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KRISHNAMURTI

TALK IN NEW DELHI

It seems to me very important that
we  should first establish between
ourselves right communication and
understanding. For most of us, com-
munication is merely at the conscious,
at the verbal or intellectual level, and it is
very difficult really to understand any-
thing when communication is limited to
that level. I think there is a form of
communion which comprehends not
only the conscious, but also the un-
conscious level, and also goes further,
beyond that; and there is real communi-
cation or communion, it seems to me,
only when there is complete harmony
between these three. Behind the con-
scious or verbal understanding of the
significance of the words there is an
unconscious comprehension which is not
merely verbal; and there is also a
form of communion which goes be-
yond all that and which has no sym-
bols, no words or phrases as a means of
communication. It is the total integra-
tion of these three that makes possible
a complete understanding of anything,
is it not? To put it differently, T can
understand something totally, fully, com-
pletely, only when I think with my
whole being, which includes the con-
scious, the unconscious, and a state
which lies beyond both and is not
expressible in words. When there is this
total comprehension, this total approach,
there is surely complete communion
between two human beings.

I think it is very important to establish
this state of communion between our-
selves. But the difficulty is that most of
us merely accept verbally or intellectually
“what is convenient, and reject what is
not, and on that level we dispute. This
is what most of us do. But to go
deeper, beyond the verbal level, beyond
the level of words and symbols, requires

much more attention, much more insight,
a greater quality of awareness. And it
seems to me that if we comprehend and
communicate merely at the verbal level,
these talks will have very little meaning.
It is very easy to talk and argue about
certain ideas; but we are not dealing
with ideas. Ideas do not bring about a
really fundamental change in the quality
of the mind. Ideas influence us, they
give a certain activity to the mind, but
fundamentally, deeply, they do not
change the quality of the mind; and it
is surely very important that there
should be such a change—a radical
transformation in the quality of the
mind. For it is only in bringing about
a revolution in the quality of the mind
itself that we can resolve the many
problems that we have. ‘

T hope that we now understand each
other. There is no teacher with some-
thing to be taught. I think we must be
very clear on this point: that the speaker
is not the teacher, nor are you the
disciple. If you put yourself in the
position of a disciple, of a man who
accepts or rejects, who wants a parti-
cular comprehension in order to resolve
certain problems, I am afraid you will
be disappointed. The true relationship
between you and the speaker is one of
understanding, it is a relationship in
which we are both learning, and if you
‘merely accept or reject what is said
with a sanctimonious religious attitude,
you obviously cease to learn and there-
fore communication between us is im-
possible. What we are trying to do,
surely, is to understand the main pro-
blems of life—to go into them, to learn
about them, and to see all the reactions
of the mind in relationship to every-
thing. TIf we do not learn about our-
selves directly. and are merely eager to
be instructed, then instruction is not a
process of learning, but only the ac-
cumulation of knowledge, which does
not solve our problems. What does
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solve radically and fundamentally our
problems is a mind that is capable of
inquiring, searching, learning. When
you and I as two human beings talk
things over together, inquiring, search-
ing out, then our relationship is entirely
different, Then you do not accept or
reject; then the speaker is not on a
pedestal, and you are not down below,
and we are both learning.

To be capable of learning, the mind
must obviously put aside all that it has
learnt, which is extraordinarily difficult.
To learn, the mind must be in a state
of freedom. We are in a state of
freedom when we want to find out,
when we want to know, when we want
to understand or discover something;
but that freedom is destroyed ‘the
moment we begin to interpret what we
discover in terms of our conditioning,
in terms of our established morality,
our environmental influences, and so on.

So, may I point out that these talks
will be utterly useless if we do not from
the very beginning establish the right
relationship between you and me. After
all, what is important is not society, but
the individual who creates society, the
individual who thinks, who feels, who
suffers, who is probing, questioning,
asking. So you and I as individuals
are inquiring, and through this process
of inquiry we are going to learn.

But learning ceases when there is the
accumulation of learning. And it is a
most difficult thing to really be in a
state when the mind is learning, be-
cause it demands a sense of complete
humility, does it not? If one wants
to know something deeply, inwardly,
that very urge to know presupposes a
mind that is really humble; but we are
not humble, and that is our difficulty.

Humility is necessary in order to
learn. But humility is not to be culti-
vated. The moment you cultivate

humility, you are cultivating the field

of arrogance, and the humility which

that field produces is false. But if we
really begin to inquire, to probe, to ask
questions, then there is humility, because
in that state of inquiry the mind does
not assume anything, it does not ac-
cept any authority, it has no tradition
and is not bound by knowledge. Surely
a mind that is humble has no authority
in itself through its own acquisition of
knowledge, nor does it accept the out-
side authority of a teacher. This deep
sense of humility is essential to the
process of learning. The truly humble
mind is not weighed down by learning,
by experience, by a knowledge of the
sacred books. The man who is always
quoting is not humble. The man who
has read a great deal, and whose bur-
den is knowledge, has no sense of
humility.

So it seems to me of the utmost
importance that from the very begin-
ning we establish between us, you and
I, a relationship in which you are not
looking to be guided, or hoping to have
your problems solved by another.
There is no solution to any problem
apart from the problem itself, and it
would be well if we could really
understand this deeply, fundamentally.
There are no solutions, there are only
problems, and the resolution of each
problem lies in the problem itself.
That much you and I should under-
stand right from the start. We have
innumerable problems at all levels of
our existence, social, economic, intellec-
tual, moral, sexual. There is the pro-
blem of death, the problem of what is
true, of whether there is God, and the
problem of what this whole business of
life is all about. Having a problem,
we always seek a solution, which means
that our attention is not on the pro-
blem, but away from the problem in
search of a solution. If you and I can
simply understand this one thing, that
the solution of a problem lies in the
problem itself, then we shall pay tre-
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/nendous attention to the problem.

~ Do please give your mind to what
is being said. T know you have pro-
blems of every kind, because everything
that the human mind-heart touches it
makes into a problem—which is a
terrible thing. Having made problems,
we want solutions, so we go everlast-
ingly in search of them. We go from
one career to another, from one teacher
to another, from one religion to another,
until we find what we think is a solution
—and that becomes our curse, because
it is not a solution at all. It is a
deception, and so the problems multiply.

Now, you and I together are going

to uncover the problems, understand
them; but that is possible only when
there is communication between us, not
only at the verbal level, but also at the
unconscious level, which is extraordi-
narily important. Because any funda-
mental change comes about, surely, not
through decision, but only when there
is deep comprehension of the full
significance of the problem—which is
not a matter of decision.
. What we intend to do during these
talks is to establish right communication
with each other as two individuals, and
then proceed to uncover our many pro-
blems. In the understanding of one’s
problems as an individual the mind will
be free, because the individual is the
totality of the mind—the conscious, the
unconscious, and the untrodden regions
beyond.

After all, your mind is made up of
what it has learnt, of certain modern
techniques which help you to survive,
and there is also, in the unconscious,
the residue of the past, of tradition, of
innumerable influences, impressions,
compulsions, fears. In addition to all
this there are the conscious urges, the
ambitions, frustrations and conflicting
desires which create a wide chasm of
self-contradiction.

So the transformation of the indi-

vidual is of the highest importance,
because what you are the world is.
You as an individual must bring about
a radical change in yourself; for what
you think, your mode of activity and
relationship, your ambitions, your frus-
trations, your miseries—all this produces
the world about you, and unless there
is a transformation in the quality of
the mind itself, mere tinkering on the
periphery, which is called revolution,
whether communist or any other, will
never bring about a fundamental change.
The individual may adjust himself to a
particular environment, he may become
a communist, a socialist, a capitalist, or
whatever it is, but inwardly, deep down,
he will still be the same. That is why
we must be concerned with the transfor-
mation of the individual at the core.
But that requires a great deal of atten-
tion, a great deal of penetration, insight;
it means that the mind must go beyond
tradition in an ever-deepening inquiry,
which is a delving into self-knowledge;
and as this demands great energy, we
prefer to quote the sacred books, or go
to a guru, or belong to some so-called
religious society, thinking all this is
going to free the mind; but it is only
perpetuating our misery.

It seems to me that we must be con-
cerned with the process of learning ; and
we can learn only when we die to all
the things of yesterday. It is only the

new, fresh mind that learns, not the

mind that is burdened with the accumu-
lations of the past. So our problem is to
understand ourselves. Without under-
standing oneself there is no possibility
of understanding what is true and what
is false, or of finding out if there is
something eternal, immeasurable. Un-
less there is full comprehension of our-
selves, life is merely a constant flux
without much meaning. So self-know-
ledge is essential.

I know you will all nod your heads
at this statement that you must know
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yourself, for it has been repeated ad
nauseam for ages; but really to go into
oneself and observe the whole structure
of the mind requires an immense aloof-
ness from every thought and every
feeling. Because, after all, thought and
feeling are the reactions of the mind,
and to know myself I must be aware,
without condemnation or judgment, of
my reactions in relationship to all things.
I must see my responses—the uncon-
scious as well as the conscious—to
people, to property, to ideas; otherwise
I do not know myself. I must not take
these reactions for granted, or merely
accept them verbally, intellectually, but
actually be aware of every reaction ; and
this requires enormous attention.

I do not know if you have ever tried
to be aware, not only of your reactions,
but of the causes behind them—which
is not introspection, for it does not con-
cern the self at all. Tt is rather the un-
covering of the self, the direct experi-
‘encing, through inquiry, of the whole
structure of the self. To inquire into
yourself thére can be no authority; no
psychologist, no guru can teach you.
To know the extraordinary subtleties
of the mind, its contradictions, its
urges, its ambitions, frustrations and
miseries—to know all that, there must
be no sense of condemnation or judg-
ment of what you see. There must be
mere observation, which is extraordi-
narily difficult.

T wonder if you have ever observed
anything really—a fly, or a picture, or
a sunset, or the beauty of a leaf, or
the moonlit waters on a still night.
Perhaps you have never really percei-
ved these things. Most of us have not;
because the moment we see something,
we immediately give it a name, cover
it with a symbol, translate it in terms
of what we know—which are all dis-
tractions preventing direct perception.
To see something without naming it, to
observe it totally, is possible only when

there is no comparison, that is, when
the mind is really quiet, silent in its
perception.

To find out about oneself, such a
mind is necessary: a mind that is capa-
ble of looking without interpreting,
without condemning, without justifying.
Try that sometime, and you will find
out how extraordinarily difficult, how
arduous a thing it is. Our tradition,
our education, all our moral and reli-
gious training, has conditioned us to
condemn, to justify, to cover up, not
to penetrate. There can be penetration,
deep insight, only when your mind is
capable of observation without being dis-
tracted by any process of evaluation;
and unless you know the source of your
thinking, you have no basis for think-
ing at all. Then you are merely a
machine, repeating certain ideas, pre-
determined thoughts.

So, to penetrate deeply into your-
self is not introspection; it does not
give strength to self-centred activity,
but begins to open the door through
which you will be able to perceive the
whole process of your own mind. And
if you go into it very deeply, dying to
everything that you have discovered in
the process of understanding, you will
find that involuntarily, without any
compulsion or discipline, the mind comes
to a state of quietness, a state of alert-
ness; and it is only then that a radical
revolution takes place.

Tn all these talks you and T are going
to discover the ways of the mind; we
are going to find out how it is condi-
tioned, shaped as a Hindu or a Moslem,
a Parsi or a Christian, a communist or
a socialist, and see how it holds on to
certain beliefs, to certain ideas or aspi-
rations. We are going to learn about
all that, so that our minds are liberated
through direct perception, and then we
shall have a totally different relationship
with society. We cannot exist in isola-
tion, and it is only in relationship that
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we discover what we are.

We have so many problems that our
life is crowded with them. We know
life only as a problem, and we never
see life as a whole—this extraordinary
vastness of a mind that has no barrier,
that is not in bondage to experience.
We do not know the quality of the mind
that is illimitable, eternal. That is why
it is very important for each one of
us to learn how to listen,

Now, listening is a very difficult,
thing to do. Most of us never listen.
We hear, but we do not listen. Surely,
listening implies no interpretation. If I
say something, you may listen; but you
cease to listen the moment you inter-
pret what you hear according to your
background. Whereas, if there is no
interpretation, no evaluation, but an
actual listening with your whole being,
then you will find in that very act of
listening there is a mirror in which you
see for yourself what is true and what
is false—and that is the beauty of
listening.

Just as you have never looked at
anything—at a flower, at a star, at a
reflection on the water—with your
whole being, so you have probably never
listened to anything with your whole
being. To listen with your whole being
is to listen with your conscious mind,
with your unconscious mind, and with
your body—that is, with all your senses
fully awakened. It is only when you
listen in this manner that you are able
to discern that which is true, and the
truth about the false. That is all the
mind needs, isn’t it?—the capacity to
see what is true in ourselves and about
ourselves.

To perceive what is true, there must
be a total giving of oneself to the thing.
If in listening to music you are capable
of paying total attention, the music has
quite a different meaning. If you are
able to give your whole being to a pro-
blem, the problem is not. The problem

exists only when there is contradiction
within ourselves. This inner contradic-
tion can be dissolved only through self-
knowledge, and the self is revealed only
in relationship with the one or with
the many.

All this demands, surely, a tremen-
dous alertness, and everything about us
tends to put us to sleep. One of the
drugs that put us to sleep is obviously
knowledge. A mind that knows can
never learn. Another drug is tradition
—not only the tradition of centuries, but
the tradition of yesterday, the tradition
that says “I know, I have experienced”.
Knowledge, tradition, and the experi-
ences that one gathers, both the good
and the bad, the joyous and the sorrow-
ful—all these contribute to put the
mind to sleep. And it is only the alert
mind, the mind that is constantly ques-
tioning, asking, looking into itself and
all its activities—it is only such a mind
that can discover what is true. Truth
does not demand belief, truth is not the
result of experience, truth is something
that you perceive directly; but this is
possible only when the mind is inno-
cent, not burdened with a thousand and
one problems. To die to all that, is the
beginning of wisdom.

What you and I are trying to do in
these talks is to look into ourselves and
uncover the many layers of our con-
sciousness. If you do not do that and
merely listen to a series of words, you
will find that these talks will have very
little meaning, and your coming here will
be a fruitless thing. But if you follow
and directly experience what is being
said through the observation of your
own mind, then together we can go very
far. In penetrating deeply within your-
self, you will find that the mind be-
comes completely motionless, spontane-
ously still and free. That state of
quietness is not the result of any dis-
cipline, it cannot be brought about
through any yogic practice. It is the
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outcome of understanding oneself.
Such a mind is essential to the under-
standing of the totality of life. Only
such a mind can find out what is true,
whether there is God.

