
deal with thisthing? How shall the mind tackle thisthing? Must |
live alwaysin this duality? Right? Pleasure and pain. Battle, you
follow? And that'swhat is called living. And isit possibleto live
differently and yet not smother pleasure? | don't know if you.. Not
destroy pleasure, like the priests says, "I must have no pleasure,
therefore | won't look at awoman, | won't have sex, | won't look at
beautiful pictures, | won't look at the mountains. | will keep my
eyes on Jesus and the book™.

Q: Isit possible to choose?

K: No, no. Isit possible to choose? Pain or pleasure?

Q: [In French] Isit possible to follow or refuse thought, to try to
stop it?

K: Look, sir, what you are asking. First let us see the exact
state: desire, thought, pleasure, pain. And thought is always
demanding pleasure and yet it is creating pain. Right? | think - |
mean there is the thought of sexual pleasure, thinking about it,
demanding it and being frustrated, and then anger, jealousy, which
is the pain. Right? So shall the human life be spent in these
opposites? What will you do? That's your problem. That's the
problem. Now how will you deal with it? What will you do?

Q: (Inaudible)

K: Please sir, do listen. Let's play this. There is nobody to tell
you what to do. Right? No specialist, no authority, no gurus,

nobody. How will you answer this question? How will you go



beyond it?

Q: [In French] I'm wondering if by following the process of
desirein general, we'll face a particular desire, meet it, deal with it,
rightly.

K: That means what?

Q: [In French] Talking in general may not be useful at all if
We...

K: No, no, no. | am not talking of that. | am saying how will
you solve this question, pleasure and pain? It's your baby, it's left
in your hands. How will you solveit? It has nothing to do with me,
itisyours. How will you solve this?

Q: (Inaudible)

K: Sir, you are not observing in yourself, if | may point out.
Watch it in yourself sir. Thereisthis principle going on inside, the
pleasure and the pain. How will you deal with this?

Q: By being attentive.

K: Attentive to what?

Q: Towhat is around you, you don't go far unless you have
attention.

Q: | think either you can say, yes, to pleasure and be ready to
pay the price of pain for it, or you try to renounce both of them.

K: How can you renounce both of them? All that is an
intellectual conception.

Q: | think you can say, | would like to have peace, and | know
that you can have peace, you don't have to ook for desire, you can
haveit.

K: Therefore you won't look at atree, you won't look at the

moon and the first slip of the moon?



Q: You can look at the moon without desiring it.

K: That's fairly easy, madam, the moon is very far away. But |
see something very nicein front of me and | want it. Y ou are not
facing this thing.

Q: [In French] One cannot give up desire anyway.

Q: How does pain arise?

K: We said that. How pain arisesisfairly clear. Thought.
Thought. Thought thinks about something which has given
pleasure and goes on thinking about it and sustains the pleasure.
Right? Thought thinking of some danger that you have had, thinks
about it, fear comesinto it. It's clear. What will you do, sirs?

Q: Not think about it.

K: Then how will you stop thinking? Y ou see, you are just
gpeculating, you don't fedl it. Y ou have to solve it, you see. Y ou
are playing with words. | don't want to live between hate and love.
Right? Hate being pain, and love, so-called love being pleasure. |
don't want to live battling between these two for the rest of my life.
So | must find some means of understanding this whole thing.
What shall | do? Come on sirs, let's discussit.

Q: (Inaudible)

K: Who is saying all this? Who is saying al this?

Q: [In French] When one lives, one sees that we are happy,
unhappy, it's an illusion, often...

K: Yessir, but who issaying itisanillusion?

Q: [In French] I open a Krishnamurti book which speaks about
al that, and | revise my lesson.

K: But sir, you read something, you mean to say that helps you
to understand this whole thing deeply and are free of this principle



of pain and pleasure. No, you don't get this, Sir.

All right sirs, let'sgo into it. May we go into it? Let'sgo into it.

Q: When you have a specia sensation, during this and seeing
that it is probably pain, it wakes me up, | am aware of it when |
feel it, when | am aware | fed it.

K: Pleasure?

Q: Yes.

K: Don't you feel the same when you are aware of pain?

Q: Yes.

K: Then what? Don't be aware of it?

Q: No. It wakes me. | don't know how to put it. It wakes one.

K: | don't quite understand this, sir, sorry.

Q: It wakes you up, thisfeeling of sensation of pleasure or pain.
And you look at it, you are aware of it. It seemsto meit is not
pleasure or pain.

Q: Heissaying sir, that when you are aware of pleasureitisno
longer pleasure, and there is no longer pain.

K: You are saying, are you, Sir, to be aware at the moment of
pleasure and pain?

Q: Yes. Not by intention, just..

K: Just to be aware of it.

Q: Yes.

K: Neither discarding it, nor rgecting it.

Q: Yes.

K: Nor resisting it, nor inviting it. Just to be aware. Right? Have
you done it?

Q: It happens.

K: Yes. | am not being cynical, sir, please. | am just saying,



have you done it. If you have then you know what it meansto be
aware. That is, to be aware without censor, without judgement,
without choice. Right? That is to look without any choice. Right?
Which means what?

Q: Looking at this as afact.

K: Asafact, yes. No, then what happens? Go on! Y ou see!

Q: [In French] One creates a distance between the desire itself
that one observes as an object and oneself.

K: Sir, look, | have pleasure and pain. | have learnt now the
trick of being aware. Right? A trick. So | know now what to do.

Q: Once you become aware that there is pleasure and pain, you
just live with this awareness. And so you are guite conscious that
when pain or pleasure comes, you are just aware of them and you
don't do anything about them. Y ou just understand them, and you
don't go into them without knowing what you are doing.

K: Sir, he said just know, sir, please, he said, if you are aware
another thing happens. Right?

Q: You are not..

K: You havetold methat. | have learnt atrick. Right? The next
time | have pleasure | know it is going to bring pain, therefore | am
going to be aware. Look what has happened to me, what has
happened to the mind. Y ou are following what | am saying?

Q: Unaware, yes, we are unaware.

K: Gointoit sir, you are not following it. | have learnt a clever
trick of not suffering. Right? And what has happened to me? | am
still as stupid as before. Now | have added anew trick. It'slike a
circus. Right? And there | am. Isthat what pleasure and pain, is

that all that it means? That | have learnt atrick not to suffer?



Q: When | say | don't want to live between pleasure and pain,
thisis aready another desire created out of the imagination that
there is another state of mind.

K: Yes, sir, quite right.

Q: But thisis not the case. Seeing this, totally seeing this state
of mind isawareness. But just to say | don't want to live between
pleasure and pain doesn't..

K: | am just pointing out, sir, the danger of learning a new trick.
You follow? That's al. | am not saying it isright, or wrong. | have
learnt now how to meet pain. | won't go to church, | won't escape,
I'll just become aware of it, afact, and | am going to become
aware. | am aware and it disappears. Right? At the end of that, then
what?

Q: At least, you are not aware all thetime, it is coming back.

K: So | haveto learn that trick too. So | have to learn how to be
aware all the time so as not to suffer. Which means not to have any
pleasure either. Right? | can't put away one without the other. |
must put both away. | don't know if you are meeting al this. So
what shall | do? | am not going to learn any tricks because that is
too stupid. | want to find out how to deal with aliving thing. A
living thing. Pleasureis aliving thing, painisaliving thing. And if
| have learnt some clever way of looking at it | approach it with a
dead mind.

So | have learnt something: for aliving thing | must also be
alivetolook at it, not learn a dead trick. Right? Now how shall |
meet this thing, pleasure and pain? Not through trick. Right? So |
have to learn about it because | have to learn about aliving thing,

not a dead thing. So can my mind - can the mind learn about a



living thing? And it can only learn about aliving thing if it is not
dead. Right, are you following? So when there is a conclusion that
| must be awarethen it is dead. Any form of conclusionisto
destroy the mind. Right?

Q: Thenitisnot learning.

K: Thenitisnot learning. So | watch. | see the truth of that. |
say, by Jove, any form of conclusion dullsthe mind. Have
conclusions? Have | conclusions? | have and | say, | must be
aware. So | am watching. Have | any conclusions, any beliefs -
which are all conclusions - any conceptual ideology? So what has
happened? So what has happened? Watch it, sir, look. Desire, pain
and pleasure; then somebody said, be aware of it, old boy, and it
will stop it, and | nearly swallowed that hook. Y ou follow? And |
say, ny Jove, | seethe danger of that. So | seefor aliving thing |
must have avery active mind, not adull mind, not adull feeling, or
an habitual feeling. And have | habitual feelings? Y ou follow how
step by step | have gone to find out that | have got habitual,
traditional feelings. Which dull the mind, therefore | don't
understand pleasure and pain. | wonder if you are understanding all
this?

So now | am going to learn about myself. | am not concerned
about pleasure and pain. Y ou understand now? | am concerned to
seeif thereis any part of thiswhole being, whichisthe me, is
dead, dull, stupid, not alive, has come to conclusions, and remains
with those conclusions. So | am learning about myself now. | don't
know if you are following? Desire, pleasure, pain, the trick of
awareness, how the mind nearly caught init, and therefore through
al that | have learnt that | must look at myself to seeif thereisany



part of me that is dead.

Q: lsn't that another trick?

K: Isit? Learning. Learning isn't atrick. | am learning as| go
along. Trick is something which | accept, aformula, and apply that
formulain order to get rid of something. So thisis not atrick
because | am learning. | am learning about myself, upon which so
many tricks have been played. Right sirs?