Most of us are caught in some form
of sorrow, turmoil, travail, and we can
resolve it only through understanding
ourselves—‘ourselves’ being the consci-
ous as well as the unconscious. The
more you understand yourself, the more
subtle and beautiful you will find the
mind to be; and without understanding
yourself there is no reality. You may
quote the sacred books and affirm your
belief in God, but it is all just words
without much meaning. What is es-
sential 1is self-knowledge. To Lknow
oneself is not to talk about the Atman,
the super-self, and -all that business,
which is just an invention of the mind.
To know oneself is to know the mind
that invents the super-self, that seeks
security, that is everlastingly wanting to
be settled, undisturbed, reassured. To
know all that through direct observa-
tion brings about a spontaneous tran-
quillity of the mind. And it is only
the tranquil mind, the mind that is still,
motionless—it is only such a mind that
knows the tremendous activity of being
totally alive.

February 8, 1959.
T
TALK IN NEW DELHI

I would like, if I may, to talk over
with you the problem of action. By
action we generally mean what we do
or think we should do under given
circumstances, the question of what is
the right course to take, and whether
a particular action is justified or not.
Most of our thinking is concerned with
what to do. In the political and econo-
mic fields, in our personal relationships,

.related actions.

and in the world at large, we are all
primarily concerned with what is right
action. And I would like, if I may,
to talk over with you, not what is right
and what is wrong action, but the
totality of action; for if we can get a
feeling of the action that is total, that is -
not self-contradictory, then perhaps we
shall know or be able to feel our way
through any particular action.

But it is very difficult, I think, to
get a feeling of the totality of some-
thing. After all, to get the feeling of
a tree, it is no good merely examining
a leaf, or a branch, or the trunk. The
tree is a totality, the hidden as well as
what is shown, and to understand the
beauty, the loveliness of a spreading
tree, one must have a feeling of the
totality of it.

In the same way, I think one must
have this feeling, this inward compre-
hension of total action. If we look at
ourselves we will see that in our rela-
tionships, in our governments, in every
department of our living, there is not
a total action, but many separate, un-
The government does
one thing unrelated to our personal
existence, the businessman does some-
thing else unrelated to the action of the
government, and the individual says “I
am a communist”, “I am a Catholic”,
and so on. [Each one is concerned with
action according to a particular system
or within a limited sphere, hoping that
such action. will cover the whole field.
So there is always a contradiction, not
only in the individual, in you and me,
but also in our relationship with society,
with the government, and with others.

Now, what is total action? You and
T—you as an individual and I as another
individual—are talking this over. I am
not laying down the law. I am not say-
ing “This is right and that is wrong”, but
together we are gomng to find out what

"is this extraordinary action which is

total and therefore not contradictory in
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itself.

All our responses have their opposite
responses, have they not? If you ob-
serve you will see that every desire has
its own contradictory desire. The
moment we desire something, there is
the shadow of an opposing desire; so
our action always creates a contradic-
tion, an opposite response.

Now, is there an action which is total
which does not create a contradiction,
and which is not merely the continu-
ance of a particular form of activity?
We are going to find out; we are going
into it very hesitantly and discover the
truth of the matter for ourselves.

After all, the function of a speaker
is not merely to give you ideas—at least
I do not think so—, because ideas never
really change human beings. One idea
can be opposed by another idea. The
very idea of total action creates an
idea opposite to it. But if we can put
away mere ideas and think together,
feel together, proceed, investigate,
question together, then perhaps we shall
get the feeling of a total action which
is not self-contradictory; because that
which is total cannot have within it
something opposed to itself.

This is a very complex problem, and
like all complex problems, it must be
approached very simply, which is the
way of learning. To learn, the mind
must be in a state of inquiry; and the
mind is not inquiring when it makes a
decision and starts from there. If I
have a conception of what is right and
what is wrong action, I have already
made a decision, and such a mind is
incapable of learning the truth about
action. Though it may be very active,
it is really a dead mind. There is no
movement of learning for the mind that
has already learnt; there is no expe-
riencing for the mind that is burdened
with past experiences. I do not know
if you understand this, or if T am mak-
ing myself clear.

You see, the difficulty is that most
of us are used to similies, examples,
illustrations. If T could give you ten
examples, you would think you had
understood—but really you would not
have understood. Ixamples and illus-
trations are most deceiving. They pre-
vent you from really thinking, inquir-
ing. An example can be offset by a
contradictory example, and in arguing
about the examples we shall get lost.
Whereas, if we can capture the tota-
lity of action, the feeling of it, then
we shall be able to work it out in detail
in our daily existence. But that re-
quires enormous attention, and a great
deal of insight. Most of us are un-
willing to give our complete attention
to a problem of this kind, and we would
rather be excited or amused by dis-
cussing examples.

What you and I are trying to find
out is whether there is a total action
that will cover the whole field of our
existence. I say there is—but not dog-
matically. I say there is a total action
which will cover every department of
our existence—governmental, eccnomic,
social, and the whole ficld of human
relationships. But you cannot come to
it, you cannot comprehend the feeling,
the beauty, the subtlety of it, if you
approach it from a particular point of
view. Therefore there must be a letting
go of your Communism, of your
Hinduism, of your conception of action
according to the Gita, the Bible, the
Koran, or your latest gurw. All that
must be wiped out in order to find the
total action which will respond to every
challenge. :

As T was saying last time, it is very
important to know how to listen, be-
cause most of us never listen at all.
Listening is in itself an action of libe-
ration; it frees the mind. But when
you do listen, what actually happens?
If you observe your own mind you wiil
see that you are comparing what is be-
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ing said either with what you know,
or with some authority whom you res-
pect. You are always comparing or
interpreting, aren’t you? Therefore the
mind is not in a state of listening at
all. To listen you must give your total
attention, and total attention is denied
when you are comparing or interpret-
ing. When you say that you see a cor-
respondence between what is being said
here and the teachings of Shankara or
Buddha, that is a lazy man’s way of
listening. But if you really want to
learn the truth about yourself, then you
are bound to listen without comparing,
without a calculated interest. And I
say in that very act of listening without
comparison or interpretation you will
discover for yourself that in the state
of learning the mind is not accumulat-
ing. But when the mind has learnt, it
obviously ceases to learn, because it is
always interpreting the new in terms of
the old.

So listening is an extraordinary thing,
because if you are really capable of
listening, it frees the mind from all in-
fluence. Then the mind is clear, sharp
—and such a mind is necessary to find
out what is true.

This question of action, of what to
do, is an enormous problem, and if we
merely listen consciously, at the intel-
lectual or verbal level, we shall enter the
field of argumentation: T am right, you
are wrong, I quote you this, you quote
me that, and so on indefinitely. That is
why it is important to communicate with
each other at a much deeper level, un-
consciously. T  think fundamental
change takes place only at the uncon-
scious level. Change at the conscious
level is based on a decision, and decision
will always produce its own coniradic-
tion.

Please follow this a little bit patiently.
Action born of choice is based on a
decision, and such action is self-contra-
dictory. I decide to do something.

10

That decision is the outcome of choice,
and choice always contains its own
opposite. Therefore the action of deci-
sion is a contradiction, inwardly as weil
as outwardly. There is an action which
is not of choice, not of decision, and in
such action there is no contradiction;
but that requires a great deal of inquiry
into oneself.

Now, this is not a matter of accept-
ance or denial. Don’t immediately say
to me “I disagree with you”, or “You
are utterly right”, because that would
have no meaning. What matters is for
you to see the truth that action born of
choice, of decision, will inevitably pro-
duce a self-contradictory reaction. If
you decide to do something, your action
is born of choice, and that action will
invariably create its own opposite;
therefore you are caught in contradic-
tion. So what are you to do? I say
there is a total action in which there is
no contradiction at all. But to under-
stand that, one must go into the un-
conscious, and it is there that we shall
have to commune with each other. Do
you understand? T hope I am making
myself clear. I see that I am not.

Most of us are concerned with what
to do, what kind of legislation to enact,
what kind of reform to carry out, and
all the rest of it. But I say that is not
important ; put that aside for the moment
and concern yourself with total action
which is not self-contradictory. If
you can find out what total action 1is,
then you will be able to act truly in a
particular direction. Do you under-
stand?

Let us say that T do not know what
to do as a governmental official, or in
the family, or as a citizen who is not
committed to any particular party or
system. But before T ask what I am to
do, T say to myself: “There must be a
total action, an action which is whole,
which does not contain the seed of self-
contradiction.” To understand 'the tree,
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I must look at the whole tree, and not
be concerned with a particular leaf. If
I want to understand life, I must
understand the whole depth, breadth
and height of it, and not approach it
through a particular system, belief, or
ideology. Similarly, T must put aside
for the moment the particular act, and
be concerned with the comprehension of
total action.

Sirs, life isn’t any one particular
thing. Life isn’t just the bureaucratic
system of New Delhi, life isn’t just the
communist system or the -capitalist
system, life isn’t just tyranny or self-
contradiction. Life is all these things,
and far more; it is the daily relationship
of conflict, of misery, of struggle and
travail. Life is birth and death, it is
meditation, inquiry, and all the various
subtleties which the mind invents. Life
is enormous, immeasurable by the mind,
and you think you have understood life
when you are able to dissect a tiny
part of it. You say “Yes, I know
life”; but you don’t know life as long
as your whole concentration is given to
one section or department of life.

In the same way, what matters is not
the immediate act, but the inquiry into
the totality of action; so I say, puf
aside the immediate act. But you are
not going to put it aside. The pressure
is much too great. You have to do
something tomorrow, you have to act.
So the conscious mind is perpetually
occupied with immediate action, like a
machine that is constantly in motion.
You never say ‘‘I will put this all side
and find out”.

So you and T are now inquiring at
the unconscious level ; therefore commui-
nication is entirely different. Tt is not
verbal, it is not mere analysis, it is not
a process of giving examples; it is like
feeling your way under water. You
can’t assume anything, you can’t be dog-
matic or asserfive; you must be nega-
tive.  That is why negative thinking

1I

is tremendously important.
thinking is the highest form of
—but let us not go into that
moment,

I hope you are following all this, 1f
not, we will discuss it another time.

You and T are communicating at the
unconscious level, where there is only
the act of listening and not the listener
who says “What shall I do?”’. Leave
the ‘what to do’ to the conscious mind.
We are going to inquire unconsciously
into the totality of action—which does
not mean that one goes to sleep; on the
contrary, it is quite an extraordinary
state of attention.

Now, let us differentiate between at-
tention and concentration. Concentra-
tion, being a focusing of the mind, is
limited, but attention is not. The con-
scious mind can be concentrated at its
own level ; but the unconscious can only
be attentive, not concentrated. Am I
making this clear? Sirs, don’t imme-
diately say “Yes”. I mustn’t ask that
question, for you are apt to say it is
clear because you want to proceed. T
can proceed, but you will merely re-
main on the verbal or conscious level,
and therefore you won’t be able o
proceed. You and I must proceed
together, or not at all.

So. we are inquiring negatively into
the totality of action, which means that
the mind is not concerned with deci-
sion; it is not for the moment con-
cerned with what to do, the immediate
action. Let me put it around the other
way.

The conscious mind is always con-
cerned with the immediate question of
what to do. All politicians are con-
cerned with what to do; therefore they
are not concerned with the totality of
action. At the conscious level there
are and must be decisions; but those
decisions are based on choice, which is
the action of will, and therefore they
become self-contradictory. Seeing the

Negative
thinking
for the
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psychological truth of this, I begin te
inquire negatively, which is the only
approach to the unconscious. There
cannot be a positive approach, because
the positive approach belongs to the
conscious mind.  The unconscious is
enormous, it is like a vast sea where
there is a perpetual movement; and how
can you approach that enormous depth
with a positive idea? To learn, there
must be a negation of the positive.
There is no learning at the conscious
level; there is only the acquiring of
knowledge.

As T said, sirs, this is a very difficult
question, Concentration is exclusion,
and what you exclude is always wait-
ing to come in. Attention is a nega-
tion of concentration, because there is
no exclusion, and that is the way one
must approach the unconscious. That
is the way you and I are going to com-
municate, which means that we are not
concerned with the immediate decision
and the activity based on that decision.
We ‘are inquiring negatively into the
whole field of the unconscious, in which
there is an action which is not self-
contradictory.

So, what have we done so far? We
have seen that to understand something
there must be a total feeling, which is
love. Love is a total act, it is a feeling
of wholeness in which all the senses are
fully awake, the mind completely at rest,
and in which there is no contradiction.
To comprehend the beauty of a tree
against the sky, there must be a feeling
of the totality of the tree, and that feel-
ing is denied when you merely con-
cern yourself with a leaf. But when
you get the feeling of the totality of a

- non-violence.

tree, then you can be concerned with -

the leaf, with the branch, with the
flower. :

As we are concerned this evening
with action, we are inquiring into the
totality of it; and you can approach
it only negatively, not with a desire to
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know what is the right thing to do.
If that much is clear, we can proceed;
but I’'m afraid it is not clear, because
most of us have not thought about this
at all. We have only thought about
what to do, what is right, what is profit-
able, what will give us more power,
influence—which means that we are
always calculating, self-interested, and
therefore always self-contradictory.
And there we remain, hoping to find a
way to integrate our self-contradic-
tion; but we never find it, because at
that level there is no end to self-
contradiction.

It is very difficult not to be a com-
munist, a socialist, this or that, and
{o inquire into what is -total action.
Most of us are committed to something
or other, and a man who is committed
to something is incapable of learning.
Life never stands still, it does not com-
mit itself to anything, it is in eternal
movement. And you want to translate
this living thing in terms of a parti-
cular belief or ideology, which is utterly
childish.

So what we are trying to do is to
feel out the totality of action. There
is no action without the background of
thought, is there? And thought is
always choice. Don’t just accept this.
Please examine it, feel your way into
it. Thought is the process of choosing.
Without thought you cannot choose.
The moment you choose, there is a deci-
sion, and that decision creates its own
opposite—good and bad, violence and
The man who pursues
non-violence through decision creates a
contradiction in himself.  Thought is
essentially born of choice. I choose to
think in a certain way. I examine
communism, socialism, Buddhism, I
reason logically and decide to think
this or that. Such thought is based on
memory, on my conditioning, on my
pleasure, on my likes and dislikes, and
any action born of such thought will
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inevitably create contradiction in my-
self and therefore in the world; it will
produce sorrow, misery, not only for
me, but for others as well.

Now please listen quietly, and don’t
say “Yes” or “No”. Is there an action
which is not the result of influence,
which is not the result of calculated self-
interest, which is not the result of past
experience >—and I have explained how
the burden of accumulated experience
makes the mind incapable of experienc-
ing.