Q: [In French] One may be frightened of observing, studying
oneself. One doesn't want to see one's own death.

K: Wait. So | want to learn about myself. Am | frightened to
learn about myself? To seewhat | am, am | frightened? Why am |
frightened? Waitch it, sir. Why am | frightened? Because | have a
conclusion about myself. | don't know if you follow this? | am
frightened to see myself as| am because | have cometo a
conclusion I am amarvellous man. Or | am avery ugly man. So
the conclusion, the ideal, breeds fear, not the fact. | don't know if
you are meeting all this. Right? So | am learning about myself, not
adding more conclusions. So | have learnt something, whichis, |
am afraid. | am afraid because | have an image about myself. Now
why have | an image about myself? Haven't you an image about
yourself? Why?

Q: [In French] Because of the conditioning, externa life.

K: So you blame the image on the society? Isit? Or am | aso
building an image about myself all the time? Society says you must
be a great success. And also to be successful gives me great
pleasure. SO it isacombination of both. No? So | am building an
image about myself all the time based on pleasure and pain. | don't

know if you are following all this. Right? No? So | have come



back. | have started in examining pleasure and pain, and | have
found myself that all my lifeisbased on this principle. Right, sirs?
So where am | now? | only want pleasure and avoid pain. | study
myself in order to attain greater pleasure. No? Which is called
enlightenment, god, you follow, al the rest of it.

So: may | go alittle further? Now | see that anything | attempt
to learn about, about something, must be either to resist it or to
derive pleasure. Right? So what isthereto learn? What is learning
then? If my whole structure is based on this principle, pleasure and
pain, the past, the present and the future, what isthereto learn? |
don't think you are meeting this? | have learnt everything about
myself. No? Right sir? No, are we meeting?

Q: [In French] Y ou mean by the fact of understanding images
we build all the time, thisislearning?

K: Sir, look, we started with pleasure and pain, desire, thought,
learning a formula which will stop. Then | am frightened to ook at
myself because | have an image about myself. The image says,
don't look because you may find ugly things in you, and so be
afraid of it, so don't look. The not looking is dictated by pleasure,
not by fear.

Q: [In French] Y ou say that one shouldn't have the desire for
learning, but rather be surprised...

K: No, no. No, sir. Just follow it sir. If you have followed this
inwardly you will seeit. So | started out with pain and pleasure,
and | find I am learning about myself. Right? And what is there to
learn about myself? | have learnt. There has been atremendous
learning which is the mind very subtley wants pleasure and

wanting to avoid pain, in different forms, in different



circumstances, different ambience and so on. That's what it wants.
Superior, inferior, god, hell - you know. And | say, by Jove, | will
observe only, not learn. Y ou don't understand.

Q: Have | learnt everything about myself when | have seen this
pleasure, that pleasure and pain are the same?

K: Yes, sir. You can add more details to it.

Q: Doesn't this rather simplify it?

K: I smplified it of course, purposefully because | can't go too
much into it, but I am showing you something else whichiis,
learning in order to have pleasure and avoid pain, which is what we
are doing all thetime, and that is not learning.

Q: So you say observe.

K: Observe.

Q: Who is observing?

K: That'sjust it. Wait. Go into alittle bit. Who is the observer?

Q: Me.

K: Who isthe me?

Q: It wants..

K: Who isthe me?

Q: My thoughts.

K: My thoughts.

Q: My memories.

K:Yes.

Q: My image.

K: Image. Thought, which is memory, image which is memory,
the 'me' is a bundle of memories. Right? Memories of dead things.
So the 'me’ is a dead thing. No? So the 'me' islooking at everything

alive. | look at you who is alive, or the flowers, with a dead me



inside looking. No? | love you. Look at it, what has taken place
there. The 'me' says, | love you. The 'me' with all the memories, the
'me' with all its thoughts which are dead, and love is aliving thing,
otherwise love is not amemory. | don't know if you are following
al this. Sowhen | say, "l love you", adead thing issaying it to a
living thing, and can a dead thing speak to aliving thing? Y ou
don't see.

So can | - can the mind and the heart 1ook, not with dead
conclusions, memories, ideas, images, but look with something
which isliving, which islove. No? Don't agree, sir. Y ou know this
isreal meditation, you know. Can it look at life, at my wife,
husband, the neighbour, the world, with those eyes?

Q: When it is not looking it is not dissipating.

K: Then something elseistaking place. If | ook at you with my
image about you, | am not looking at you. Right? My image about
you islooking. Look at it, sir. A strange phenomenais going on. |
have not only an image of you but | have an image about myself.
So there are two images in me, and many more, but for the moment
two. The you and the me. So | am looking with two images at you.
And thislooking is called relationship. Right? When | say, | love
you, it means that - my image about myself and the image which |
have built about you, and the images are obviously dead, adding to
it or subtracting, but they are dead.

So can | - can the mind and the heart ook without being dead?
And then possibly only one can say, | love you. Now | have learnt,
learnt, not just speculated. By investigating, looking at desire and
al that | have learnt something enormous. Right? | have learnt -
the mind has learnt to put away everything dead. Which means



tradition, image, you follow, wipeit clean.

Q: [In French] Why do | build these images?

K: Why does one build these images? That's fairly ssimple too. |
come to you and say, oh, how very intelligent you are. L ook,
immediately you have built an image about it, haven't you? Y ou
like being flattered and you have an image, you are my friend. |
say to you - | won't, not to you, sir, | say somebody is stupid. At
that moment you have created an image. But if you are really
attentive at that moment you won't have an image. | wonder if you
see this. So when the mind is attentive there is freedom, when the
mind isinattentive then there isimmense... you follow? Then you
will say, how am | to be attentive al the time. Right? Right?

Q: (Inaudible)

K: Areyou asking that question? Aren't you very greedy. When
you say, how can | be attentive all the time, aren't you being
greedy? And why are you asking it? Watch it sir. Why are you
asking it?

Q: Because we expect pleasure from all this.

K: Exactly. So | spend - one spends most of one'slife
inattentive. Right? And occasionally attention. And | say, by Jove,
if | could move this inattention to attention everything will be all
right. Right? Now can that be done? Can inattention become
attentive? Y ou are following? It can't. Y ou understand? The two
are entirely two different states; one is asleep, the other is awake.
How can the sleepy state become the other? It can't. Right? So
what isto be done? Let there be attention in the sleepy state. L et
me be aware, attentive that | am asleep. Right? Then | am attentive.

| don't know if we are meeting?



So | have learnt a great deal. By one question, pleasure and
pain, the mind has learnt atremendous lot, which is enlightenment.
To seethings very clearly, with light, is enlightenment. But we
won't go into that, that brings in quite a different problem.

Q: What problem does that bring in?

K: What problem does enlightenment bring? Enlightenment
doesn't bring.

Q: The question of enlightenment.

K: The question of enlightenment. What is enlightenment?
Right? Y ou read books on Hindu religion?

Q: Sometimes.

K: Oh, my lord! | haven't read them so | am at aloss. Y ou know
what is enlightenment, what does it mean? To be alight to oneself.
Light. And that light cannot be lit by another. Right? Do see this,
sir, please. So no authority, nobody can light the light. In that light
everything is seen very clearly; thereisno illusion, thereis no
darkness, there is no shadow, there is no wish, thereis no image.
That's what it means to be an enlightened human being. So can the
mind be free of all authority? All authority, not one particular
authority of the police, but all authority inwardly, of every kind.
Which means also the authority of knowledge, the authority of
memory, the authority of experience. Y ou follow, sir? The problem
IS tremendous, you have no idea.

Q: How can one escape the authority of oneself?

K: How can one escape from the authority of oneself. The
authority of oneself is knowledge, experience. Isn'tit? | have
experienced - what, joy - that's the authority. Look what has
happened: | have experienced joy, which isin the past. The past



then becomes the authority. Y ou don't say in the state of
experiencing, | have experienced. | don't know if you are following
al this. Are we meeting each other? While we are looking at the
sunset, the beauty of it, the colour of it, the joy of it, in that
moment you say, | am experiencing great delight. Y ou don't say
that. You only say it when it is over and when you have
remembered it, and then tell somebody. So the authority of one's
own experience is the dead authority of yesterday, therefore
valueless. Right?

S0 to have no authority means to be free from yesterday:
knowledge, experience and so on. Unless you go into this very,
very deeply, thisis all just words.

|s that enough?

Q: We came to the point where we saw that if we were learning
with amotive then that is not learning at all. And then you spoke
about love and you spoke about other things, but could we go back
to that point then?

K: Which one sir?

Q: If you were learning with a motive then you are not really
learning at all.

K: Sir, there are two different kinds of learning, aren't there.
The learning of alanguage, atechnique, there is a certain motive. |
want to learn atechnique in order to earn alivelihood, money, a
job. Right? In learning about myself why should | have a motive?
If | have amotive, that motive is based on pleasure and pain.
However subtle. So the moment | have pleasure and pain as the
motive | am not learning. Then what is the other, sir, love?

Q: Instead of the motive there could be something else which is



love, which makes it possible to learn.

K: Sir, don't let's use the word learn. Then we have to go into
this question of what loveis. Right? Islove pleasure, islove
desire? Islove jealousy, is love ambition, competition, hatred,
nationality? Can amind that is nationalistic, class minded, that is
acquisitive, possessive, you follow all this, can such a mind love,
or the heart love? And we are all that. So isit possible for the mind
not to have measure at al? Because | measure myself, compare
myself with you who are clever, who are loving, kind, noble, etc.,
etc., and | say, by Jove, | wish | could be like that. Which is part of
envy. So can the mind be free of all measurement, comparison? Sir
| can go into all this, but you see unlessyou do it, it isno fun at all.

Q: [In French] Do you think it is possible to speak about love?

K: No. What is not love? Hate is not love. Now, and we do hate,
we create enmity, we do. So can the mind never have hate at all?
So | have forgotten the question of love. | am now interested to see
if the mind can be free of hate, anger, jealousy, competition. When
thisthing is not the other is. Through negation the positiveis, but
not in the pursuit of the positive, it doesn't come.

So we had better stop. | am sorry we have to stop.



SAANEN 2ND CONVERSATION WITH SWAMI
VENKATESANANDA 26TH JULY 1969

Swami Venkatesananda: Will you forgive me, Krishngji, if | inflict
myself on you for alittle while more? We are sitting near each
other and enquiring, listening and learning. Even so did the sage
and the seeker, and that is the origin they say of the Upanishads.
These Upanishads contain what are known as Mahavakyas, Great
Sayings, which perhaps had the same effect upon the seeker then as
your words have upon me now. May | beg of you to say what you
think of them, are they still valid, or do they need revision or
renewal ?

I'll say what Mahavakyas are: Prajnanam Brahma, or asitis
usually trandated: consciousness is infinite, the absolute, the
highest Truth. Aham Brahmasmi: | am that infinite, or | is that
infinite, because the 'l' here does not refer to the ego. Tat Tvam-asi:
Thou art that. Ayam Atma Brahma: The self isthe infinite, or the
individual isthe infinite.

These were the four Mahavakyas used by the ancient sage to
bring home the message to the student, and they were also sitting
just like us, face to face, the guru and the disciple, the sage and the
Seeker.

Krishngji: Y es, what is the question, sir?

Swamiji: What do you think of them? Are these Mahavakyas
valid now? Do they need arevision or arenewal?

Krishngji: These sayings, like"l am that", "Tat-Tvam-asi" and
the other thing, what was that?

Swamiji: Prginanam Brahma, that is. consciousness is Brahman.



Krishngji: Isn't there a danger, sir, of repeating something not
knowing what it means? "l am that." What doesit actually mean?

Swamiji: Thou are that.

Krishngji: Thou art that. What does that mean? One can say, |
am the river. That river that has got tremendous volume behind it
of water, moving, restless, pushing on and on, through many
countries. | can say, "l am that river." That would be equally valid
as, "l am Brahman."

Swamiji: Yes. Yes.

Krishngji: Why do we say, "I am that"? And not theriver, or the
poor man, or the man that has no capacity, no intelligence, dull,
this dullness brought about by heredity, by poverty, by
degradation, all that! Why don't we say, "l am that also"? Why do
we aways attach ourselves to something which we suppose to be
the highest?

Swamiji: "That', perhaps, only means that which is
unconditioned: Yo Va Bhuma Tatsukham. That whichis
unconditioned.

Krishngji: Unconditioned, yes.

Swamiji: So, since thereisin us this urge to break all
conditioning, we look for the unconditioned.

Krishngji: Can a conditioned mind, can amind that is small,
petty, narrow, living on superficial entertainments, can that know
or conceive, or understand, or feel, or observe the unconditioned?

Swamiji: No. But it can uncondition itself.

Krishngji: That isall it can do.

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngji: Not say, "Thereisthe unconditioned, | am going to



think about it", or "I am that". My point is, if | may point out, why
isit that we always associate ourselves with what we think isthe
highest, and not what we think is the lowest?

Swamiji: Perhaps in Brahman there is no division between the
highest and the lowest, that which is unconditioned.

Krishngji: That's the point. When you say, "I am that", or "Thou
arethat", there is a statement of a supposed fact...

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngji:... which may not be afact at all.

Swamiji: Perhaps | should explain here again that the sage who
uttered the Mahavakyas was believed to have had a direct
experience of it.

Krishngji: Now, if he had the experience of it, could he convey
it to another?

Swamiji: (Laughs)

Krishngji: And aso, sir, the question also arises, can one
actually experience something which is not experienceable? We
use the word 'experience' so easily - 'realize', 'experience, 'attain’,
'self-redlization’, all these things - can one actually experience the
feeling of supreme ecstasy? L et's take that for the moment, that
word. Can one experience it? Wait sir, wait.

Asyou say, theinfinite, can one experience the infinite? Thisis
really quite afundamental question, not only here but in life. We
can experience something which we have already known. |
experience meeting you. That's an experience, meeting you, or you
meeting me, or my meeting X. And when | meet you next time |
recognize you, don't 1?1 say, "Yes, | met him at Gstaad." So there

IS in experience the factor of recognition.



Swamiji: Yes. That is objective experience.

Krishngji: If | hadn't met you | wouldn't experience, 1'd go by,
you'd pass me by. Thereisin al experiencing, isn't there, afactor
of recognition?

Swamiji: Possibly.

Krishngji: Otherwise it is not an experience. | meet you - isthat
an experience?

Swamiji: Objective experience.

Krishngji: It can be an experience, can't it? | meet you for the
first time. Then what takes place in that first meeting of two
people? What takes place?

Swamiji: Animpression, impression of like.

Krishngji: Animpression of like or dislike, such as, "He'savery
intelligent man", or "He's a stupid man", or "He should be this or
that". It isall based on my background of judgment, on my values,
on my prejudices, likes and dislikes, on my bias, on my
conditioning, the background. That background meets you and
judges you. The judgment, the evaluation, is what we call
experience.

Swamiji: But isn't there, Krishngji, another...

Krishngji: Wait, sir, let me finish this. Experience is after al the
response to achallenge, isn't it? The reaction to a challenge. | meet
you and | react. If | didn't react at all, with any sense of like,
dislike, prejudice, what would take place?

Swamiji: Yes?

Krishngji: What would happen in arelationship in which the
one - you, perhaps - have no prejudice, no reaction; you are living

in quite adifferent state and you meet me. Then what takes place?



Swamiji: Peace.

Krishngji: | must recognize that peacein you, that quality in
you, otherwise | just pass you by. So when we say, "Experience the
highest", can the mind, which is conditioned, which is prejudiced,
frightened, experience the highest?

Swamiji: Obviously not.

Krishngji: Obviously not. And the fear, the pregjudice, the
excitement, the stupidity is the entity that says, "l am going to
experience the highest." When that stupidity, fear, anxiety,
conditioning ceases, is there experiencing of the highest at all?

Swamiji: Experiencing of 'that'.

Krishngji: No, | haven't made myself clear. If the entity, which
isthe fear, the anxiety, the guilt and all therest of it, if that entity
has dissolved itself from fear and so on, what is thereto
experience?

Swamiji: Now that beautiful question was actually put in just so
many words, by another sage. He asked the very same question:
Vijnataram Are Kena Vijaniyat: "Y ou are the knower, how can you
know the knower?" "Y ou are the experiences!”

But there is one suggestion that V edanta gives and that is: we
have so far been talking about an objective experience:
Paroksanubhuti. 1sn't there another experience? Not my meeting X
Y Z, but thefeeling 'l am', which is not because | meet desire
somewhere, or because | confronted desire somewhere else. | don't
even go and ask a doctor or somebody to certify that 'l am'. But
thereisthisfeeling, there is this knowledge, ‘I am'. This experience
seems to be totally different from objective experience.

Krishngji: Sir, what is the purpose of experience?



Swamiji: Exactly what you have been saying: to get rid of the
fears, and get rid of all the complexes, all the conditioning. To see
what | am, in truth, when | am not conditioned.

Krishngji: No, sir. | mean: | am dull.

Swamiji: Am | dull?

Krishngji: | am dull; and because | seeyou, or X Y Z, whois
very clever, very bright, very intelligent...

Swamiji:... there is comparison.

Krishngji: Comparison: through comparing, | find myself that |
amvery dull. And | say, "Yes, | am dull, what am | to do?', and
just remain in my dullness. Life comes along, an incident takes
place, which shakes me up. | wake up for amoment and struggle,
struggle not to be dull, to be alittle more intelligent, and so on. So
experience generally has the significance of waking you up, giving
you a challenge to which you have to respond. Either you respond
to it adequately, or inadequately. If it isinadequate, the response
then becomes a medium of pain, struggle, fight, quarrel, you know.
But if you respond to it adequately, that isfully, you are the
challenge. Y ou are the challenge, not the challenged, but you are
that. Therefore you need no challenge at al, if you are adequately
responding all the time to everything.

Swamiji: That is beautiful, but (laughing) how does one get
there?

Krishngji: Ah, wait, sir. Just let us see the need for experience at
al. | think thisisreally extraordinary, if you can go into it. Why do
human beings demand not only objective experience, which one
can understand - in going to the moon they have collected a lot of
information, alot of data, alot of...



Swamiji:... rocks.

Krishngji: That kind of experience is perhaps necessary,
because it furthers knowledge, knowledge of factual, objective
things. Now apart from that kind of experience, isthere any
necessity for experience at all?

Swamiji: Subjectively?