Is there an action which is not the
outcome of choice, of ideation, of a
decision, but is the total feeling of
action? I say there is. As we are
living now, the government does one
thing, the businessman does another,
the religious man, the scholar and the
seientist each does something else, and
they are all in contradiction. These
contradictions can never be overcome,
because the overcoming of a contradic-
tion only creates another tension. The
essential thing is for the mind to under-
stand the totality of action, that is, to
get the feeling of action which is not
born of decision, as one might get the
feeling of a lovely sunset, of a flower,
or a bird on the wing. This requires
an inquiry into the unconscious with no
positive demand for an answer. And
if you are capable of not being caught
up in the immediacy of life, of what
to do tomorrow, then you will find that
the mind begins to discover a state of
action in which there is no contradic-
tion, an action which has no opposite.
You try it. Try it as you go home,
when you are sitting in the bus. Ifind
out for yourself what is this extraordi-
nary thing, an action which is total.

You see, sirs, the earth is not com-
munist or capitalist, it is not Hindu or
Christian, it is neither yours nor mine.
There is a feeling of the totality. of the
carth, of the beauty, the richness, the
extraordinary potency of the carth;

but you can feel that total splendour
only when you are not committed to
anything. In the same way, you can
get the feeling of total action only when
you are not committed to any particular
activity, when you are not one of the
‘do-gooders’ who are committed to this
or that party, belief, or ideology, and
whose actions are really a form of self-
centred activity. If you are not com-
mitted, then you will find that the con-
scious mind, though involved with im-
mediate action, can put aside that im-
mediate action and inquire negatively
into the unconscious where lie the real
motives, the hidden contradictions, the
traditional bondages and blind urges
which create the problems of immediacy.
And once you understand all this, then
you can go much further. Then you
will be able to feel-—as you would feel
the loveliness, the wholeness of a tree
—the totality of action in which there
is no opposite response, no contradic-
tion.

This is not the integration of action
with its opposite, which is nonsense;
on the contrary, it is the understanding
of the totality of action which comes
when the mind is capable of not being
centred in the immediate activity. To
be centred in the immediate activity is
concentration, Awareness or attention
is not centred in the immediate acti-
vity, but in that attention the immedi-
ate activity is included. So there is a
totality of action only when the mind
is capable of inquiring from moment
to moment, and is not merely concerned
with the immediate.  Then the mind
penetrates, it  asks f.undflmcnt:'ll
questions, Because its 1nquiry 1S
fundamenial, its action is anonymous,
and being anonymous it has no contra-
diction, no opposite.

February 11, 1959.
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TALK IN NEW DELHI

This evening T would like, if I may,
to talk over with you the whole process
of the mind. To most of us, appa-
rently, thought is very important; but
thought, even though it shapes our ac-
t}ons and our lives, will have very
little meaning unless we understand the
ways of the mind.

Before T go further, T would like to
ask you what is the purpose or signi-
ficance of your coming here? It is a
valid question, T think, and one which
you will have to answer for yourself.
What is the motive, the intention of
your coming? On that will depend
your understanding of what is going to
be said. If you come merely out of
curiosity, obviously you will be little
satisfied, and will go away rather more
confused than before. But if vou
come, not just to hear what the speaker
has to say, but in order to understand
vourself, then T think these talks will
have some meaning. But to under-
stand oneself requires a great deal of
attention, not only while we are here,
but also when we.go out into the ways
of our daily existence; for it is in our
everyday relationships that we find the
mirror in which to see ourselves as we
are,

So let us be very clear about our
intention in gathering together here this
evening. You are not going to learn

anything from the speaker. To me
there is neither the teacher nor the
taught; there is no leader and no

follower, no guru and no disciple; there
is no path to reality, no system or
discipline that can bring about the reali-
zation of that extraordinary thing
which we call the real, the eternal, the
immeasurable.  No organized religion
can lead you to it. And if you have
come here with the hope of being led

to happiness, to peace of mind, you
are not only going to be disappointed,
but more confused than ever.

So as an individual you must be very
clear about why you are here.  The
man who follows any path, any system,
any teacher, or who belongs to any
organized religion, is merely an imitator
and not an individual who is trying to
understand the whole field of human
existence. Living is a very complex
process, and to understand it demands
extraordinary attention, a detailed per-
ception, a precision in thinking; so,
obviously there can be no following,
there can be neither an easy acceptance
nor a casual denial. If that much is
very clear between you and me as two
individuals, then together we can pro-
ceed. But if you have come here mere-
ly to juggle with words, or intellec-
tually to be amused, or cleverly to refute
what is said, then T think you will miss
the significance of the whole thing.

If one asks oneself very clearly
“Why have I come?”, that very ques-
tion will begin to unravel the process
of one’s own mind. After all, the mind
is the only instrument we have. Tt is
the mind that perceives, that thinks, that
calculates, that desires, that communi-
cates, that penectrates, that creates its
own blockages, that tries to fulfil itself
and finds frustration, misery; it is the
mind that is ambitious and ruthless,
affectionate and sympathetic; it is the
mind that knows pleasure and pain, love
and hate, that takes delight in beauty.
So unless we understand this extraordi-
nary thing called the mind, we shall
have very little basis for rational, clear
and perceptive thinking.

Thinking plays a very large part in
our life, does it not? Tt covers almost
the whole field of our existence. That
is why it is so important to understand
the mind, from which thinking
emanates. The mind is the source of
our thought, of our feeling, of our per-
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ception, our awareness; it shapes our
relationship with society, with nature,
with each other.  So without under-
standing the mind, any change we bring
about in our thinking will have very
little meaning.

Now, in this talk and in all the talks
to follow, what we are trying to do is
to unravel this thing called the mind.
It is not our intention that you should
be influenced to think in a particular
direction—and it is very important for
you and me to understand this.  All
influence, good or bad, is pernicious,
because it enslaves the mind. Influence
is mere propaganda. The constant
repetition of certain phrases creates be-
lief, which is not thinking. @ To me
any influence, whether pleasant or un-
pleasant, and however subtle or shrewd,
is a form of compulsion. So again let
us be very clear that you are not being
mesmerized by me; your mind is not
being influenced to think in a certain
direction.

It is very important, T think, that
we understand this. Influence, which
is propaganda, is being exerted on the
mind all the time. Newspapers, maga-
zines, books, the speeches that are given
by television and radio—all this, and
everything else that goes to make up our
environment, is urging us to think in
a certain direction, and consciously or
unconsciously we either resist or accept
it. e

Please don’t just listen to me, but
watch your own mind in operation. I
am only describing the operation of
your own mind, how influence twists
and perverts your thought. There is
not only conscious influence, which is
called education, but also unconscious

influence, the influence of which one is

not aware; and perhaps this is much
more potent than the conscious influence.
If T directly tell you to do something,
you may or may not do it depending
on my authority, my power of persu-

asion, and on your willingness or other-
wise to accept what I say—which is a
conscious influence.  But the uncons-
cious, where there is no means of de-
fence, is much more easjly penetrated
by subtle suggestions, ideas, arguments ;
and influences on that level are apt to
affect the mind much more. I do not
know if you have observed this. And
there is the whole weight of tradition,
the modern as well as the ancient, that
shapes the mind gradually, unknowingly.

So one has to be alert at all these
talks not to be influenced, not to be
hypnotized into accepting what is said
—which does not mean that you must
reject it. What we are trying to do is
to understand the process of the mind;
and you cannot understand the mind,
the whole extent and depth of it, if
you merely accept or reject. You and
I together are trying to understand the
mind, go into it, uncover all the various
aspects of it, and not merely confine
ourselves to one particular part. We
are exploring and therefore discovering;
and what you discover for yourself
matters much more than anything you
may hear from me. But you are not
really listening if you are prejudiced,
if you are argumentative, if you mere-
ly reject or accept, for then you re-
main at the verbal level; therefore you
cannot explore, you cannot discover the
movement, the extraordinary subtleties
of the mind. T may point out to you
many things, but unless you directly
experience them, you cannot possibly
understand the process of your own
mind.

If you are really alert you will see
that there is no guru, no path, no systein
or belief that can lead you to truth.
There is only the exploration of the
process of your own thinking. When
once you begin to know the ways of
your mind and see what it is that lies
behind your thought—why there is fear,
why you seek security, and all the rest
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of it—, then you will never again follow
anybody.

That being clearly understood by you
and by me, let us ask ourselves, what
is the mind? When T put that ques-
tion, please don’t wait for a reply from
me. Look at your own mind, observe
the ways of your own thought. What
I describe is only an indication, it is
not the reality. The reality you must
experience for yourself. The word, the
description, the symbol, is not the
actual thing. The word ‘door’ is ob-
viously not the door. The word ‘love’
is not the feeling, the extraordinary
quality that the word indicates. So do
not let us confuse the word, the name,
the symbol, with the fact. If you
merely remain on the verbal level and
discuss what the mind is, you are lost;
for then you will never feel the quality
of this astonishing thing called the mind.

So, what is the mind?  Obviously,
the mind is our total awareness or cons-
ciousness, it is the total way of our
existence, the whole process of our
thinking. The mind is the result of the
brain. The brain produces the mind.
Without the brain there is no mind,
but the mind is separate from the brain.
Tt is the child of the brain. If the
brain is limited, damaged, the mind is
also damaged.  The brain, which re-
cords every sensation, every feeling of
pleasure or pain; the brain with all its
tissues, with all its responses, creates
what we call the mind, although the
mind is independent of the brain.

You don’t have to accept this. You
can experiment with it and see for
yourself.

T ask yout where you live, which'is a
question with which you are familiar.
The air waves striking upon the ear-
drum cause an impulse to be sent to
your brain, which translates and res-
ponds to what it hears according to its
memories and you say “Sir, T live in
such and such a place”. The response

of the brain is also the response of the
mind according to its conditioning.
The mind is not only the result of the
brain, but also of the time-process—
the time-process being both external or
chronological, and inward or psycho-
logical, inside the skin as it were, which
is the sense of becoming something.
So the mind is the result of the brain
and of time, and it is made up of both
the conscious and the unconscious, the
surface and the hidden.

Now, the mind is controllable through
education, is it not? That is what is
happening throughout the world. The
communists get hold of the mind
through so-called education, through
brain-washing, and so control it.. That
is essentially what all organized reli-
gions do. You are a Hindu or a Parsi,
a Moslem or a Buddhist, because you
have been brought up as one; your
parents, your tradition, your priest, your
whole environment, all help to condi-
tion your mind in that way.

So the mind is being influenced all
the time to think along a certain line.
Tt used to be that only the organized
religions were after your mind, but now
governments have largely taken over
that job. They want to shape and
control your mind. On the surface the
mind can resist their control. You will
become a communist only if it pays yot.
If you think you will find God through
Catholicism, you will become a Catho-
lic, not otherwise. Superficially you
have some say in the matter; but be-
low the surface, in the deep unconscious,
there is the whole weight of time, of
tradition, urging you in a particular
direction, The conscious mind may to
some extent control and guide itself,
but in the unconscious your ambitions,
your unsolved problems, your compul-
sions, superstitions, fears, are waiting,
throbbing, urging.

So there is a division in the mind as
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the conscious and the unconscious, the
open and the hidden; inwardly, deeply,
there is a contradiction. You remain
a Hindu and cling to certain supersti-
tions, even though modern civilization
says they are nonsense. You are a
scientist, and yet you marry off your
son or daughter in the old traditional
way. So there is in you a contradic-
tion. There is also a contradiction in
thought itself, in desire itself. You
want to do something, and at the same
time you think you should not do it.
You say “I must” and “I must not”.
This whole field of the mind is the
result of time, it is the result of conflicts
and adjustments, of a whole series of
acceptances without full comprehension.
Therefore we live in a state of contra-
diction ; our life is a process of endless
struggle. We are unhappy, and we
want to be happy. Being violent, we
practise the ideal of non-violence. So
there is a conflict going on, the mind
is a battlefield. We want to be secure,
knowing inwardly, deeply, that there is
no such thing as security at all. The
truth is that we do not want to face the
fact that there is no security ; therefore
we are always pursuing security, with
the resultant fear of not being secure.
So the mind is a mass of contradic-
tions, oppositions, adjustments, emo-
tional reactions, conscious as well as
unconscious, and from there we begin to
think. We have never eXplored the
depths of our own consciousness, but
merely act on the surface. We believe
or do not believe; we pursue what we
think is profitable; we compel ourselves
to do something, or we argue, drift.
This is our life. And in this state the
mind says “I want to find reality”.
But you can perceive what is real
only when the mind is not in a state
of self-contradiction. Whether you be-
lieve or do not believe in God has very
little importance. Actually, it is of no
importance at all, because in your life
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it is just a matter of convenience, of
tradition and social security. You are
conditioned to believe in God, as the
communists are conditioned not to be-
lieve. It is conditioning that makes you
call yourself a Hindu or a Buddhist, a
Moslem or a Christian. Your moraliz-
ing about God or truth and your quoting
of the various scriptures has very little
significance, because the moment you
discover for yourself that your mind
is conditioned, that whole structure will
collapse.

Being afraid, the mind finds security
within the field of its own thought, con-
victions and experiences; it builds a
haven of refuge through belief, and
wards off the movement of life. This
is the actual fact, whether you acknow-
ledge it or not. The haven of refuge
which the mind creates and remains
within is the ‘me’ and the ‘mine’, and
every form of disturbance that might
shake the foundations of this refuge,
the mind rejects.

Seeing that thought is transient, the
mind creates the ‘I’-process, the ‘me’
which it then calls the permanent, the
everlasting, but which is still within the
field of the mind, because the mind has
created and can think about it. What
the mind can think about is obviously
within the field of the mind, which is
the field of time; therefore it is not the
timeless, the eternal, though you may
call it the Atman, the higher self, or
God. Your God is then a product of
your thought; and your thought is the
response of your conditioning, of your
memories, of your experiences, which
are all within the field of time.

Now, can the mind be free of time?
That is the real problem. Because all
creation takes place outside the field of
time. All profound thinking, all deep
feeling is always timeless. When you
love somebody, when there is love, that
love is not bound by time.

But the conditioned mind, surely, is
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incapable of finding out what lies be-
yond time. That is, Sirs, the mind as
we know it, is conditioned by the past.
The past, moving through the present to
the future, conditions the mind; and
this conditioned mind, being in con-
flict, in trouble, being fearful, uncertain,
seeks something beyond the frontiers of
time. That is what we are all doing in
various ways, is it not? DBut how can a
mind which is the result of time ever
find that which is timeless? All it can
do is to mesmerize itself into a state
which it calls the timeless, the real, or
make itself comfortable with certain
beliefs. ;

To find reality, the mind must trans-
form itself; it must go beyond itself.
And unless the mind is capable of re-
ceiving reality, it cannot resolve the in-
numerable problems that confront us in
our daily life. It can adjust itself, de-
fend itself, it can take refuge tempo-
rarily ; but life is all the time challenging
the defences that you so sedulously
build around yourself. The house of
your beliefs, of your properties, of
your attachments and comforting ways
of thinking, is constantly being broken
into. But the mind goes on secking
security, so there is a conflict between
what you want and what life’s process
demands of you. This is what is
happening to every one of us.