Krishngji: Yes. | don't like to use 'subjective' and 'objective’. Is
there the need of experience at all? We have said: experienceisthe
response to achallenge. | challenge you, | ask, "Why? Y ou may
respond to it, and say, "Y es, perfectly right, | am with you." Why?
But the moment there is any kind of resistance to that question,
'Why?, you are already responding inadequately. And therefore
there is conflict between us, between the challenge and the
response. Now, that's one thing. Now thereisadesireto
experience, let's say god, something supreme, the highest - the
highest happiness, the highest ecstasy, bliss, a sense of peace,
whatever you like. Can the mind experienceit at all?

Swamiji: No.

Krishngji: Then what does experience it?

Swamiji: Do you want us to enquire what the mind is?

Krishngji: No.

Swamiji: What the'l' is?

Krishngi: No! Why does the'l', me or you, or they or we,
demand experience? - that is my point - demand the experience of
the highest, which promises happiness, or ecstasy, bliss or peace?

Swamiji: Obviously because in the present state we feel
inadequate.

Krishngji: That'sall. That's all.



Swamiji: Correct.

Krishngji: Being in a state in which there is no peace, we want
to experience a state which is absolute, permanent, eternal peace.

Swamiji: It is not so much that | am restless, and there is a state
of peace; | want to know what isthisfeeling, "I am restless'. Isthe
'l' restless, or isthe'l' dull? Am | dull, or isdullnessonly a
condition which | can shake off?

Krishngji: Now who is the entity that shakes it off?

Swamiji: Wakes up. The'l' wakes up.

Krishngji: No, sir. That's the difficulty. Let's finish thisfirst. |
am unhappy, miserable, laden with sorrow. And | want to
experience something which has no sorrow. That is my craving. |
have an ideal, a principle, an end, which by struggling towardsiit |
will ultimately get that. That's my craving. | want to experience
that and hold on to that experience. That is what human beings
want - apart from all the clever sayings, clever coverings.

Swamiji: Yes, yes, and that is perhaps the reason why another
very great South Indian sage said: Asai Arumin Asal Arumin
|sanodayinum Asai Arumin. It's very good really.

Krishngji: What's that?

Swamiji: He said, "Cut down all these cravings. Even the
craving to be one with god, cut it down", he says.

Krishngi: Yes, | understand. Now wait aminute. If I, if the
mind can free itself from this agony, then what is the need of
asking for an experience of the supreme? There won't be.

Swamiji: No. Certainly.

Krishngji: It is no longer caught in its own conditioning.

Therefore it is something else; it isliving in adifferent dimension.



Therefore the desire to experience the highest is essentially wrong.

Swamiji: If itisadesire.

Krishngji: Whatever it isl How do | know the highest? Because
the sages have talked of it? | don't accept the sages. They might be
caught in illusion, they might be talking nonsense or sense. | don't
know; | am not interested. | find that aslong asthe mindisina
state of fear, it wants to escape from it, and it projects an idea of
the supreme, and wants to experience that. But if it freesitself from
its own agony, then it is altogether in a different state. It doesn't
even ask for the experience becauseit is at a different level.

Swamiji: Quite, quite.

Krishngji: Now, why do the sages, according to what you have
said, say, "You must experience that, you must be that, you must
realize that"?

Swamiji: They didn't say, "Y ou must".

Krishngji: Put it any way you like. Why should they say all
these things? Would it not be better to say, "Look here, my friends,
get rid of your fear. Get rid of your beastly antagonism, get rid of
your childishness, and when you have done that..."

Swamiji:... nothing more remains.

Krishngji: Nothing more. You'll find out the beauty of it. You
don't have to ask, then.

Swamiji: Fantastic, fantastic!

Krishngji: You see, sir, the other way is such ahypocritical
state; it leads to hypocrisy. | am seeking God, but | am all the time
kicking people. (Laughs)

Swamiji: Yes, that could be hypocrisy.

Krishngji: Itis, itis.



Swamiji: That leads me on to the last and perhaps very
impertinent question.

Krishngji: No, sir, there is no impertinence.

Swamiji: | am neither flattering you, nor insulting you,
Krishngji, when | say that it isagreat experience to sit near you
and talk to you like this. Y our message is great, and you have been
talking for over forty years of things you have considered very
important to man. Now three questions. Do you think a man can
communicate it to another man? Question number one. Do you
think that others can communicate it to still others? If so, how?

Krishngji: Communicate what, sir?

Swamiji: This message, that you have dedicated your life to.
What would you call it? Y ou may call it message.

Krishngi: Yes, call it what you like, it doesn't matter. Am |, the
person who is speaking, is he conveying a message, telling you a
message?

Swamiji: No. You may call it an awakening, a questioning.

Krishngji: No, no. | am asking, sir. Just look at it.

Swamiji: | guess we feel so, the listeners.

Krishngji: What is he saying? He says, "L ook, ook at yourself."

Swamiji: Exactly.

Krishngji: Nothing more.

Swamiji: Nothing more is necessary.

Krishngji: Nothing more is necessary. Look at yourself.
Observe yourself. Go into yourself, because in this state aswe are,
we will create a monstrous world. Y ou may go to the Moon, you
may go further, to Venus, Mars and all therest of it, but you will
aways carry yourself over there. Change yourself first! Change



yourself - not first - change yourself. Therefore to change, look at
yourself, go into yourself, observe, listen, learn. That's not a
message. Y ou can do it yourself if you want to.

Swamiji: But somebody hasto tell...

Krishngji: | am telling you. | say, "Look, look at this marvellous
tree; look at this beautiful African flower."

Swamiji: Till you said that, | hadn't looked at it.

Krishngji: Ah! Why?

Swamiji: (Laughs)

Krishngji: Why? It is there, round you.

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngji: Why didn't you look?

Swamiji: There could be athousand answers.

Krishngi: No, no. | asked you to look at that flower. By my
asking you to look at that flower, do you look at that flower?

Swamiji: | have the opportunity, yes.

Krishngji: No. Do you really look at that flower because
somebody asks you to look at that flower?

Swamiji: No.

Krishngji : No, you can't. That'sjust it. | say to you, "You are
hungry." Are you hungry because | say it?

Swamiji: No.

Krishngi: Y ou know when you are hungry. Now you know
when you are hungry but yet you want somebody to tell you to
look at the flower.

Swamiji: | may know when | am hungry, but it is the mother
that tells me where the food is.

Krishngji: No, no. We're not talking about where the food is, but



we are saying 'hunger'. Y ou know when you're hungry. But why
should somebody tell you to look at a flower?

Swamiji: Because | am not hungry to look at the flower.

Krishngji: Why not?

Swamiji: | am satisfied with something else.

Krishngji: No. Why aren't you looking at that flower? Why? |
think first of all nature has no value at all for most of us. We say,
"Weéll, | can see the tree any time | want to." That's one thing. Also,
we are so concentrated upon our own worries, our own hopes, our
own desires and experiences, that we shut ourselves in a cage of
our own thinking; and we don't look beyond it. He says, "Don't do
that. Look at everything and through looking at everything you'll
discover your cage." That's all.

Swamiji: Isn't that a message?

Krishngji: It is not amessage in the sense...

Swamiji: No.

Krishngji: It doesn't matter what you call it - call it a message.
All right. | tell you that. You play with it, or take it very serioudly.
And if it isvery serious for you, you naturally tell it to somebody
else. You don't haveto say, "l am going to make propaganda about
it."

Swamiji: No, no.

Krishngji: You will say, "Look at the beauty of those flowers."

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngji: Y ou say that. And the person doesn't listen to you. He
says, "What are you talking about, | want awhisky". And thereit is
- finished! So is propaganda necessary?

Swamiji: Propagation, Sir.



Krishngji: Y es, propagation, that is what, propagate. To bring
out, to cultivate.

Swamiji: Cultivation is necessary.

Krishngji: All these questions are rather... What do you say, sir?

Swamiji: | don't know.

Krishngji: What are we talking about? What isit we are talking
about?

Swamiji: Yes. We are talking about these forty years of talking.

Krishngji: More than forty years.

Swamiji: Yes, millions of people have been talking for
centuries, wasting their...

Krishngji: For forty five years we have been talking, yes. We
have been propagating...

Swamiji: Or something which is extremely important, which I'm
sure you consider is extremely important.

Krishngji: Otherwise | wouldn't talk.

Swamiji: Exactly. | hope you will forgive me for al this
impertinence. | have read some of the books you have published,
but this experience of sitting and talking to you...

Krishngji:... is different from reading a book.

Swamiji: Completely, completely, different!

Krishngji: | agree.

Swamiji: Last night | read one and there was a little more
meaning. How does one bring that about?

Krishngji: All right, sir. Y ou are a serious person, and the other
person being serious there is a contact, there is arelationship, there
IS a coming together in seriousness. But if you're not serious, you

will just say, "Well, it's very nice talking about all these things, but



what's it all about?’, and walk away.

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngji: Surely, sir, with any kind of relationship that has
meaning there must be a meeting at the same level, at the same
time, with the same intensity, otherwise there is no communication,
there is no relationship. And perhaps that's what takes place when
we are Sitting together here. Because one feels the urgency of
something and the intensity of it, there is a relationship established
which is quite different from reading a book.

Swamiji: A book has no life.

Krishngji: Printed words have no life, but you can givelifeto
the printed word if you are serious.

Swamiji: So how doesit go on from there?

Krishngji: From there you say, isit possible to convey to others
this quality of urgency, this quality of intensity, and action which is
aways taking place now?

Swamiji: Really now?

Krishngji: Y es, not tomorrow or yesterday.

Swamiji: Action, which means observation at the same level.

Krishngji: And isaways functioning - seeing and acting,
seeing, acting, seeing, acting.

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngi: How isthisto take place? First of all, sir, very few
people, as we said yesterday, about ninety-five per cent are not
interested in al this.

Swamiji: Five per cent more!

Krishngji: Five per cent more since yesterday. Quite right! Most
of them are not interested. They play with it. There are very, very



few really serious people. Ninety-five per cent say, "Well, if you
are entertaining it'sall right, but if you are not, you're not
welcome" - entertainment, according to their idea of entertainment.
Then what will you do? Knowing there are only very, very few
people in the world who are really desperately serious, what will
you do? Y ou talk to them, and you talk to the people who want to
be entertained. But you don't care whether they listen to you or
don't listen.

Swamiji: Thank you. Thank you.

Krishngi: Either. | don't say, to the people who need crutches,
offer crutches!

Swamiji: No.

Krishngji: Nor to the people who want comfort, an avenue of
escape - 'Go away somewhere else.’

Swamiji: To the Palace Hotel!

Krishngi: | think, sir, that is perhaps what has taken place in all
these religions, all the so-called teachers. They have said, "I must
help this man, that man, that other man."

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishngji: The ignorant, the semi-ignorant, and the very
intelligent. Each must have his particular form of food. They never
said, "All right, I am not concerned. | just offer the flower, let them
smell it, let them destroy it, let them cook it, let them tear it to
pieces. | have nothing to do with it."

Swamiji: Well, they glorify that other attitude, the Bodhisattva
ideal.

Krishngji: Again, the Bodhisattvaideal - isit not an invention of

our own desperate hope, desire for some kind of solace? The



Maitreya Bodhisattva, the idea that He has relinquished the
ultimate in life, enlightenment, and is waiting for all humanity, or
part of humanity...

Swamiji: Thank you.

Krishngji: What is actually Vedanta?

Swamiji: The word means, 'The end of the Vedas.

Krishngji: Y es, Vedanta, the end of the Vedas.

Swamiji: The word.

Krishngji: Sir, that'sjust it! End of the Vedas.

Swamiji: Not in the manner of 'full stop'.

Krishngji: | am saying it isthe end of all knowledge.

Swamiji: The godl of it.

Krishngji: Vedaiswhat they have talked about.

Swamiji: Knowledge.

Krishngji: Knowledge, that means the end of knowledge.

Swamiji: Quite right, quite right. Y es, the end of knowledge;
where knowledge matters no more.

Krishngji: Therefore, leaveit.

Swamiji: Yes.

Krishnaji: Why proceed from there to describe what it is not?

Swamiji: Asl've been sitting and listening to you, I've thought
of another sage who is reported to have gone to another greater
one. And he says, "Look my mind is restless; please tell me what
must | do." And the older man says, "Give me alist of what you
know already, so that | can proceed from there." He replies, "Oh, it
will take along time, because | have all the formulas, al the
shastras, all of that." The sage answers, "But that's only a set of

words. All those words are contained in the dictionary, it means



nothing. Now what do you know?' He says, "That iswhat | know.
| don't know anything else."

Krishngji: Vedanta, asit says, means the end of knowledge.

Swamiji: Yes, it'swonderful, | never thought of it before: the
end of knowledge.

Krishngji: Freedom from knowledge.

Swamiji: Y esindeed.

Krishngji: Then why have they not kept to that?

Swamiji: Their contention is that you have to pass through it in
order to come out of it.

Krishngji: Pass through what?

Swamiji: Through all this knowledge, all this muck, and then
discard it. Parivedya L okan Lokajitan Brahmano Nirvedamayat.
That is, "After examining all these things and finding that they are
of no useto you, then you must step out of it."

Krishngi: Wait aminute, sir. Then why must | acquireit? If
V edanta means the end of knowledge, which the word itself means,
the ending of Vedas, which is knowledge, then why should | go
through all the laborious process of acquiring knowledge, and then
discarding it?

Swamiji: Otherwise you wouldn't be in Vedanta. The end of
knowledge is, having acquired this knowledge, coming to the end
of it.

Krishngji: Why should | acquireit?

Swamiji: Well, so that it can be ended.

Krishngji: No, no. Why should | acquire it? Why should not I,
from the very beginning, see what knowledge is and discard it?

Swamiji: See what knowledge is?



Krishngji: And discard, discard all that: never accumulate.
V edanta means the end of accumulating knowledge.

Swamiji: That'sit. That's correct.

Krishngji: Then why should | accumulate?

Swamiji: Pass through, perhaps.

Krishngji: Pass through? Why should 1”? Knowledge: | know fire
burns. | know when | am hungry | must eat. | know | mustn't hit
you; | don't hit you, therefore | don't hit you. | don't go through the
process of hitting you, acquiring the knowledge that I'll be hurt
again. So each day | discard. | free myself from what | have learnt,
every minute. So every minute is the end of knowledge.

Swamiji: Yes, right.

Krishngji: Now if you and | accept that, that is afact, that's the
only way to live, otherwise you can't live. Then why have they
said, "Y ou must go through all the knowledge, through all this?"
Why don't they tell me, "Look my friend, as you live from day to
day acquiring knowledge, end it each day"? - not Vedanta.

Swamiji: No, no.

Krishngji: Liveit!

Swamiji: Quite right. Again this division, classification.

Krishngji: That'sjust it. We are back again.

Swamiji: Back again.

Krishngi: We're back again to afragment, the fragmentation of
life.

Swamiji: Yes. But I'mtoo dull, | can't get there; so I'd rather
acquire al this.

Krishngji: Y es, and then discard it.

Swamiji: In the religious or spiritual history of India, there have



been sages who were born sages. the Ramana Maharishi, the Shuka
Maharishi, etc., etc. Well, they were allowed to discard knowledge
even before acquiring it. And in their cases of course, the usua
argument was that they had doneit all...

Krishngji: In their past lives.

Swamiji:... in their past lives.

Krishngi: That'sjust it, sir. No, sir, apart from the acquiring of
knowledge and the ending of knowledge, what does V edanta say?

Swamiji: Vedanta describes the relationship between the
individual and the Cosmic.

Krishngji: The Eternal.

Swamiji: The Cosmic, or the Infinite, or whatever it is. It starts
well: Isavasyam Ildam Sarvam Y at Kimcha Jagatyam Jagat: "Till
the whole universe is pervaded by that one..."

Krishngji: That one thing.

Swamiji:... and so on. And then it's mostly this, a dialogue
between a master and his disciple.

Krishngji: Sir, isn't it extraordinary, there has always been in
India this teacher and disciple, teacher and disciple?

Swamiji: Yes, Guru.

Krishngji: But they never said, "Y ou are the teacher aswell as
the pupil."

Swamiji: Occasionally they did.

Krishngji: But always with hesitation, with apprehension. But
why? The fact is, you are the teacher and you are the pupil.
Otherwise you are lost, if you depend on anybody else. That's one
factor. And also | would like to ask why, in songs, in Hindu
literature, they have praised the beauty of nature, the trees, the



flowers, therivers, the birds. Why isit most peoplein India have
no feeling for al that?

Swamiji: Because they are dead?

Krishngji: Why? And yet they talk about the beauty, the
literature, they quote Sanskrit, and Sanskrit itself is the most
beautiful language. They have lost it.

Swamiji: They have no feeling for...

Krishnagji: Why? And they have no feeling for the poor man.

Swamiji: Yes, that isthe worst tragedy of all.

Krishngji: | know. The squalor, the dirt.

Swamiji: And heaven knows from where they got thisidea
because it is not found in any of the scriptures. That means we are
repeating the scriptures without realizing their meaning.

Krishngji: That'sit.

Swamiji: Even Krishna says: | shwara Sarvabhutanam
Hriddesserjunaisthati, "1 am seated in the hearts of all beings."
Nobody bothers about the hearts of all beings. What would you
think isthe cause? They repeat it daily, every morning they are
asked to repeat a chapter of the Bhagavad Gita.

Krishngji: Every morning they do Puja and the repetition of
things.

Swamiji: Now why have they lost the meaning? Obviously
great meaning was put into those words by the authors. We are
even asked to repeat them every day in order that we might keep...

Krishngji: Alive.

Swamiji: Keep them alive. When and how did | kill the spirit?
How was it possible? And naturally, how to prevent it?

Krishngji: What do you think isthe reason, sir? No, you know



India better.

Swamiji: | am shocked at it.

Krishngji: Why do you think it happens? Is it over population?

Swamiji: No, overpopulation is aresult, not the cause.

Krishngji: Yes. Isit that they have accepted this tradition, this
authority?

Swamiji: But the tradition says something good.

Krishngji: But they have accepted it, therefore they never
guestioned it. Sir, | have seen M.A'sand B.A'sin India, who have
passed degrees, are clever, brainy, but they wouldn't know how to
put aflower on atable. They know nothing but memory, memory,
the cultivation of memory. Isn't that one of the causes?

Swamiji: Perhaps. Mere memorizing.

Krishngi: Memorizing everything.

Swamiji: Without thinking. Why does man refuse to think?

Krishngji: Oh, that's different: indolence, fear, wanting always
to tread the traditional path so that he doesn't go wrong.

Swamiji: But we have discarded the tradition which they say
didn't suit us.

Krishngji: Of course. But we find a new tradition that suits us,
and therefore keeps us safe.

Swamiji: We never felt that the healthy tradition is a good
tradition to keep.

Krishngji: Throw out all tradition! Begin! Let'sfind out, sir,
whether these teachers and gurus and sages, have really helped
people. Has Marx really helped people?