So the mind is the result of time, it
is caught up in conflict, in discipline,
control; and how can such a mind be
free to discover what lies beyond the
limits of time? I do not know if this
problem interests you at all. Everyday
existence, with all its troubles, seems to
be sufficient for most of us. Our only
concern is to find an immediate answer
to our various problems. DBut sooner or
later the immediate answers are found
to be unsatisfactory, because no pro-
blem has an answer apart from the
problem itself. But if T can under-
stand the problem, all the intricacies of
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it, then the problem no longer exists.

Most of us are concerned, I think,
with how to live in this world without
too much conflict. We want what we
call peace of mind, which means that
we do not want to be deeply disturbed.
That is why we accept the immediate
answers about death, about sorrow, and
so on. But these problems cannot be
understood, nor can there be the cessa-
tion of conflict, until one begins to
comprehend the whole process of the
mind. When you begin to inquire into
the mind you will make the inevitable
discovery that the limits or frontiers of
the mind are defined by that which is
recognizable, and that these frontiers
of the mind can never be stormed; so
thought can never be free. Thought
is merely the reaction of your experi-
ence, the response of memory ; and how
can such thought ever be free? Iree-
dom means, surely, a state which has
no beginning and no end; it is not a
continuity of conditioned thinking based
on experience with all its memories.

So thought, which is the response of
memory, of accumulated experience, of
one’s particular conditioning, is not the
solution to any problem; and I think
for most of us this is a bitter pill to
swallow. Thought can never fy
straight, because it is always influenced,
it is always motivated, attracted, and
that attraction is based on our condi-
tioning, off our background, on our
memory. So thought is merely mecha-
nical. Please, sirs, do see the signifi-
cance of this. Machines are taking over
more and more of the functions of the
human mind. The electronic brain,
which can do much better work in
certain areas than you and I can, is
based essentially on association, memory,
experience, habit, which are also the
ways of the mind; and through associa-
tion, memory, experience, habit, you can
never come to that which is free.

It is of fundamental importance, then,
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to be aware—not only at the conscious
or surface level, but also at the deeper,
unconscious level—of this extraordinary
thing called the mind, with its frontiers
of the recognizable. And can this mind
—which is the result of time in both
the chronological and the psychological
sense—with all its demands, with all
its variances and influences, be creative?
Because that is what is needed, surely-—
a mind that is not merely productive or
inventive, but in a state of creative-
ness which is not the product of the
mind.

I do not know if I am making my-
self clear. This is a difficult thing to
go into, and it will mean very little un-
less you have followed what has been
said this evening—followed it, not just
verbally, but at the same time watching
your own mind.

In what we call thinking there is
always a thinker apart from the thought,
an observer different from the observed.
But it is thought that has produced the
thinker ; there is no entity as the thinker
who  produces thought.  Thought,
which is the reaction of memory, pro-
duces the thinker. If there is no think-
ing, there is no ‘I’—though this is con-
trary to what you have always been
told. You have accepted the idea that
there is a permanent ‘I’—which you call
the Atman, the higher self, and all the
rest of it—that produces thought. To
me this is sheer nonsense—it does not
matter what the books say. What is
important is for you to find out the truth
of the matter for yourself. As long as
there is this division of the thinker and
the thought, as long as there is an ex-
periencer who is experiencing, the mind
is held within the frontiers of the
recognizable, and is therefore limited.
It is caught in the process of accumu-
lation, attachment, and is therefore in
a state of perpetual self-contradiction.

So in the mind there is this division
of the experiencer and the experienced,

the observer and the observed. Know-
ing this fact and recognizing its own
limitations, how is the mind to go be-
yond itself? Because it is only when
the mind goes beyond itself that there
is creation. Creation cannot take place
within the field of the experiencer and
the experienced, the thinker and the
thought, because in that field everything
is in a state of conflict; there is con-
fusion, misery. As long as there is the
experiencer and the experienced, the
thinker and the thought, there is a divi-
sion, a contradiction, and hence a cease-
less struggle to bring the two together,
to build a bridge between them. As
long as that division exists, the mind
is held within the frontiers of the
recognizable; and what is recognized
is not the new. Truth cannot be re-
cognized, What you recognize you al-
ready know, and what you know is not
what is.

Now, how is the mind to free itself
from the known? TFor only in the state
of unknowingness is there creation, not
within the field of the known. Being
the result of time, which is the known,
how is the mind to die to the known?

Sirs, there is no answer, there is no

‘system by which you can make the mind
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new, fresh, young, innocent. As long
as the mind is functioning within the
field of the known, it can never renew
itself, it can never make itself totaily
free. So please listen to the question,
and let the seed of the question pene-
trate into the unconscious; then you
will find the answer as you live, as you
function daily.

How is the mind to free itself from
the known? It is only in that state
of freedom from the known that there
can be creation, which can then be
translated as inventiveness, as the crea-
tiveness of an artist, as this or that—
all of which is irrelevant, it has only
social significance.  God, or truth, is
that state of freedom from the known;
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it has nothing to do with your ideas
about that state. The man who is seek-
ing God will never find God. The man
who practises a discipline, who does
puja and all the rest of it, will never
find out what is true, because he is still
working within the field of the known.
It is only when the mind is dead to
everything that it has experienced,
totally empty of the known—not blank,
but empty, with a sense of complete
unknowingness—, it is only then that
reality comes into being.

February 15, 1959.

v
TALK IN NEW DELHI

This evening I would like to suggest
that we talk over the question of change
and revolution; but before we go into
it, I think it is very important to under-
stand the relationship of the individual
to society. The first thing to realize is
that the problems of the individual, his
sorrows and struggles, are also those of
the world. The world is the individual ;
the individual is not different from the
society in which he lives. That is why,
without a radical transformation of the
individual, society becomes a burden, an
irresponsible continuity in which the
individual is merely a cog.

There is a strong tendency to think
that the individual is of little import-
ance in modern society, and that every-
thing possible must be done to control
the individual, to  shape  his
thought through propaganda,
through sanctions, through  the
various means of mass communi-
cation. The individual himself wonders
what he can do in a society which is so
burdensome, which bears down on him
with the weight of a mountain, and he
feels- almost helpless. Confronted with

this mass of confusion, deterioration,
war, starvation and misery, the indi-
vidual not unnaturally puts to himself
the question, “What can I do?”. And
I think the answer to this question is
that he cannot do anything, which is an
obvious fact. Ie can’t prevent a war,
he can’t do away with starvation, he
can’t put a stop to religious bigotry, or
to the historical process of nationalism,
with all its conflicts.

So I think to put such a question is
inherently wrong. The individual’s res-
ponsibility is not to society, but to him-
self. And if he is responsible to him-
self, he will act upon society—but not
the other way round. Obviously the
individual can’t do anything about this
social confusion; but when he begins
to clear up his own confusion, his self-
contradiction, his own violence and
fears, then such an individual has an
extraordinary importance in society. I
think very few of us realize this. Sce-
ing that we cannot do anything.on a
world scale, we invariably do nothing
at all, which is really an escape from
the action within oneself which will
bring about a radical change.

So I am talking to you as one indi-
vidual to another. We are not com-
municating with each other as Indians,
or Americans, or Russians, or Chinese,
nor as members of any particular group.
We are talking things over as two
human beings, not as a layman and a
specialist. If that much is clear bet-
ween us, we can proceed.

The individual is obviously of the
greatest significance in society, because
it is only the individual who is capable
of creative activity, not the mass—and
I shall explain presently what I mean
by that word ‘creative’. If you see this
fact, then you will also realize that what
you are in yourself is of the highest
importance. Your capacity to think, to
function with wholeness, with an inte-
gration in which there is no self-contra-
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diction—this has an enormous signifi-
cance.

We see that if there is to be any real
change in the world—and there must be
a real change—, then you and I as indi-
viduals will have to transform ourselves.
Unless there is a radical change in each
one of us, life becomes an endless imi-
tation, ultimately leading to horedom,
frustration and hopelessness.

Now, what do we mean by change?
Surely, change under compulsion is no
change at all. If I change because
society forces me to change, it is merely
an adjustment according to convenience,
a conformity brought about by pressure,
by fear.

Most of us change only under com-
pulsion, through fear, through some
form of reward or punishment.
Psychologically, this is the actual fact.
And when we are forced to change, it
is merely an outward conformity, while
inwardly we remain the same. I may
changé because my family or the society
in which T live influences me to do so,
or because the government requires
that T act in a certain way; but this is
only an adjustment, it is not change,
and inwardly T am still greedy, envious,
ambitious, frustrated. sorrowful, fear-
ful. T have outwardly conformed to a
new pattern; T have not changed radi-
cally within myself. = And is it possible
for me as a human being to be in a
state of continuous change, revolution,
which is not the result of any compul-
sion or promise of reward?

Surely, anything T do because of
compulsion, fear, imitation, or reward,
is within the field of time, and it breeds
habit. T do the.thing over and over
again until habit is established, and this
habit is within the field of time. So
there can be no real change, no revolu-
tion. within the field of time; there can
only be adjustment, conformity, imita-
tion, habit.  Change requires a total
perception or awarcness of all that is
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implied in imitation, conformity, and
this total perception frees the mind to
change radically. I am just introduc-
ing it to you, so that you and I can
think it out together.

As I said, any form of change
through compulsion is no change at all,
which T think is fairly obvious. If you
force your child to do something, he
will do it through fear, but there is no
understanding, no comprechension of
what is involved. When action is born
of fear, outwardly it may appear to be
a change, but actually it is not.

Now let us find out if it is possible
to understand and free the mind from
fear, so that there is a change without
effort. All effort to change implies an
inducement, does it not? When I make
an effort to change, it is in order to
gain, to avoid, or to become something ;
therefore there is no radical change at
all. T think this fact must be very
clearly understood by each one of us
if there is to be a fundamental change.

If we are well off and have a good
job, if we are fairly well-to-do, most
of us are contented and do not want
anything changed ; we just want to carry
on as we are. We have fallen into a
certain habit, a certain comfortable
groove, and we want to continue in that
state of endless limitation. But the
wave of life does not function in that
way, it is always beating upon and
breaking down the walls of security
which we have built around ourselves.
Our desire to be secure right through,
psychologically as well as physically, is
constantly being challenged by the
movement of life, which like a restless
sea is always pounding on the shore.
And nothing can withstand that pound-
ing; however much one may cling to
inward security, life will not allow it to
exist for long. So there is a contra-
diction between the movement of life
and our desire to be secure; and out of
this comes fear in all its various forms.
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Tf we can understand fear, perhaps in
the very process of that understanding
there will be the cessation of fear, and
therefore a fundamental change without
effort.

What is fear? T do not know if you
have ever thought about it. ~We are
going to examine it now; but if you
merely follow verbally what is said and
are not aware of your own fear, then
you will not understand and will not
be free of fear.

After all, these meetings are intended,
not merely to stimulate you, but to help
to bring about a change in the quality
of the mind. That is where there must
be a revolution: in the quality of the
mind itself. And that revolution can
take place only if you are aware of
your own fear, and are capable of look-
ing at it directly.

TFear is a sorrowful, a dreadful thing,
and it is always following most of us
like a shadow. One may not be aware
of it, but deep down it is there: the fear
of death, the fear of failure, the fear of
losing a job, the fear of what the
neighbours will say, the fear of one’s
wife or husband, and so on. There are
fears of which one is conscious, and
fears of which one is unaware. T am
not talking about a particular form of
fear, but of the whole sense of fear;
because unless the mind is free from
all sense of fear, which is not to cover
it up, thought cannot function with
clarity, with perception; there is always
apprehension, confusion. So it is abso-
lutely essential for the individual to be
free from. fear in all its forms.

Now, how does fear arise? Is there
fear when you are actually confronted
with the fact? Please follow this
closely. Ts there fear when you are
face to face with the fact of death, lef
us say? Surely, when you are directly
confronted with the fact, there is no
fear, because in that moment the chal-
lenge demands your action and you res-

N
N

Fear arises only before
or after the event. I am afraid of death
in the future. I am afraid of what
may happen if I become ill—I may
lose my job. Or I am afraid at the
thought of what has already happened,
or what nearly happened. So my fear
is always linked to the past or to the
future, it is always within the brackets
of time, is it not? Fear is the result
of my thinking about the past, and of
my thinking about the future. If you
observe very carefully you will see that
there is no fear of the present. That
is because, when there is full awareness
of the present, neither the past nor the
future exists. I do not know if I am
making myself clear on this point.

Knowing that T shall die in the future,
T am afraid of death, of what is going
to be. T have seen death in the past,
and that has awakened in me fear of
what is going to happen in the future.
So my mind is never fully aware of
the present—which does not mean that
T must live thoughtlessly in the present.
T am talking about an awareness of the
present which is not contaminated by
past fear or future fear, and which is
therefore limitless.

This is very difficult to understand
unless you experience for yourself what
I am talking about—or rather, unless
you observe the actual arising of fear.
Fear comes into being only when
thought is caught in the past as memory,
or in the future as anticipation.  So
time is the factor of fear, and until the
mind is free of time there can be no
radical wiping away of fear. It sounds
complicated, but it is not. We are
used to resisting fear, to disciplining
ourselves against it. We say that we
must not think about the past or the
future, that we must live only in the
present; therefore we build a wall of
resistance against the past and the
future, and try to make the best of the
present, which is a very shallow way of

pond, you act.
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living. If that is clear, let us look again
at the whole process of fear.

Being afraid, how am I to resolve
fear? I may resist fear, I may escape
from it; but resistance and escape do
not wipe away fear. How then am I
to approach fear, how am I to under-
stand and resolve it without effort? The
moment I make an effort to be free of
fear, I am exercising will, which is a
form of resistance; and resistance does
not bring understanding. So this habit
of effort must go—that is the first thing
I have to realize. My mind is caught
in the habit of condemning, resisting
fear, which prevents the understanding
of fear. If I want to understand fear,
there must be no resistance, no defence-
mechanism in operation with regard to
that particular feeling which T call fear.
And then what happens? What hap-
pens when the mind is free from the
habit of resisting or running away from
fear through reading books, listening
to the radio, and through the various
other forms of escape with which we
are all familiar? Then, surely, the
mind is capable of looking directly at
that feeling which it calls fear.

Now, can the mind look at anything
without naming it? Can I look at a
flower, at the moonlight on the water,
at an insect, at a feeling, without
verbalizing it, without giving it a name?
Because verbalizing, giving a name to
what is perceived, is a distraction from
perceiving, is it not?