Swamiji: No.

Krishngji: They have imposed their ideas on them.



Swamiji: And others have used the same ideas.

Krishngji: Therefore I question this whole thing, because they
are really not concerned with people's happiness.

Swamiji: Though they say so.

Krishngji: If the Marxists and all those Soviet leaders are really
interested in the people - people - then there would be no
concentration camps. There would be freedom. There would be no
repressive measures.

Swamiji: But | suppose they think, we have to imprison the
lunatics.

Krishngji: That'sit. The lunatic is a man who questions my
authority. The authority of the Soviets, the authority of whatever it
iS.

Swamiji: Y esterday's ruler might be today's lunatic.

Krishngji: That always happens, that's inevitable, that's why I'm
asking, whether it's not important to make man, a human being,
realize that he's solely responsible.

Swamiji: Each one.

Krishngji: Absolutely! For what he does, what he thinks, how
he acts. Otherwise we end up in this memorizing, and complete
blindness.

Swamiji: That is your message. And how to nail it?

Krishngji: By driving it in every day (laughs). And driving it
into oneself. Because man is so eager to put his responsibility on
others. The army is the safest escape, because I'm told what to do. |
don't have any responsibility. They have all thought it out, what |
should do, what | should think, how I should act, how | should
carry the gun, how | should shoot - and finished! They provide me



with ameal, deeping-quarters, and for sex you can go to the
village. That's the end of it. And strangely they talk about Karma.

Swamiji: That is Karma. Prarabdha Karma.

Krishngji: They insist on Karma.

Swamiji: That is Karma. | was a Brahmin, and | know what
happened. We played with that Karma and then it came back on us.

Krishngji: Playing havoc now in India.

Swamiji: We toyed with the idea of Karma and we said: it's
your Karma, you must suffer. My Karmais good and so I'm
divorced fromit al; I'm the landlord. And now they have turned
the tables.

Krishngji: Quite.

Swamiji: | asked someone who was a vegetarian - she'sa
fanatical vegetarian - someone asked, "Is pure vegetarianism
absolutely necessary for yoga practice?' | said, "Not so important.
Let'stalk about something else." And she was horrified. She came
back to me and said, "How can you say that? Y ou can't say that
vegetarianism is of secondary value. Y ou must say it's of primary
value." | replied, "Forgive me. | said something, but it doesn't
matter." | then asked her, "Do you believe in war, defence forces,
defending your country and so on?" "Yes," she said, "otherwise
how can we live - we haveto." | replied, "If | call you a cannibal,
how do you react to that? This man kills asmall animal to sustain
his life, but you are willing to kill people to sustain yours. Like a
cannibal." She didn't like that - but | think she saw the point |ater.

Krishngji: Good.

Swamiji: It's so fantastic. People don't want to think. And |
suppose with you, Krishnaji, if you say the truth, you become very



unpopular. A priest said: Apriyasya Tu Pathyasya Vakta Shrota Na
Vidyate. Very beautiful! "People love to hear pleasant things;
pleasant to say and pleasant to hear." If you say something whichis
not so pleasant, but if it is the truth, one doesn't want to say and

one doesn't want to hear it.
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1969 CAN THE HUMAN MIND BE FREE FROM
I TSCONDITIONING?

Krishnamurti: Do you know what is happening all over the world?
The same phenomena. Even in the so-called Eastern Bloc thereis
also the questioning, doubting. And when one is confronted with
al this, one asks, what is one to do? What can a human being
confronted with this phenomenon of deterioration, of degeneration
- what is one, as ahuman being, actually to do? Not theoretically,
not indulge in various intellectual arguments for and against, but
when oneis faced with this, is one to act taking sides, sides of the
established order, whether it isa Communist established order,
which is bureaucracy, the established order of the Capitalist, and so
on, or the religious group? Or isone to revolt against al this, as so
many people are doing? The expression of revolt variesin different
countries. Drug taking isaform of that revolt. The revolt of black
and white in America, anti-war, pro-war, the explosion of
population right throughout the world, the undevel oped countries.
And has revolt any meaning at all? And to act is necessary; to do
something. Either one does, or responds adequately, to the
fragment of a particular breakdown, taking the political issue and
throwing oneself into it, or the economic issue, or the social work,
or should one withdraw completely into one's own isolation, retire
into aworld of meditation, which iswhat is happening also. Surely
al these are an indication, aren't they, of approaching the problem
fragmentarily? Thisis ahuman problem - asawhole, not of a

particular group or a particular people, or of a particular culture.



Can one respond to this, totally, as a whole phenomenon, not a
particular kind of phenomena? And isit possible to respond to this
with our whole mind and heart, so that we act not in fragments but
asawhole being? And | feel that's the only possible response and
the only possible action, confronted, as we are, with this
phenomenon of degeneration. After all, degeneration takes place
when one knows what to do and not to do it. And do we know what
to do? Not what to do with regard to a particular fragment, but
what to do with regard to the whole structure and nature of our
society and of ourselves? | don't know if you have thought about
this, or if you are interested in this kind of approach. Because the
house is burning - not your house or my house, but the house that
man has built for millennia. Where there is so much sorrow,
illusion, where there is no faith in anything - quite rightly. How is
one to respond to all this? Shall one invent anew ideal, aprinciple,
adirective? Because the old idedl s, the old directives, the old
moralities completely failed. So in reaction to that, one can have or
intellectually conjure up amarvellousideal; a new utopia, and
work for that. And is that the answer? An ideal, a new principle?
When the old ideals and old principles have completely failed?
And mustn't all ideals, always fail? Because they're not real; they're
just the opposite of what actually is. So can one discard all ideals?
And if you do, can you live without adirective? |deals at |east give
acertain directive, and one can lay the course of one's life along
that. But the ideals, asin the past, have really no meaning
whatsoever, when one examinesit very closely. So if you have no
directive - and apparently human beings at the present state have

no directive - they are driven by various issues, and being driven



by propaganda, by certain structure of a particular society and
culturein acertain direction. It's not directive at al; it's just acting
out of confusion. Thisisrealy avery serious question.

Philosophies have failed; philosophies have no meaning, they
are just theories. And you can't twist man's arm or his mind to fit
into a particular philosophy. This phenomenawe can see very well
al over the world. So, one askswhat isit that you, as a human
being, can do? If you're at al alive, if you're at all aware of this
thing that is happening in the world? Go to Nepal, India, to find a
new teacher, learn to meditate, sit cross-legged and renounce the
world, to find God, Jesus, and all the rest of it? Or join a new
religion, a new philosophy of ideals? Take to drugs? All these,
surely, are not the answer. Or do you sit back and look at it al and
say, well | can't do anything. What can | do, |, asingle human
being against this mass of corruption, violence and disgrace,
immorality, what can | do? When you put such a question, it isthe
wrong guestion. Because we, as a human being, as an individual,
are part of this mess. We have contributed to this, we are
responsible for this, and to be indifferent to it is to watch one's own
house burning, which means one must be extraordinarily
insensitive, indifferent, callous. So what is one to do? If you are
faced with that question - please do listen to this - if you are faced
with this question and there is no oneto tell you because the
teachers, the gurus, the priests, the philosophers, the educators, the
politicians, have completely failed, you cannot possibly put your
faith in another, or turn to some authority, because we have tried
al that and they've all collapsed. So when you are driven into a

corner, asyou must beif you are at al alive, and not completely



dead, you have to find an answer, knowing that you cannot
possibly rely on anybody, no new guru, new teacher, new
philosophy, new ideals. So you are faced with yourself, who is part
of thisworld, part of this degeneration. How do you then respond?
Being driven into a corner, seeing actually what is taking place,
your own house burning, how will you act?

Can one rely on one's own intelligence, on one's own
understanding, on one's own experience, knowledge? The
experience, the knowledge, the understanding, are they not also
conditioned, by the society, by the culture in which one lives? And
can one rely on that conditioning? Has not this conditioning
produced this chaos in the world? Y ou understand what isimplied
in al this? If you cannot possibly rely on outside agency,because
that led to wars, brutality, bureaucracy - if you cannot rely on
outside agency can you rely on yourself? Y ourself, are you strong
enough, clear enough, unconfused; seeing the whole thing, not just
little patches of it? And, ourselves, each one, is so fragile; we
haven't got intelligence enough; there's no vital demand to find out.
So, what is one to do? Despair? Live only for the present; enjoy
oneself? Just let things go? Y ou understand the issue? Y ou cannot
rely on outside, you can't rely on yourself. Y our self isthe result of
the outside world in which you have lived and which you have
created. The society isyou and you are the society; the two are not
separate. |f you regject that you reject also this, and you must. So
what isit that is rejecting? Are you following this? When you
reject the outside world, the outside authority, the priest, the
church, the whole structure, are you not also rejecting yourself,

throwing it away? Because that which is outside of you is part of



you. You're Christian, Catholic, Protestant, Buddhist, Hindu,
Communist, this or that, you're conditioned and when you reject
that you must also reject your own conditioning. And can one be
free of one's conditioning? Not partly, in patches here and there,
but entirely, completely, wholly, both the conscious as well as the
unconscious. After all, that isfreedom. And itisonly in that
freedom that there is right action; total action, which will respond
wholly to this vast phenomena.