Please, sirs, I hope you are actually
doing this, experimenting to find out
whether you can look at your fear with-
out naming it. Can you look at a flower
without giving it a name, without say-
ing “It is lovely”, “It is yellow”, *I
like that flower”, “I don’t like that
flower”—without all the chattering of
the mind that comes into operation when
you look at something? . Try it and you
will find that it is one of the most diffi-
cult things to do. This chattering of
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the mind, this verbalization in terms of
condemnation or admiration, is a habit
that prevents direct perception.

So you are now aware of your fear;
you know you are afraid. Can you
look at it without condemnation or
acceptance? Are you looking at it
through the focus of the word ‘fear’, or
are you aware of that feeling without
the word?

Sirs, let us take another example.
Most of us are idolatrous—which means
that the symbol becomes extraordinarily
significant. 'We worship not only the
idol made by the hand, but also the
ideal created by thought. Now, an
idolatrous mind is not a free mind. An
idolatrous mind can never think clearly,
perceptively. The man who has an ideal
is obviously not very thoughtful. T
know it is the fashion to have ideals, it
is the respectable escape from the ac-
tual fact, and that is why ideals become
all-important. But however much you
may pursue the ideal of non-violence,
for example, the actual fact is that you
are violent.

So the idealistic mind is idolatrous;
being violent, it worships the ideal of
non-violence, and thereby lives in a
state of self-contradiction.  The ideal
of non-violence is merely the mind’s
reaction against its own violence; and
if it is to be free of both, the mind
must be aware of the fact of its violence,
but not in relation to the opposite, which
it calls non-violence.  Then one can
look at violence, observe it with one’s
whole being, which is not to condemn
it, or say that it is inevitable in life.

Now, are you aware of your fear in
that way? Are you aware of the feel-
ing without the word? That is, can
you look at the feeling without verbaliz-
ing it—which is really to give your
whole attention to the feeling, is it not?
There is then no distraction, no verbal
screen between you and what is being
observed. That is true perception,
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surely : when the mind is not chattering,
but sees the fact entirely, without the
word coming in between.

This observation of fear without
verbalization is in itself discipline; it is
not a discipline imposed upon the mind.
I hope this is clear, because it is very
important to understand it. The ob-
servation of fear is in itself discipline.
You don’t have to exercise discipline in
order to observe. The exercising of
discipline in order to observe, prevents
observation; it blocks perception.
But when you see the falseness of dis-
ciplining the mind to observe, that very
perception brings its own discipline.

If you want to understand something,
if you want to understand fear, you
must obviously give your whole atten-
tion to it. Do not say: “How am I to
give my whole attention without disci-
pline?” That is a wrong question
which will receive a wrong answer.
First see the truth that to understand
your fear, you must give it your whole
attention, and that there can be no
attention as long as you run away from
fear, or condemn it. This condemna-
tion and escape is a habit which you
have fallen into, and habit cannot be
wiped away by any discipline. The
disciplining of the mind to wipe away
habit merely creates another habit, But
in observing fear without verbalization,
without condemnation or justification,
there is a spontaneous discipline from
moment to moment—which means that
the mind is free from the habit of dis-
cipline.

I wonder how many of you are fol-
lowing all this? Perhaps you are too
tired at the end of the day to follow
it consciously; but if you just listen
without a conscious effort to listen, T
think you will find that listening is in
itself an astonishing thing. If you
listen rightly, a miracle takes place.
The man who knows how to listen
without effort, learns much more than

24

the man who makes an effort to listen.
When one listens easily, effortlessly, the
mind can see what is true and what is
false; it can see the truth in the false.
So listen to what is being said, even
though you may not be able to follow it
consciously, through direct experience.
After all, the deep, fundamental res-
ponses of human beings are anony-
mous. It is not that I am telling you
something, which you then understand,
but when the mind is in a state of
listening there is an understanding
which is neither yours nor mine; and it
is this effortless understanding that
brings about a fundamental revolution.

To go back, fear exists only within
the brackets of time, where there is no
real change but merely reaction. Com-
munism, for example, is a reaction from
capitalism, just as bravery is a reaction
from fear. Where there is freedom,
which is the absence of fear, there is a
state which cannot be called bravery.
It is a state of intelligence. That intel-
ligence can meet problems without fear,
and therefore understand them. When
a mind that is afraid is confronted with
a problem, whatever action it takes, only
further confuses the problem,

So, freeing the mind is the action of
intelligence. There is no definition of
intelligence, and if you merely pursue a
definition you will not be intelligent.
But if you begin step by step to find
out precisely what you are afraid of and
why, then you are bound to discover
that there is a division between the ob-
server and the observed. Please follow
this a little bit, sirs, I am only putting
it differently.

There is the observer who says “I
am afraid”, and who is separate from
the feeling which he calls fear. If, for
example, I am afraid of what the neigh-
bours might say, there is the feeling of
fear, and the ‘me’ who is the experiencer,
the observer of that feeling. As long
as there is this division between the
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observer and the observed, between the
‘me’ who is afraid. and the feeling of
being afraid, there can be no ending
of fear. The ending of fear comes
about only when you begin to analyze
and examine very carefully the whole
process of fear, and discover for your-
self that the observer is not different
from the observed. There is fear be-
cause the observer in himself is afraid,
so it is not a matter of being free from
the fear of a particular thing. Freedom
from the fear of something is a reaction,
and is therefore not freedom. When
I am free from anger, that freedom
is merely a reaction from anger, and
therefore it is not freedom. When I
am free from violence, that freedom
is again only a reaction from violence.
There is a freedom which is not free-
dom from something, and which is the
highest form of intelligence; but that
freedom can come into being only when
one goes very deeply into this whole
question of fear.

Now, let us look at another problem,
which is this: why do we have ideals?
Is it not a waste of time? Do not
ideals prevent the perception of what
actually is? I know most of you have
ideals: the ideal of nobility, the ideal
of chastity, the ideal of non-violence,
and many more. Why? Do they really
help you to get rid of what 2s? I am
avaricious, acquisitive, envious, let us
say, and I have the ideal of renuncia-
tion. Now, why should I have that
ideal at all? We say the ideal is neces-
sary because it will act as a lever, as a
means of getting rid of avariciousness.
But is that so? Surely, the mind can
be free of greed, or whatever it is, only
when it applies itself to the problem,
and not when it is distracted by an
ideal, That is why I say the ideal is
utter nonsense. Being violent, the mind
pursues the ideal of non-violence, which
is a vast mechanism of escape from the
actual fact of violence. It is a self-
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deception. It has no validity at all.
What has validity is violence and one’s
capacity to examine it. To pursue the
ideal of non-violence, all the time strug-
gling within oneself not to be violent,
is another form of violence.

So what matters is not the ideal, but
the fact and your capacity to face the
fact. You cannot face the fact of your
anger, your violence, as long as you
have an ideal, because the ideal is ficti-
tious, fallacious, it has no reality. To
understand your violence, you must
give your whole attention to it, and you
cannot give your whole attention to it
if you have an ideal. Idealism is merely
one of the habits that we have, and
India is drowning in this habit. “He
is a noble man, he has ideals and con-
forms to them”—you know all the non-
sense we talk. The simple fact is that
we are violent; and it is only when we
look at our violence without justifica-
tion or condemnation that we can go into
it. The moment one’s mind ceases to
justify or condemn violence, it is al-
ready free to examine the structure of
violence.

Fear expresses itself in different
forms. There is not only fear as des-
pair, but also fear as hope, and most
of us are caught in the chasm between
the two. Being in despair, we run to
hope; but if we begin to understand the
whole process of fear, then there is
neither hope nor despair.

Sirs, I do not know if you have ever
tried pursuing virtue to its limit and
examining it without acceptance or re-
jection. Try it sometime, try pursuing
and looking at virtue without.justifying
or condemning it, and you will find that
you come to a point in the understand-
ing of virtue which is not merely a
social convenience or conformity to an
idealistic pattern. You will come to a
point when the mind is free from the
whole idea of virtue, and therefore faces
a state of nothingness.
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Again, sirs, please listen before you
agree or disagree; just listen, and let
the words sink into your unconscious.

The mind is at present cluttered with
ideas, is it not? The mind is the result
of experience; the mind is fearful, it
knows hope and despair, greed and the
ideal of non-greed. Being the result
of time, the mind can function only
within the field of time; and within that
field there is no change. Change there
is merely imitation or reaction, and
therefore it is not a revolution.

Now, if the mind can push more and
more deeply into itself, you will find
that it comes to a point when there is
complete nothingness, a total void,
which is not the void of despair. Hope
and despair are both the outcome of
fear; and when yot have deeply pur-
sued fear and gone beyond it, you will
come to this state of nothingness, a sense
of complete void which is not related
to despair. It is only in this state that
there is a revolution, a radical transfor-
mation in the quality of the mind itself.

But this state of nothingness is not an
ideal to be pursued. It has nothing to
do with the inventions of the mind.
The mind cannot comprehend it, for it
is much too vast. But what the mind
can do is to free itself from all its chat-
tering, from all its pettiness, from all
its stupidities, its envy, greed, fear.
When the mind is silent there is the
coming into being of this sense of com-
plete nothingness which is the very
essence of humility. It is only then
that there is a radical transformation
in the quality of the mind, and it is only
such a mind that is creative.

February 18, 1959.
A%
TALK IN NEW DELHI

This evening I would like to talk
about what is confusion and what is
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clarity. But before we go into that,
I think we ought to understand for our-
selves what is the intention of these
talks. It would be a great,pity if we
listened merely to find answers to our
problems. As I have often pointed out,
and I hope you will not mind if I say
it again, there is only the problem, there
is no answer; for in the understanding
of the problem lies its dissolution.

So I think it would be wise to listen,
not in order to find an answer or to
receive instructions, but to discover for
oneself, in the very process of listening,
the truth about confusion and clarity.

Most of us are satisfied with descrip-
tions, with answers, with explanations,
and we think we have found a solution
to our problems. That is why we are
so eager to repeat, to quote, to explain,
to formulate. But all those things, to
me, are barriers to comprehension. A
man who quotes is obviously incapable
of clear thinking. He relies on autho-
rity for his thought. But even though
there is in the world every form of
authority seeking to drive man in a
particular direction, there are more and
more individuals who are aware of the
problem, and who have not only dis-
carded authority but are trying to dis-
cover for themselves the whole signi-
ficance of living.

Now, either we give a meaning to
life, or we are living. The man who
gives a meaning to life, who seeks what
he calls the goal of life, is obviously not
living. He wants to find something of
greater significance than the very fact
of existing and living, so he creates a
Utopia, a speculative formulation of
what life should be, and according to
that formula he guides his life.

That is exactly what I don’t propose
to do. We have innumerable problems,
some of them quite suffocating, and
they are there to be understood, not
from any particular point of view, but
as part of the total process of living.
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There are people who perceive the pro-
blems of life and who want to resolve
them according to certain beliefs and
dogmas, either religious or politico-
economic; they look at the discords and
horrors of man’s existence only from
that narrow point of view, and they
think that through some form of belief
or legislation they can bring about
a transformation in the world. And
there are scientists who are only con-
cerned with the exploration of matter,
and going upward into the sky. All
these people are approaching the pro-
blems of existence from a particular
point of view, are they not? They are
all breaking up into segments the pro-
cess of living. But living, surely,
is a total process, it is not a mat-
ter of departmental behaviour. At
present the individual is one thing in
the government, and some thing else in
his private life; he is an economist, or
a Communist, or a businessman, and
that has nothing to do with his hunger
for reality, his longing to find out the
truth of death, of meditation, of all the
extraordinary things that comprise life.

So I think it would be a very great
pity if you as an individual were to
listen to all this with a fragmented mind,
with a partial or specialized mind.
Life is not fragmentary, and it must be
approached totally, fully, and as deeply
as possible.

What is important, it seems to me, is
to understand this vast ocean of life
with its immeasurable loveliness and
reality, its shallowness and great depths,
its joy, its misery, its strife and pain.
The struggle to earn a livelihood, the
sense of despair, of utter hopelessness,
the mistakes and accidents, the deep
delving into oneself through meditation
and discovering that reality which is
beyond time—all this is life, and to see
the full significance of it, the mind must
be very clear. There must be no
shadow of confusion. The mind must

be capable of exploring every tintrodden
region of its own being without accu-
mulating what is discovered; because
the mind that accumulates obviously
cannot go very far. I am not being
rhetorical but merely factual. When
the mind is burdened with a great deal
of experience, how can it experience
anything anew? It is the mind that is
young, fresh, innocent, the mind that is
always moving, that has no accumu-
lation of experience, no refuge—it is
only such a mind that can understand
life as a totality.

To have this extraordinary percep-
tion of the immensity, the immeasurable-
ness of life, our minds must be very
clear, very precise. And precision of
the mind is not a matter of following
instructions; it does not come about
through discipline or obedience. Preci-
sion comes to the mind only when one
understands this whole process of con-
fusion in which most of us are living.
Most people—from the biggest politi-
cian to the poorest clerk who goes on
his bicycle every day to repeat some
ugly routine of business—are confused;
and without understanding what it is
that brings about this sorrowful state
of confusion, the search for clarity is
merely an evasion, an escape.

Very few of us are willing to admit
that we are wholly confused. We say:
“I am partly confused, but there is
another part of me which is very clear,
and with this clarity I am going to clear
up my partial confusion”. Or, if you
admit you are totally confused, you say :
“I shall go to somebody who will tell
me what to do to clear up my con-
fusion”. But when you choose a guru
or a leader to help you, you are choos-
ing out of your own confusion; there-
fore your choice is bound to be equally
confused. (Laughter). Don’t laugh,
sirs, this is actually what is happening
in the political world, and also in your
so-called religious life, with its gurus,
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beliefs, philosophies and disciplines; it
is happening in all the ways of your
existence. Being confused, you turn to
someone who promises to clear up your
confusion, So dictatorships appear;
ruthless systems of exploitation come
into being, both political and so-called
spiritual.

So first of all, we have to realize that
confusion can never be cleared up for
us by another, and this is a very diffi-
cult thing for most of us to face. The
mind does not want to see the fact that
there is no one who can help it to be
clear. But as long as you are confused,
your choice of a leader or a guru is the
result of your confusion; and if you are
not confused, you will not create the
leader, the guru, the hierarchical system
of authority.

The simple fact is that the mind is
confused. If you really look at your
own mind you will see that you are in
a state of confusion, politically, reli-
giously and in every way. You don’t
know what is the right thing to do, whom
to follow, or whether to follow anyone
at all. Specialists contradict otner
specialists. The Communists, the capi-
talists, and the various religious sects
are all working against each other. So
the mind is confused, and whatever it
chooses or decides to do in its confu-
sion is bound to bring about still fur-
ther confusion, further conflict and
misery.