So that isthe issue: to free the mind. The mind, not your mind
or my mind, but the mind of man - which isyou - from al his
conditioning. Can one attack the problem that way? Because
otherwise we are not free and because we are not free thereis
chaosin the world. And freedom is this absol ute unconditioning
the mind. And if we don't we shall always live in prison, decorated
more or less, become great technicians, go to the moon and further,
put the flag on Venus, or the cross on Mars, or the red flag
somewhere else and so on. We will always be in sorrow, in
confusion.

From this arises whether it isintrinsic or inherent for part of the
mind to be conditioned. What we are has been devel oped through
thousands and thousands and millions of years, from the animal -
up or down, as you prefer. And the brain, the human brainis
conditioned to survive and it must survive otherwise thereis
destruction, and the survival now is dependent on psychological
movement which is aso conditioned. So can one be aware of this
conditioning, at al the levels of our consciousness not just on the
superficial level, degp down, in the innermost recesses of one's

mind, and free it, and dissolve this conditioning, the conditioning



of violence, hate, jealousy, ambition, greed; the division between
you and me, we and they? The tradition, the memories, the
thousand years of propaganda, the conditioning which divides man
against man?

So can one become so totally aware that one sees one's
conditioning and dissolves it? Not during the course of many years,
because if you alow time, many years, in that concession to time
there are other factors entering into that field, other pressures and
strains which prevent you from dissolving the conditioning. So you
cannot possibly rely on time, on evolution, therefore it must be
done instantly, immediately. | do not know if you follow all this, if
it has any meaning at all. When the house is burning you don't sit
back and say, 'Who set it on fire?, the you, the old age, the old
tradition, discuss the length of hair of the man who must have set it
on fire and so on and so on and so on. Y ou act. In the same way,
becoming aware of this conditioning, one must act instantly. The
incapacity to act instantly is degeneration. And that iswhat is
happening in the world. Knowing one is conditioned, and not being
aware of it, and carrying on. Or being aware of it and not doing
anything about it. After all, one of our conditioningsis, basically,
psychological fear - not only physical fears, but deep, inward fears,
of solitude, of loneliness, of not being loved, of having nothing, the
sense of frustration, the inward fears. We have them and we abide
with them. We put up with them because we don't know what to
do. Wetake to drink, or go to church, or become philosophers or
something else, but there they are. Can we, knowing these fears,
dissolve them instantly? And to put aside completely fear one
needs energy, great energy. And this energy is dissipated, wasted



when thereis any form of resistance to fear. Please, I'm going into
it alittle bit - I hope you don't mind - because we have to go into it
thoroughly or not at all.

Any form of resistance to fear - escaping, trying to conquer it,
trying to forget it, or even accepting it and living with it - isa
wastage of energy. So can we hot escape, not try to suppressiit,
control it, but give all our attention to it, with our hearts and with
our minds completely, then you will see the conflict between the
desire to overcome the fear, or resisting fear, disappears entirely. If
oneis able not only to face it, to be fully acquainted with it, to
learn @l about it, to learn what it is, but to observe it, there must be
no observer because the observer who is separate from the thing he
observes, which he calls fear, the observer himself isfear. So, can
one observe, watch, this fear without the observer who resists, who
tries to overcome it, tries to understand it, tries to analyse it,
dissipate it, conquer it? Then when one observesit, in that sense,
when there is no division between the observer and the observed,
then isthere fear at all? Surely there is only fear when there isthe
observer who separates himself from the fear.

o, if you say that it's not possible for the mind to be
unconditioned, ever, as many do, then you have no problem, then
you carry on asyou are. But if you investigate, explore freely, as
one must, confronted with this madness that's going on in the
world, then it's not a question of possibility or impossibility but
investigation - not analysis, because analysis implies time; the
cause and the effect and so on, and on. And when you analyse
there is also division between the analyser and the thing analysed.
But the analyser is part of the analysis, is the thing analysed; the



two are not separate. So you have this outward phenomenon which
is the inward phenomenon. The inward state is the outward state,
which isnot just atheory but it's an actuality. We have created this
society, organised it, until the human being radically changes, deep
down in his psyche, we will create organisation and bureaucracies,
perhaps modified from what they are now, but they'll be the same,
until we come down to something very basic, fundamental, which
iswhether the human mind - the mind that you and | haveisthe
result of amillion years, therefore it's not personal mind. It's the
whole content of history, of all the struggles and experience of
man. And that mind is conditioned, and the only answer to this
challenge of deterioration is complete freedom from this
conditioning, and in that there's compl ete action, not inadequate
action. Now, can we discuss this? Can we go into it together?

Y ou know that word, ‘communication’ - it's very important to
understand. Communication means building together, creating
together. The word itself means that. And here we are trying to
communicate, the speaker is trying to communicate with you, who
are the listener, which means the listener and the speaker are
creating together. Therefore, you're not sitting back and listening,
to afew words, or afew ideas because it is not a question of ideas -
we are together building, together creating sufficient energy to
break down this conditioning. Together. It cannot be done by
yourself in alittle corner, because you cannot possibly live by
yourself; you are in communication with the world, whether it's
with one person or with a dozen persons, or athousand persons.
Therefore relationship means communication; relationship means
building together. | don't know if you're following all this. See the



beauty of it.

Questioner: Building together also conditions.

K: No. I'm just using that. First see, I'm talking about the word
‘communication’, not conditioning. We'll come to that. | don't know
if | understand you rightly , | am talking - we are talking about that
word, ‘communication’, which means, as| said, to build together.
Here, communication means building together, understanding
together, working together. Not you and | working separately. In
mechanical, technical things people do communicate with each
other extraordinarily well. | believe three-hundred thousand men
were needed to build the rocket, or whatever it's called, to go to the
moon. They co-operated, every part had to be perfect to make it
work. Technologically, apparently, we can co-operate - and that's
all. We cannot co-operate, build together, psychologically,
inwardly. That's only possible when you and | have no ideals, no
opinions, no commitments, and look at the whole phenomenon
together. | don't know if you follow all this. If you see this
phenomenon that's going on in the world from your own particular
prejudice, from your own particular belief, or your own particular
knowledge, and | with my own knowledge and belief, and so on,
how can we communicate? How can we build together? It's
impossible. It's only possible to build together, to co-operate
together, when you and | are free of prgjudice; good or bad. And
that is why communication is so important.

Q: But who isrgecting what? Who is free?

K: Who isfree, are you asking?

Q: Yes.

K: Isthat the question, sir? 'Who is free? Or, freedom isonly a



movement of life when there is no conditioning. Not who isfree.
It's not that | am free and you're not, or you're free and I'm not, but
when the human mind, like yours or mine, understands this, and
shatters the conditioning. And to shatter the conditioning iswill
necessary? Do you follow? Iswill necessary, isadecision
necessary? Or the observer communes, or communicates with the
thing observed. Y ou follow? To communicate there must be no
separation. You follow? If you remain a Christian, or a Socialist,
Communist, whatever it is, and | remain a Hindu with my ugliness
and all the rest of that, how can we possibly communicate? There's
communication only if thereis freedom.

Q: Isit possible when one has reached the state of freedom to
communicate with one who is not free?

K: Isit possible, when one ... Listen to it! Do you understand
what freedom is, and that movement of freedominyou, in ...

Q: To collaborate.

K: Wait. Same thing, collaborate. Can your mind, free,
collaborate with me who is stupid, not free? Can you communicate
with me? With my prejudices, with my ambitions, greed, angers,
hatred? Obviously not. So see the difficulty of this, sir. So, you'll
say, how am | to change the world then? If there are only afew
with whom | can communicate, and the whole rest of theworld is
too ... whatever it is, how can we change the world, right? That's
one of the questions, sir, 'how can we change the world? | think
that's the wrong question to put altogether. Then you are thinking
in terms of organisation, which soon become bureaucratic and all
the rest of it. Organisation are necessary; they are intrinsically

degenerating all the time, organisation. And those who are



bureaucratically Western in the organisation, want to hold it. How
can you communicate with such people?

Q: But they are saying the same thing. The problem s, it'svisa
versa,

K: | don't quite understand.

Q: | think I'm free.

K: Ah! No. There's no question of thinking that you are free.
Thought, sir, thought can never be free.

Q: Wdll, | feel | am free.

K: Ah, you cannot say that. The moment you say, 'l am free,
you are not! Do seethis, please. The verb, 'to be' impliesto have
and to have, to possess, makesyou say, 'l am'. | am God, | am this,
| am that. But you are not. Y ou are a movement, living. Therefore
there is never amoment when you can say, 'l am'.

Q: So, how can one build something in this society, already
built?

K: Do watch, sir. Look at your words! 'How can we build in this
society?

Q: Already built.

K: Already built. Either you break it down and build a new one;
watch it, sir. And the breaking down of it is by those people who
are conditioned, who will create another society which will be
similar or perhaps modified, or somewhat tyrannical, or less
tyrannical. It'll be the same pattern. And this has been tried. Not
just only in this generation, or the past generation, this has been
tried thousands of times. So, society inevitably isin corruption, all
the time. Right? It is. It doesn't matter which society. So, afree

man can work there, surely. He doesn't have to leave the world, but



yet not belong to it, and that's where we begin to deceive ourselves.
That's where we begin to play the hypocrite: | belong to it and yet |
don't belong to it. But not to be a hypocrite one has to be free
inwardly, very deeply; testing it out, not just saying, 'l am free' -
that means nothing.