Now, why is there confusion? I am
going to inquire into it, and please listen
to what is being said without rejecting
or. accepting it. Just listen as you
would listen to anything worth while.
First see the truth that a mind that
chooses out of confusion can only breed
furher confusion. That is one fact.
Another fact is this: that when the mind
says it is only partially confused and
thinks there is a part of itself which is
clear—the higher self, the Atman, and
all that business—, it is still totally con-
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fused. The mind that says “There is
a part of me which is not confused”, is
deceiving itself. If there were any part
of you which is very clear, obviously
that clarity would wipe away all con-
fusion. Where there is clarity there
is no darkness; there is only clarity.
So it is sheer nonsense to think there is
part of yourself, a spiritual essence,
which is clear, and that only the mate-
rial world is in a state of confusion.
That idea is an invention of the mind
which prevents you from looking at the
fact. The fact is that there is only con-
fusion, so you must be aware of this
fact and not deceive yourself.

What brings about this state of con-
fusion? Essentially, it is the urge to be
different from what you are, which is
encouraged by educational and other
influences that make you think you must
have ideals. Where there is an urge to
be different there is an endless process
of imitation, which means following the
pattern of authority.  Please see the
truth of this. When you desire o be
different from what you are, you begin
to follow, you have standards, formulas,
ideals, which means there is a contra-
diction between what you are and what
you think you should be. Just observe
this contradiction in yourself. Do not
accept or deny what I am saying, for
that would be very silly—if I may use
that word without any derogatory signi-
ficance. Surely the moment you want
to be different from what you are, with-
out understanding what you are, you
have set in motion the process of self- -
contradiction ; and this very self-contra-
diction is the way of imitation. If you
are lazy, for example, you have the
ideal of not being lazy, and you strive
to live up to your ideal; and in that
very striving you have established the
pattern of imitation.

So there is an inward going, and an
outward going. The outward going
you call materialistic, and the inward
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going you consider to be spiritual. But
the man who goes inward in the sense
of pursuing an ideal, who struggles to
change himself through discipline and
all the rest of it—the mind of such a
man becomes a battle-field of conira-
dictory desires, does it not?  Psycho-
logically, inwardly he has established
the pattern of imitation, of authority,
and he struggles to live according to
that pattern. So your inward going is
really as materialistic as your outward
going—materialistic in the sense of
being profitable. Outwardly you want
more power, a better position, greater
prestige, you want more land, more pos-
sessions; and inwardly you want to be
something other than what you are. So
both are a form of self-interest, seif-
perpetuation.

These are facts, they are not my in-
vention. I am merely exposing the
facts. You probably won’t like it, be-
cause you think you are a religious
person, and therefore you will discard
all this. But if you are capable of
examining yourself very clearly, pre-
cisely, impartially, you will see that
there is this desire to be different, both
inwardly and outwardly; hence there is
imitation and the creation of authority,
and therefore an endless contradiction
between what is and what should be.
This state of self-contradiction is the
beginning of confusion.

Now, there is an inward going which
is not motivated by the desire to be
different, and therefore it does not
create the self-contradiction which
breeds confusion. That is the true in-
ward going—seeing the fact as it is
without trying to change it. To see the
fact that one is lazy, that authority in
various forms dominates one’s life—to
see this fact and not try to alter it, not
say “T must not be lazy, T must be free
from authority”, is surely of the great-
est importance, because it does not
create the opposite and bring about the

confusion of self-contradiction. But
simply to perceive the fact is an extra-
ordinarily difficult thing to do, because
our minds are always comparing,
always desiring to change what is into
something else.

Take authority, for example. When
you are aware that you are being com-
pelled, pushed around, when you know
that you have to obey, what happens?
There is also a movement of the oppo-
site, is there not? That is, you feel
that you must be free. So in the very
fa}ct of obedience, there is the contra-
diction of that obedience.  This con-
tradiction is inevitable as long as you
do not understand the whole process of
authority—not why you must keep to
the right or the left side of the road,
which is obvious, but why there is the
authority of the guru, why you treat a
particular book with such extraordi-
nary reverence, and all the rest of it.
If you really go into it, you will see
that the mind wants to be certain,
secure; it wants to be led, guided, so
that it will have no struggle, no pain,
no feeling of aloneness. As long as
the mind does not see this fact and
merely secks clarity, inwardly or out-
wardly, there is bound to be authority;
and that authority is the result 6f your
confusion, which is the outcome of self-
contradiction.

So one begins to see that every de-
sire has its own equal and opposite res-

ponse. Do you understand? Am I
making myself clear? Surely, desire
creates its own opposite. In other

words, all desire is self-contradictory.
I desire to be good, to be kind, to be
affectionate, and at the same time there
is the desire to be violent, to be angry.
to be jealous, and all the rest of it.
The very urge to be something creates
the opposite desire, does it not? No?

Sirs, let me put it in a different way.
Can you have a desire without its-oppo-
site? Surely not. T want to be kind,
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and yet T am brutal; T want to be non-
violent, and I am full of violence. So
desire is contradictory in itself—which
does not mean that there must be no
desire at all. On the contrary. If you
observe yourself as we go along, you
will see that something quite different
comes into being—not a mind that is
desireless.

Confusion arises where there is the
urge to be different. That is an im-
portant fact to discover for oneself.
And it is also important to see the truth
that every desire has its own opposite.

Now, seeing the truth of something
is an immediate perception, it is not a
disputatious, analytical approach in
which you finally say “Yes, I under-
stand”.,  Perception of what is true
takes place when the mind is in a state
of real inquiry, which means that it is
not defending, nor is it on the offensive.
You can see the truth as the truth, the
false as the false, and the truth in the
false, only when your mind is very clear
and simple, that is, when it is unclut-
tered with thoughts, with experiences,
with its own hopes and fears. To see
the truth of something, the mind must
be fresh, innocent, which is really a state
of self-abnegation.

I was saying that there is confusion
when there is self-contradiction, which
arises with the desire to be different;
and the desire to be different.sets going
various systems of imitation and autho-
rity. You must see the truth of this
for yotrself—not by my persuasion, for
then you don’t see it at all, and you
will again be perstaded or influenced
by somebody else. There is no good
influence; all influence is evil, just as
all authority is; and the more absolute
the authority, the more absolute the
evil. So it is of the utmost importance
for you to see the truth of this for
yourself : that there is confusion when
there is self-contradiction, which is born
of the desire to be different; and this
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desire breeds imitation and authority.

Now, if you see that simple fact, then
the question arises, “Must there not be
the understanding of what I am?”
And the understanding of what you are
is the real inward going; it is not a re-
action to or the rejection of outward
going. But you do not know what you
are. You think you are the Apman,
the higher self, this or that; whereas
you are actually the result of innumer-
able influences, of tradition, of various
environmental pressures, and so on.
The fact is that you are conditioned by
the culture in which you were born.
Just as a Communist is conditioned not
to believe in God at all, to say it is
sheer nonsense, so you are brought yp
and conditioned as a Hindu, and you
believe accordingly.

To find out what you are requires the
comprehension from moment to moment,
not only of the outward influences
which have moulded your life, but also
of the subtle influences and urges of the
unconscious, of which you are generally
unaware. What you are is not static;
it is moving, changing all the time. It
is never a permanent state, and in the
perception of that impermanency there
is no contradiction. I do not know if
you see the truth of this. What you
are is never fixed, permanent. You
would like it to be permanent, you
would like to be able to say “I am the
ultimate spiritual self, which is perma-
nent”, because in that ‘permanent’ state
you think you will have found happi-
ness, security, God, and all the rest of
the business. Whereas, to see what you
are at each moment and to pursue what
you see to its fullest depth and width,
is the true inward going; and this true
inward going will never create self-
contradiction and confusion, because
there is complete abandonment at each
moment of what has been observed,
experienced, learnt. Tt is the mind that
has assumed a position, that has ex-
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perienced and says “T know”, that wants
to be different—it is only such a mind
that creates self-contradiction and there-
fore confusion,

You are obviously the result of influ-
ence. Your mind is being influenced
all the time by newspapers, by the radio,
by speeches, by your wife or husband,
by society, by traditions, dogmas, be-
liefs. You are influenced by what you
eat, by what you wear, by the climate
you live in, by the daily routine you
follow, and so on. But to know all this,
to be aware of these innumerable influ-
ences from moment to moment with-
out acceptance or rejection, is to begin
to be free of them; because, obviously,
a mind that is very alert is not easily
influenced. It is the mind that is un-
aware of itself, that is crippled by
tradition, held in the bondage of time
—it is only such a mind that is always
being influenced.

To see at every moment what actually
is requires a perception, an alertness,
an awareness in which there is no accu-
mulation ; because what s is constantly
changing.  Today you are not what
you were yesterday; what you were
yesterday has been modified by a series
of events in time. Thought moves
from point to point in time; it is never
absolute, never fixed, never the same.
What is is never static. Therefore you
don’t have to introduce the idea that
you must be different. The very per-
ception of the fact of what s is suffi-
cient; it brings about its own move-
ment of change, which is the transfor-
mation of what is.

So a mind that is confused, yet seeks
to become clear, creates a contradiction
in itself and thereby increases its own
confusion; and whether it goes out-
ward or inward, a confused mind builds
up systems, disciplines, contradictions,
compulsions, which only breed further
misery. The man who goes outward
you call materialistic, and the man who

turns inward you call spiritual ; but they
are both self-contradictory.  Whereas,
there is a true inward going which is
not a reaction, not the opposite of out-
ward going. It is the simple percep-
tion of what 45, and this is very im-
portant to understand.

Sirs, what happens when a mind that
is lazy becomes aware of its own lazi-
ness? It immediately says, “I must
discipline myself not to be lazy, T must
get up early every morning, I must do
this, T must not do that.” Now, lazi-
ness is an indication of a disciplined
mind. The mind that disciplines itself
is lazy.  (Laughter). Sirs, don’t
laugh it off, just see the truth of it.
Becoming aware that T am lazy, I force
myself to get up early every morning,
to take exercise, to sit quietly in so-
called meditation, and all the rest of it.
Now, what has happened? I have
merely set going another habit of
thoughtlessness. Thoughtlessness is the
very essence of a lazy mind. When
you see that you are lazy and force
yourself not to be lazy, that very forc-
ing breeds contradiction and further
confusion.  The fact is that you are
lazy. Took at that fact, go into it, un-
cover all the factors that are making
you lazy. Don’t try to change the fact,
but watch laziness in operation, be
aware of it from moment to moment.
Then you don’t have to discipline your-
self. The mind is alert every minute
to see when it is lazy, and such a mind
is not a confused mind.

So there is confusion only when there
is an outward going or an inward going
which becomes a contradiction. Percep-
tion is neither inward going nor out-
ward going; it is seeing things as they
are at every moment without prejudice,
without colour, without evaluation.
Only then is there clarity. Such a mind
has ng untrodden regions, either on the
surface or inwardly, because it is so
alert, so watchful, so aware that its
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every movement is perceived, examined
and understood.

All that T am saying is that a clear
mind is a perceptive mind. The more
there is true perception, in the sense of
self-knowledge, the deeper that percep-
tion penetrates within—but not in terms
of time. When there i3 self-knowledge,
which is a perceiving of the continuous
movement of what is, not only at the
conscious level but deep down in the
unconscious, then you will find that
there comes a state which is not mea-
surable by the mind. The mind is then
extraordinarily clear, it has clarity with-
out a shadow; and only such a mind
is capable of receiving what is true.

February 22, 1959

VI
TALK IN NEW DELHI

May I suggest that we talk over to-
gether this evening the question of what
is self-knowledge. It is a rather com-
plex problem, and like many other
problems of life, it has no final answer.
Most of us easily accept the explana-
tions of self-knowledge which we hear

" from another, or read in psychological
or' religious books, and it would be a
great pity if we merely remained at that
level. Instead, let us this evening see
if we can penetrate into the depths of
our own consciousness, which is to
experience directly the total process of
our own thinking and feeling, the
totality of our hopes and our fears.

Before we go further, I think it is
important for you to be aware of how
you are listening to what is being said.
I shall try to go into this whole ques-
tion of self-knowledge ; but if you merely
listened to the explanations and were
satisfied with words—that, it seems 1o
me would be a most fruitless thing to
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do. It would be like a hungry man
listening to a lot of words and explana-
tions about the harvest, or the prepara-
tion of food, hoping that his hunger
would thereby be satisfied. Actually,
most of us are in that position. We
are not hungry in the deep sense of
the word, we are not really eager to
understand the whole process of the
mind, the totality of our own thoughts
and feelings. That is why we are so
easily satisfied by explanations and ap-
proach our many problems at the expla-
natory level; and I think that both the
man who merely explains, and the per-
son who is satisfied with explanations
are living very superficially.

Do explanations ever resolve any
vital problem? I may explain to you
the falseness of mnationalism, its cor-
rupting, destructive and deteriorating
effect; but though you may see the vali-
dity of such an explanation, it obviously
does not free you from nationalism.
The fact is that you enjoy the feeling
of being nationalistic; you like belong-
ing to a particular group, it is profitable
to you both emotionally and economi-
cally. So explanations never bring
about understanding, they never really
solve any vital problem. A dentist
may tell you that taking too much stgar
is very-bad for your teeth, and he may
even show you a great deal of evidence
in support of his statement; but you
like sugar, and you go on taking it in
large quantities. So explanation is one
thing, and direct action is quite anothes.
Either you are merely following the
words, the explanations, or'in the very
process of listening you are directly
experiencing what is being described—
which has much more significance, far
greater validity, greater vitality than
being satisfied with words. .

So let us be very clear about where
explanations end, and real perception or
experiencing begins. You can go only
so far with explanations, and the rest
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of the journey you must take by your-
self. Most of us are not willing to
take that journey, because we are lazy
and easily satisfied with the obvious,
which is always the explanation. But
the vitality of direct action, experience,
lies beyond the explanation, however
obvious or subtle it may be.

That is why it is very important to
experience directly the things that we
are talking about, and not merely stop
at the verbal level. I think it would
be really fascinating if we could go into
this whole problem of self-knowledge
and find out what is the real basis of
our thinking, the basis of all our actions,
of our very being. If one can inquire
into this step by step, in minute detail,
and directly experience it, then I think
one will go very far. After all, to go
far one must begin near, and the near is
the ‘me’, the self, this whole process of
the mind. You may be a scientist og
an engineer and master the technology
of space travel; but the real journey is
inward, and that is much more diffi-
cult, much deeper and more significant
than mechanically going to the moon.
The immeasurable is still within one-
self.

So it is very important to comprehend
where the verbal or intellectual expla-
nation ends, and direct perception or
experiencing begins. Explanation can
never lead to reality., However satis-
factory the explanation may be, it
cannot give you the understanding that
is born of direct perception, direct ex-
perience.

If you realize this very clearly, then
you will never be satisfied with expla-
nations, you will never quote, you will
never turn to the authority of the Giia
or the Bible. You may read as a mere
intellectual amusement; but direct ex-
perience is worth infinitely more than
what is taught in the books. A living
dog is better than a dead lion. All the
heroes in the books are dead lions, and

their authority is disastrous. What you
directly experience and know for your-
self is far more valid than the expla-
nations of all the various authorities,
whether ancient or modern.

With that in mind, let us inquire into
the process of self-knowledge.  Like
a sign-post, I am merely pointing the
direction. The sign-post is not import-
ant at all. What is important is the
man who is' journeying, The speaker
is not a guru, he is not an authority,
he is not a guide. One has to take the
inward journey alone—not as a reaction
away from outward things, but as the
inevitable process of trying to under-
stand. The outer must lead to the in-
ner, that is, to an understanding of the
whole process of existence, in which
there is no division as the outer and the
inner.

To understand the whole process of
existence, outwardly as well as inwardly,
you must comprehend the ways of your
own thinking; you must find out why
you think what you think, which is to
see the source of your thought. With-
out the discovery of that source, you
have no real basis for inquiry, for
action. Your action now is based on
habit, on routine, on discipline, on your
particular conditioning. There is an
action which is entirely different from
the habitual action of routine, of disci-
pline, of conditioning; but such action
comes only through self-knowledge, and
that is why it is so necessary to under-
stand oneself.

Now, what do we mean by know-
ledge? When we say “I know”, what
does it mean? I know you because I
have been introduced to you. Having
once met you, a picture of you remains
in my mind, and when I meet again
I recognize you. So knowing is a pro-
cess of recognition, and we recognize
through the background of past experi-
ence, which means that knowing is
cumulative, additive; knowledge can be
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added to. And when we say “I must
know myself”, we think the seif is
something stationary, static, fixed, and
therefore recognizable. Or we have
been told what the self is and have come
to certain conclusions about it, and from
that background we begin to recognize
the self. So knowing is always a pro-
cess of recognition, without which there
is no knowledge. Knowledge is addi-
tive through recognition. This may
seem complex, but it is actually very
simple.

Knowing is one thing, and under-
standing is another. Knowing implies
accumulation; it is a process of recog-
nition through past experience. Iach
new experience is conditioned by and
adds to previous knowledge. So know-
ing is additive, whereas understanding
never is. When you say “I know you”,
you know me only from the background
of a previous, static experience. You
know me by my features, by my name,
by what I have said to you, or by what
others have said to you about me, and
so on. All that knowledge is of yester-
“day. Since then I have undergone
many experiences, many varieties of
influence, and I may have changed tre-
mendously. But you retain the memory
of yesterday, and from that background
you judge me today. So you say “I
know you”, when in fact you do not
know me at all; but you find it very
convenient to say “I know you”, and
move on.

Perhaps I am not making myself
clear. Unless you understand this one
simple thing, it is going to be very
difficult for you to see the significance
of this whole movement of self-
knowledge.

When the mind says “I know”, all
that it knows is what has happened
yesterday, or at some other time in the
past. With that knowledge it appro-
aches the present; but the present is
changing from moment to moment.

So the mind can never say “I know”;
and this is very important, psycholo-
gically, to understand. The man who
says “I know”, does not know. You
can never say “I have found truth”,
because truth is moving, living, dynamic,
it is never still, never static, never the
same; and that is the beauty, the
splendour of truth.

To understand this thing called the
‘me’, the self, you must come to it with-
out saying “I know”, without accepting
any authority. All authority is dead,
and it does not bring about this creat-
ive search. Authority can guide you,
shape you, tell you what to do and what
not to do, but all that is still within the
field of knowing; and burdened with
the known you cannot follow that which
is living, vital, moving. So the mind that
sees the truth of this and wishes to in-
quire into itself will never say “I
know’’; therefore, being in a state of
constant movement, 4t is able to observe
that which is also never the same.
This is the beginning of self-know-
ledge. I do not know if I am making
myself clear.

Look, sirs, the self as we know it is
a limited thing, but it is also living,
moving, and a mind that is conditioned,
bound by tradition, a mind that says
“There is a higher self and a lower self”
and all the rest of it—such a mind can-
not possibly understand the self. I am
not using the word ‘self’ in any signi-
ficant spiritual sense; I mean by that
word the self which functions daily,
which thinks, feels, invents, hopes,
wants, and is caught in conflict; the
self which is biassed, which speculates,
judges, seeks.

Is all this too difficult? I hope not.
If it is, you can skip it, and perhaps I
can put it differently.

We know the self as the ‘me’ which
has property, which has qualities, which
has certain relationships, which is con-
ditioned by a particular culture, by the
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many environmental influences, by the
books it reads, the philosophies it stu-
dies, the techniques it learns. The
mind which is jealous, which knows
love and hate, hope and fear—all that is
the self. The self is not only at the
superficial level, it is not only the con-
scious mind functioning in our daily
activities, but it is also the unconscious
mind, which functions at a much deeper
level. The totality of that conscious-
ness is the self.

Now, from that centre, which is the
self, all our thinking begins. Where
there is a centre there is also a circum-
ference, a frontier. The centre is the
conscious as well as the unconscious
thinker who knows, and the frontier is
that which he seeks and which is also
within the field of the known. So
there is the thinker and the thought, the
experiencer and the experienced, the ob-
server and the observed. Don’t accept
or deny this, rather follow it, not just
verbally, but through the explanation
actually see how your own mind is
working.

I want to know myself. Why? Be-
cause without knowing myself I have no
ground upon which to build anything.
I do not know whether my thoughts are
valid, whether I am living in illusion,
whether I am deceiving myself; T do
not know why I struggle, why I have
certain habits, and so on. Without
knowing myself I am incapable of sce-
ing clearly. So I must know myself,
which means that I must understand my
own mind. I must be aware of every
reaction, of every thought, without any
sense of condemnation or justification.
I must be in a state of inquiry, which
means looking at every thought, every
feeling without prejudice, without the
background of previous experience
which says “This is good, that is bad;
this I must keep, that T must discard”.

All this is obvious, is it not? If 1
want to understand my son, I have to

be aware of him as he is, study him
without condemnation or comparison; I
have to observe him when he is playing,
when he is crying, when he is over-
cating, and so on. In the same way,
if I want to understand myself, T must
watch myself, without judgment in the
mirror of relationship; I must be aware
of what I say to you and how you react
to me; I must observe how I talk to
my servant, how I talk to my wife or
husband, how I treat the busman and
the coolie; I must know what I feel,
what I think, and why. I must see the
whole process of my thinking and feel-
ing. This does not demand discipline
at all. When you discipline yourself
to observe, the discipline prevents you
from observing, because discipline then
becomes your habit. Where there is a
real concern to find out, there is a
constant observation which does not
require the habit of discipline.

So this is the first thing to realize:
that it is absolutely essential to know
yourself, otherwise you have no basis
for thought at all. You may be very
erudite and have a big position, but
that is all nonsense as long as you do
not know yourself, because you will be
walking in darkness.

To understand yourself there must be
an awareness, a watchfulness, a state
of observation in which there is not a
trace of condemnation or justification;
and to be in that state of observation
without judging is an extraordinarily
arduous task, because the weight of
tradition is against you; your mind has
been trained for centuries to judge, to
condemn, to justify, to evaluate, to
accept or deny. Don’t say “How am T
to get rid of this conditioning?”’, but
see the truth that if you want to under-
stand yourself, which is obviously of
the highest importance, you must ob-
serve the operation of your own mind
without any condemnation or com-
parison.
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Now, why do you compare, why do
you condemn? Isn’t that one of the
casiest things to do—to condemn? If
you are a capitalist you condemn the
communist, just as the communist con-
demns the capitalist. If you are a
devout Christian, you obviously con-
demn Hinduism, or Islam, because it is
the easy thing to do—to condemn and get
on with it. Condemnation is really a
reaction, and it is one of the indications
of a lazy mind.

The same is true of comparison, is it
not? Can a mind that compares ever
understand? Sirs, don’t agree or dis-
agree, but watch yourself. When you
compare your younger son with his
older brother, do you understand the
younger boy? And in the classroom, in
so-called education, is not the sensitive
child destroyed ‘by comparing him with
those who are older or more clever?
Surely, comparison is also one of the
indications of a slack mind, a thought-
less mind, a mind that is inherently
lazy; and such a mind can never
understand.

The next question is, what is think-
ing? Surely, what we call thinking is
a reaction of memory, of one’s condi-
tioning. If T ask you a question with
which you are familiar, your response is
immediate, because the mechanism of
memory operates instantly. There is
no gap between the question and the
answer. 1f I ask you a much more
complex question, then between the
question and the response there is a
gap, a lapse of time during which the
mind is looking in the storehouse of
memory, going over all the things it has
learnt to find an answer. Surely, that
is what we call thinking—the response
of memory.

Now, memory i5 always conditioned,
is it not? You are conditioned as a
Hindu, a Moslem, a communist, a capita-
list, or whatever it is, and when I ask
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you a certain question, you reply accord-
ing to your conditioning. If you are
a devout Hindu and I ask “Do you be-
lieve in God?”, you will say yes, be-
cause for centuries you have been edu-
cated, conditioned to believe. And if
the same question is put to someone
who has been conditioned 7ot to believe
in God, he will say “What nonsense
are you talking?” So all our thinking,
from the most superficial to the most
complex, is a response of memory ac-
cording to its conditioning.

The mind that says “I am going to
inquire into myself”, is already condi-
tioned; it is conditioned as a Hindu,
a Buddhist, a Christian, this or that.
It is only in understanding this condi-
tioning that the conditioning can be
broken down. And obviously it must be
broken down. It is absurd to be a
Hindu, or a Christian, or a communist,
or a socialist. We are human beings,
and to solve the problems of life we
must approach them as human beings,
not as members of these conlflicting
groups. No system, no belief or ideo-
logy is going to solve our human pro-
blems. Starvation is a human problem,
and we must tackle it together, not
divided as capitalists and communists.
Systems are no ‘good at all in solving
the basic problems of life; they only
further condition our minds, which are
already conditioned by tradition, by
environmental influences, and so on.

Now, how is the conditioned mind to
resolve its conditioning? Do you
understand the question? You are
conditioned as a Hindu, let us say, and
you are totally unaware of that condi-
tioning because you live in a society
where practically everybody is Hindu
and you have accepted it; so you never
question it at all. But now someone
is telling you that your mind is condi-
tioned, and you have begun to see that
it is true; so you say “How am I to be
free from this conditioning?”
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Sirs, freedom from a particular con-
ditioning is still a conditioned state, is
it not? Please follow this. To be free
from something is a reaction, therefore
it is not freedom at all. I will show
you what T mean. Merely to free my-
self from nationalism is a reaction, be-
cause I want to be something else. My
conditioning gives me pain, sorrow,
and T say T must be free from it in
order to be happy, that is, in order to
be something else. In other words, I
free myself from something in order
to be in a more gratifying state, which
is obviously a reaction; therefore it is
not freedom. Freedom is not born
of reaction, it is a state of mind in
which there is no desire to be or not
to be something. ;

If you see the truth of that, then the
next question is, what does it mean to
be free of conditioning? Tt means,
surely, not freedom from something, or
freedom to be something, but seeing the
fact as it is. Let us say I am condi-
tioned as a Hindu. I do not want to
be free from my conditioning; T want
to see it. And the moment T see it as
it 1is, there is freedom, not as a re-
action. T do not know if T am making
myself clear on this point. T don’t
want to take examples, because exam-
ples can be refuted by other examples.
But what is important is to think of
it negatively, because negative thinking
is direct thinking.

You see, there is positive thinking
and negative thinking. Positive think-
ing is deciding what to do, how to
break down one’s conditioning by prac-
tising a system, a method, a discipline.
In practising a method or a discipline
in order to be free of conditioning, one
has merely introduced a further condi-
tioning, a new habit. That is positive
thinking. Whereas negative thinking is
to look at the fact of one’s condition-
ing, and see the truth that no system
or discipline can bring freedom from

conditioning.

Sirs, many of you practise non-vio-
lence, you worship the ideal of non-
violence, you everlastingly preach non-
violence. That is the positive approach,
which you know very well. But the
truth is that you are violent; and the
negative approach is simply to perceive
that truth. To perceive the truth that
you are violent is enough in itself. You
don’t have to do anything. The
moment you act upon violence, you have
introduced the fictitious ideal of non-
violence.

I don’t know if you see this. Let us
say I am greedy. That is a fact, and I
know it. I don’t want to change greed
into non-greed, to me that has no mean-
ing, because I see that becoming non-
greedy still has the qualities of greed.
All becoming is obviously a form of
greed. The mind is aware of the fact
that it is greedy, and it also perceives
that any move on its part to change
greed is still within the field of greed.
This very perception of what is is the
resolution -of it.

So the inquiry into the self must be-
gin with a negative approach, because
you don’t know what the self is. You
may think you know the self as a greedy
man, as this or that; but the self is being
influenced, it is undergoing constant
change, and to understand it you must
approach it, not positively, but nega-
tively, obliquely.

Most minds are conditioned, and the
breaking down of that conditioning does
not come about through any resolution
or determination, through any practice
of discipline. Tt comes about only when
there is a negative approach to one’s
conditioning. The mere perception of
what is is enough in itself. Follow this
and you will see why. When you
understand the negative approach, which
is to see the truth of it, ifs uselessness,
its fictitious nature, then your mind,
which is greedy, is no longer caught in
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the fictitious process of trying to be-
come non-greedy. Therefore it is frce
to look at what is, which is greed; and
because the mind is free to look at
greed, it is capable of dissolving greed.
Try this the next time you are angry
or violent. Don’t condemn it, don't
say it is right or wrong, but look at it.
Just to look at the feeling, without
naming it, without condemning or justi-
fying it, is an extraordinary thing. The
very word ‘anger’ is condemnatory, and
when you look at the feeling without
naming it, the verbal association with
that feeling, through the word ‘anger’,
ceases.

Go along with this, sirs; don’t accept
or reject what is being said, but just
follow it whether you understand it or
not.

To understand the whole process of
the self, there must be a negative ap-
proach ; because the conscious mind can
never go consciously into the deep un-
conscious. You may be a great techni-
cian outwardly, on the conscious level,
but inwardly, in the deep layers of the
unconscious, there is the everlasting pull
of the racial, instinctual, traditional res-
ponses; there all your ambitions, your
frustrations, your hidden motives and
fears are rampant, and you have to
understand all that. To understand it,
you must approach it negatively. The
positive approach is always within the
field of the known. But the negative
approach frees the mind from the
known, and therefore the mind can look
at the problem anew, afresh, in a state
of innocency.