S0 you are saying, aren't you, in other words, a free man cannot
livein thisworld. Right? A free man, either you set him on a
pedestal and worship him, or kick him down in the gutter, and he
can't live. Why not? A sane man, you know, an intelligent man, a
man who is not angry, jealous, al therest of it - can't helivein this
world, knowing that this society, whatever society it is, alwaysin
corruption? If he cannot live in this society, you are asking the
most impossible question. If he cannot live in this society,
whatever the society, whatever the culture, he's not free. Yes, sir. If
he's not free, he will belong to this society, if he's free he can live
in this society. Then it is something entirely different. Then his
relationship to the world is entirely different. He doesn't belong to
it because he's no longer, etc., all the greed, ambition, envy and all
that, no race, no cast, nothing of that stupid stuff. Being free then,
he can livein thisworld and it is only the free man that can do it.

Q: He'saso avery sad man.

K: Sad?

Q: Yes, because he sees ...

K: Oh, sir. If you don't see the sunset and | do see the beauty of
the sunset, am | sad because you don't seeit?| talk with you; |
communicate with you, but if you refuse to seeit, what am | to do?
| am not sad. Why should | be sad? Look, sir, there is so much

suffering in the world. One has shed so many tears, which is not



emotional - we're talking of facts not sentiment. There's great
sorrow in the world; the Christian world worships sorrow, because
they don't know what to do with it, they don't know how to end it.
And the man who may end it and say, I'm not in sorrow, how can
he communicate that feeling of non-sorrowness (if | can use that
word!) to somebody who isin sorrow? Either he throws a brick at
him, saying you are a callous brute because you don't feel what |
feel about it, or you worship him or you leave him alone as akind
of strange human entity. It's only the man who is free from sorrow
can walk with sorrow. Y ou don't seeit. That's after all his
innocency - that word innocence means 'not to be hurt', 'not to be
able to be hurt', which means no resistance. And the innocent man
can live in thisworld and he's the only man who can live in this
world without being made corrupt by it.

Now, sirs, you've heard all of this; what are you going to do?
Go back to your psychological field? In one corner of that field
live, dig in and say, well, | can't do anything; bear the burden of
your own life and sorrow and confusion. One can everlastingly
play with words, with ideas, with theories. That's what we have
done. We're adave to words and we're frightened to live without
the word. The word, 'me' has become extraordinarily important -
the |, the ego - but when you look at the meaning behind that word,
there is nothing in it except the me who possesses a piece of
furniture. That's all. So the furniture becomes extraordinarily
important, not me. And that's one of our difficulties, perhaps the
major difficulty - to be free of the word. The word 'love' isn't love,
but we're satisfied with the word. When you put away the word,

what is love? Not what we would like it to be, what actually it is?



L ove in which there is so much anger, jealousy, envy,
possessiveness, domination, the conflict between you and me. In
that there is so much pleasure, desire, sexual pleasure, the
repetition of that sexual pleasure whichis called love, and
therefore fear, anger - isal that love? And yet we are satisfied by
that word; we live on that word. And that word is associated with
sex, or that word is associated with God; 'love God and everything
will be al right'. So, the mind isa dave to words; the mind is
conditioned by the word, and one cannot uncondition the mind,
first the word, then another layer, bit by bit by bit - that's a hopeless
game. It must be done with a single glance and that's why it matters
immensely how you look at yourself, with what eyes. If it's the eye
of condemnation, judgement, evaluation, then you are not looking
at all. You might say, well I don't want to ook at myself because
I'm so ugly - that very word is preventing you from looking.

Y ou've aready come with a conclusion which prevents you from
looking. So, to be aware of that conclusion and be free of that
conclusion, then you can look. After all, we have based all our
looks and our attitudes, our values, our images put together by the
mind, words. Y ou mean to say, we can't put aside all those images,
and look?

Q: Do you fed that freedom and love are the same thing?

K: We must both understand the word 'freedom' and 'love'. If |
say yes, then you might have quite a different meaning to it.
Therefore we must establish communication first.

Q: Well, | believe you said the mind is free, one does not have
prejudice and one has ...

K: What? The other way round. There is no freedom aslong as



thereis prejudice.

Q: All rignt.

K: No, sir. Not 'al right'. First, see how prejudice - whether
good prejudice or bad prejudice, experienced prejudice, or casua
prejudice, prejudice - prevents communication and therefore there
isno freedom. Y our prejudice or my pregjudice. So freedomisa
movement in which thereis no prejudice.

Q: All right. Islove a movement in which there is no prejudice?

K: Obvioudly, sir. Obviously love means ... Sir, look at it. Is
love pleasure?

Q: Tome?

K: En genera! Islove pleasure? If it is, then in pleasureisthere
not pain? And if there is pleasure there must be pain and therefore
thereisfear. Soislove fear, pain and pleasure? Or isit nothing
whatsoever to do with that?

Q: Wdll, | would agree with all that. I'm just trying to find out
the things that freedom and love both have in common.

K: Yes, sir, you can say that, but it's the same movement, if we
don't divide it as love and freedom and goodness and beauty - it's
al one movement.

Q: Can | just stop you there? Freedom and love both exist when
the mind if free from prejudice.

K: No, it's much more than this,

Q: I know it is, but ...

K: Quite.

Q: S0, in order to get to that point, then one must be aware.

K: That'sright, sir.

Q: All right.



K: So, one must also enquire what awareness means. How can
one be aware if you are condemning something.

Q: Will you give me an example of how one cannot be aware
that one is obsessed with fear.

K: That'sright, sir. So, one has to become aware of fear and the
awareness of fear, it's possible to dissipate it only when thereis
non-duality - the observer and the observed and so on and on.

Q: Wéll, this, to me, is a phenomenon which has occurred in
only afew of usand | - and when | say 'I', | don't mean onein
possession of achair - | fed that, asyou said, in order for the
human mind, which is not my mind, your mind, but our collective
mind, to have come to this point it all transpires what you said was
evolution, either up or down, from the animals and to 'me’, againin
guotes, the only way that you can reverse this processis either -
well, two ways - either by de-evolution, taking us all back to the
form in which we started, or in an instant the observer and the
observed can become the same.

K: Sir, you are putting it in a different way. Y ou see you can't
go down to the animals.

Q: You gave that somewhere earlier.

K: Ah, no. | said, jokingly, either one can go up or down. That
was a humorous statement, one cannot really. There's no going
down. Y ou can go down if you want to - if one wants to go down
and become a complete animal, it is possible.

Q: | just don't want to stay here. | don't careif | go up, down,
either way. | mean no disrespect, it'sjust that I'm trying in my
attempt to communicate, it's necessary that 'l' understand. So that |

can be aware.



K: Yes. You know, if | may suggest, or say, to spend an hour or
two like this has very little meaning unless you do it; unless you
observe yourself with tremendous attention. And if you observe
yourself with that attention | assure you the thing will begin to
completely change, because after al the mind that each one hasis
the result of the whole human growth; you are the history, you are
the past, you are the whole of humanity although you have divided
yourself into Christian and Buddhist and this and that. Y ou are the
whole of thisworld. And thereit is, inside you, and you don't have
to have read a single philosophical book or psychology - it's all
there. Personally I've never read a book about all these things, but
one can look, one can listen to the world, what is going on and one
can listen inwardly to what is going on. Wisdom can't be bought in
abook. Nor isit amatter of tradition? Someone can't giveit to you,
it's part of intelligence, wisdom. And to be intelligent in the
greatest sense of that word, you need to be highly sensitive, not
through drugs but through awareness, through watching, listening,
the mind becomes extraordinarily awake.

Shall we talk alittle bit about meditation? Shall we? What do
you think we have been doing during this hour? That's part of
meditation. Y ou know, to observe one needs avery quiet, still
mind. If your mind is chattering, occupied, worried, anxious,
guilty, you cannot observe, can you? Y ou cannot see the tree, the
cloud, your friend, or anything. And to have this silent mind, to
come upon this silent mind, which is not a status, that is still a
movement, surely the chattering must cometo an end. And it
cannot be forced. Y ou cannot say to the mind, '‘Ah, keep quiet’ - it

can't. So you have to understand the whole process of chattering,



thinking, you follow? The place of thought, what isitsvalue. It has
immense value, logical, sane, healthy, in certain parts of the field,
but not at all in others. Because thought is never free; thought is the
response of memory, memory is the past. So thought at no timeis
free. And thought is necessary to function in the technological field
of daily living, moment to moment, you have to think, otherwise
you couldn't get home. But to observe, if you observe through the
screen of thought, you don't see at all. Then you are looking at the
present through the past. Therefore you don't see the present. Now,
to really communicate that with you, that means both of us see
together that the past completely prevents the present, and we live
in the past - our whole structure of thought is based on the past.
And when the mind tries to look at the present, at the beauty of it,
the movement of it, how can the dead past look at it? That's why
any conclusion, good or bad, any ideal, in the future - an ideal is
awaysin the future - if you have those ideals obviously you can't
look. So you can't ook, there's no observation, if thereisthe
weight of the past, or the attraction of the future. Now you hear
that, which is afact, logical, healthy, sane, not abnormal or
neurotic. Can you drop the past? The past being the tradition, the
memory, the hurts, all that - drop and look? Y ou can if the thing
becomes extraordinarily important. If the past is of tremendous
danger, then you pull away, you run away from it. The past is you,
your memories, your hurts. That's why to observe al thisin oneself
without any compulsion, without any condemnation, just to watch -
and in that there is great beauty - there are no tearsin it; no despair.
|s that enough?

Q: When you say, 'ls that enough? - you should know whether



that's enough, or not.

K: Hal | can get up and go. Don't take that serioudly!
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