Then you will discover that the self
is not only the seeker, but also the pro-
cess of seeking as well as that which

is sought. The seeker is seeking peace
of mind, and he practises a method by
which to find what he seeks. The

seeker, the seeking and the sought are
all one and the same thing. When the
seeker secks what he wants, which is

peace of mind, it is still within the field
of the known. His seeking is a reac-
tion from the conflicts of life, so the
peace he is everlastingly pursuing is a
projection of the known. Whereas, if
the mind, seeing for itself the fictitious-
ness of that pursuit, is not concerned
with peace at all, but with understand-
ing its own conflicts, and therefore ap-
proaches them negatively, then there is
the beginning of self-knowledge.

The understanding of oneself is a
constant, timeless process. There is no
end to self-knowledge. ~ The moment
you see the truth that the understand-
ing of oneself is limitless, your mind is
already freed from the known and there-
fore able to penetrate into the unknown.
A mind that is tethered to the known
can never move into the unknown. All
your Gods, your Bibles, your Gitas,
your Marxist books will not lead you
very far. To go far you must begin
near, which is to see that a mind hedged
about, bound by the known, cannot pro-
ceed into the unknown.

The unknown is the total negation of
the known, it is not a reaction from the
known. So there must be an end to
the game of the seeker and the sought.
In other words, there must be an end
to all seeking. Then only is there some-
thing new. - All profound discoveries
are made in this state, not when the
mind is pursuing a projection of the
known. It is when the mind ceases
completely to move in the field of the
known, when it does not project the
known into the unknown—it is only
then that there is the coming into being
of an extraordinary state of creative
newness which has nothing to do with
the known. That is truth, that is rea-
lity, that is God, or whatever name you
care to give it. But the name is not
the thing.

So one must begin near, which is to
empty the mind of all the things it has
known—inwardly, psychologically, not
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factually.  You cannot forget where
you live, that would be amnesia. But
you have to wipe away, in the psycho-
logical sense, all that you have known
as a man of experience, as a man of
knowledge, as a man who has read,
read, read, and who is controlled by
what is known—all that must come to
an end. What is known has always a
centre, and therefore always a circum-
ference, a recognizable frontier.  ‘The
frontier ceases only when the centre
ceases. Then the mind is unlimited,
not measurable by man.

February 25, 1959.
VII
TALK IN NEW DELHI

This evening I think it would be
worth while to talk over the very com-
plex and intricate problem of time and
life, and to see in what way they are
related to each other. To do this one
needs a very precise and penetrating
mind, a mind that is not caught up in
conclusions, in speculative theories, and
is therefore capable of listening, which
is really experiencing. But most of us
have theories about time, about love,
about death, we are full of speculative
ideas and aie satisfied to remain on the
verbal or speculative level. ~ We are
like a man who is always ploughing and
never sowing. And it seems to me
that if one would experience, one must
have the capacity to listen with one’s
whole being, as one does when one is
really interested in something.  Then,
perhaps, listening is experiencing,

Now, to experience something direct-
ly, one must have a mind that is tenta-
tive, hesitant, that does not start from
a conclusion or take a stand. Surely,
to unravel a problem like death, or time,
or love, it is essential to approach it
with a sense of humility, with great

hesitation, with a certain tenderness—
if one can use that word without senti-
mentality. Tt is only then, T think, that
we shall be able to experience the truth
or the falseness of what is going to be
said. One must perceive the false as
well as the true, otherwise there is
merely acceptance or denial. If one is
capable of perceiving what is true and
what is false, then experience has an
extraordinary significance. Tt is an
immediate response to challenge; there
is no question of saying “I will think
about it, T will go home and meditate
upon it”, which actually prevents the
immediate response. Without percep-
tion there is no immediate response ; and

perception is really quite simple. One
perceives, and that is all. There is no
argumentation, no speculation, no

system of thought. Either one sees, or
one does not see; one comprehends, or
one does not comprehend. He who
does not comprehend will never come
to comprehension by thinking about it,
by seeking explanations. To seek ex-
planations is to remain at the verbal,
explanatory level. A man who actual-
ly experiences something does not seek
an explanation.  His own perception
awakens the explanation.

And so, when we are discussing, tall-
ing over together any serious problem,
it seems to me that one must have the
intelligence, the tenderness to perceive
what is false and what is true. Such
perception is very difficult for most of
us, because our minds are stuffed with
so many ideas, cluttered up with so
many conclusions, traditions, beliefs,
and they are whirlpools of self-contra-
diction, Rut I think it is possible to
discover for oneself what is false and
what is true if one is aware of one’s
own conditioning and says: “I know
T’'m conditioned, and T’'m not going to
let the influences of that background
interfere with my. perception”. Per-
ception comes when there is humility,
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a sense of hesitancy, of tenderness, not
when there is dogmatic assertion or
denial, or mere acceptance.

We are going to talk over together,
as two individuals who are really con-
cerned, the problem of death, of time,
and that extraordinary thing called love,
To really comprehend these things, we
must feel our way into them as into an
unknown realm, a region where the
mind has never trodden, and this re-
quires a delicate touch, a sensitive ap-
proach. That sensitivity is denied when
you have an attitude of assertion or
denial, which is obviously immature, the
reaction of a thoughtless mind.  So
whether you are young or old, whether
you are a technician with a good job,
or a coolie, or a mother with many
children, T would suggest that you
approach these questions, which con-
cern us all, without secking an answer;
for, as I said, there is no answer, and
if you expect an answer at the end of
the talk, you will be disappointed. But
what you and I can do, as two indi-
viduals, is to explore the problem. It
is much more important to explore than
to discover. What matters is to keep
on looking, examining, perceiving, with-
out saying “I have found”. The man
who has found, has really not found;
the man who says he knows, never
knows. So it is with an attitude of
learning, of feeling it out together, that
you and T as two human beings are
going to look into the problem.

I do not know if you have ever
thought about death, or time, or that
state which we call love.  But before
we begin to inquire into what is death,
we must first know what life is—not
life at any particular level, not the life
of a scientist, or a parliamentarian, or
a housewife, or a businessman. These
are all included in examining what life
is in our own daily existence. With-
out knowing what our living actually
is, we can never find out what is the
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significance of life.  So let us very
carefully, advisedly, 1ook into what we
call living.

What is our living?  What is the
life we live from moment to moment,
from day to day, from year to year?
It is a constant strife, is it not? We
ceaselessly struggle to adjust ourselves
to society, to our neighbour, to our wife
or husband, to the government, to the
culture in which we live. There is an
endless battle between ourselves and
the environment, a constant turmoil of
embitterment, routine, drudgery and
boredom. We are forced to do things
which we cordially dislike, so there is
a contradiction, a series of conflicts and
associations which strengthen memory.
From this memory we act, we func-
tion. Most of us are not real human
beings, but mere functionaries, and we
have no time to think about these
things; so we say “I will think about
seriotts things when T retire”.

The politician who goes in for gov-
ernment is not concerned with man, he

is concerned with policies, systems,
status. The writer is concerned with
verbal expression, with competing,

struggling to get ahead and make a
name for himself—and therein lies the
seed of his frustration. The man who
hasn’t arrived wants to arrive, the man
who has little longs for more—these
and many other conflicts make up the
life we know from day to day. There
is a passing joy, a love that soon

withers, a sensation that becomes
routine, a sense of utter boredom; our
life is narrow, petty, shallow, and

memory as experience overshadows it
all. These are obvious facts of our
daily existence, and at the end of it
there is the inevitable: death. Death is
the ending of everything that we have
known, everything that we have ex-
perienced; and we are frightened of
that ending. Tear is related to time
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in the sense that the mind foresees the
ending of all that it has known, and
therefore projects the known into the
future from the background of the past.
Death is the unknown; and facing the
unknown, the mind seeks the continuity
of all that it has known.

So our life is a series of events with
their causes and effects in the field of
time. That is, I lived yesterday, with
all its pleasures, passing joys, con-
flicts, sorrows, struggles, and with that
burden of yesterday I live today, which
obviously colours the mind of today;
and this in turn shapes and distorts the
mind of tomorrow. We know only
this continuity, do we not? I know I
lived yesterday; I know that today I
am responding inadequately to certain
challenges, and therefore suffer; and T
know that tomorrow—if nothing hap-
pens, if there is no accident, if the sky
does not fall on me—I shall carry on
in the same pattern: going to the office,
continuing with my struggles, my likes
and dislikes, having the little pleasures
of sex, going to the temple, and so on.
Our life is a constant movement in the
field of time, which is called continuity.
That is all we know.

Have you been observing your own
life, your own mind, and not merely
listening to my description? If while
listening you are watching your own
mind, you will see that what is being
said is true. You cannot refute, deny,
or accept it. It is simply a fact. A
little pain, a little pleasure, the vanity
of achievement, abiding sorrows, deep
frustrations, ambitions that can never
be fulfilled, envy, jealousy, the fear of
emptiness, loneliness, the fear of des-
truction—this is our life, the only life
we know. We live and function within
the field of the known.

Memory is the known. If you had no
memory of yesterday and no memory
of today, then obviously there would be
no memory tomorrow. But the mind

is not capable of freeing itself from
memory, because it is itself the result
of memory, and its functioning is
within the field of time. So memory—
the memory of every experience, of
every thought, of every reaction—is a
state of continuity, and that is what you
are. If you say you are the Auman,
the permanent soul, or the higher self,
it is still within the field of the known,
because you are merely repeating what
you have been taught. You have read
about the Atman and you like the idea,
it satisfies you, it gives you a certain
comfort, because life is transient and
you hope there will be something
permanent.

That is why the mind creates the

-concept of a permanent God, a perma-

nent spiritual essence, a permanent state
of peace. But all this is still within
the field of the known. It is the re-
action of the known to the unknown:
death. The mind that has continuity is
in perpetual fear of death, because
death is an ending, the ending of the
physical. So the mind says: “I have
worked, I have suffered, T have experi-
enced, and there must be a future for
all that I have gathered, there must be
some form of continuity”. If my son
dies, T say “He must live still, and T
must meet him again”. I want to meet
him exactly as I knew him, never
perceiving that life is a movement, a
constant change. My only concern is
to perpetuate that which I have known.
All knowledge is based on the known.
There is no knowledge of the unknown,
however much you may speculatively
translate the unknown in terms of the
known.

The mind is a mechanism which by
its very nature produces through me-
mory the sense of its own continuity.
This continttous mind knows there is
an ending, so it believés in reincarna-
tion, or clings to some other belief that
offers hope of self-perpetuation. This
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is what we do, this is a fact in our
everyday experience, is it not?

Now, why are we-so frightened of
the coming to an end of all the things
we have known? What is it that we
have known? What do you know ex-
cept your struggles, your miseries, your
little pleasures and vanities, the appal-
ling pettiness of your own thinking—
‘my wife!, ‘my house’, ‘my childrer’,
‘my possessions’™—, the turmoil and
travail of your daily existence? That
is all most of us know, and we are
frightened to let it go. So time plays
an enormous role in our life—not only
chronological time as yesterday, today
and tomorrow, but also time in the
psychological sense of fulfilling oneself,
arriving, becoming something. To-
morrow has great significance for us,
because tomorrow is the ideal: tomorrow
1 shall be non-violent, tomorrow I shall
have a sense of love, humility, to-morrow
I shall achieve greatness, tomorrow I
shall reach God, tomorrow I shall find
out what is true and know how to live.
We are always becoming something
within the field of time. The verb ‘to
become’ has assumed extraordinary
importance. If this verb is wiped away
from the mind, there is then only a
sense of being, which is timeless. But
you cannot experience that state unless
you feel out, perceive for yourself the
significance of becoming. A man who
is becoming is not living, and therefore
he is in constant fear of death. The
man who is living is free of becoming,
and for him there is no death.

So time is the measure of the mind,
and such a mind can function only
within its own measure; it cannot func-
tion beyond its own measure, which is
the measure of man. Within the field
of time there is always fear—fear of
death, fear of énding, fear of the future,
the unknown. I do not know what is
going to happen tomorrow; I may fail,

I may lose my job, my son may die.
I am well today, but tomorrow 1 may
be ill. The very thought of tomorrow
is the awakening of fear. I have
known illness, I have suffered, and with
that memory I live today in fear of
tomorrow. So the beginning of fear
is the knowledge of time, which is
after all the state of a mind that has
continuity.

Cause and effect are a continuous
process within the field of time. A
cause is never static, nor is the effect.
What was an effect becomes the cause
of still another effect. Iollow all this,
sirs, see it in your own life. The cause
becomes an effect, and the effect be-
comes a cause. There is no fixed cause
with a fixed effect, except perhaps in
the case of seeds. An acorn can never
become a mango, it will always become
an oak. Cause and effect are fixed.
But the mind is not fixed, it is not
static, and that is the beauty of the mind.
In the interval between cause and effect
there are various influences at work,
subtle pressures and trends which change
the effect; and that effect undergoes
further changes, it is again shaped and
modified in the process of becoming the
cause of still another effect. With the
mind there is no fixed causation which
produces a fixed result.

So one discovers that the mind can
change abruptly the moment it perceives
the falseness of continuity, in which
there is always the fear of death.
When the mind is earnestly seeking to
understand the whole problem of death,
time and love, and is therefore fully
aware of the innumerable causes and
effects which are pushing it in various
directions, it can change suddenly; to-
morrow it can be totally new, completely
transformed. This is true revolution—
not the economic or social revolution,
but the revolution of the mind that
perceives death and time as a continuous
process in which there is no resurrec-
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tion, no renewal. What is continuous
cannot be renewed. It is only the
mind that has come to an end abruptly,
not speculatively, not through disci-
pline or any form of self-hypnosis, but
through seeing precisely what is—it is
only such a mind that can go beyond
the clutches of death.

Sirs, have you ever tried to die to
your pleasures and to your sorrows?
. As a withered leaf falls off a tree and
is blown away by the wind, have you
ever let your pleasures, your sorrows,
your anxieties just drop away and die?
Have you ever tried it? Most of us
have not, because we want to carry that
burden to the end of our life, and be-
yond. We hate somebody, and we want
to keep on hating him; we say he has
done us an injustice, or we offer some
other explanation, and carry on as
before. Or having had a marvellous
experience of great delight, great loveli-
ness, we want to live in the memory of
it. We also want to live in the state
of ambition, which is really the state of
envy. After all, ambition is envy. A
man who is not envious is not ambitious.
But our society is based on envy, on
jealousy, it has sanctified the words
‘ambition’ and ‘competition’. And is it
possible to die to all that? Try dying
to your vanity, and you will find it a
most extraordinary experience. Don’t
ask what will happen. Just try it.
When death comes, it wipes your mind
away. There is no hope; it is a fina-
lity, an absolute ending. In the same
way, one can die to vanity without ex-
planations, without a motive, without a
cause. Try it and you will discover the
extraordinary state of a mind that has
left everything behind, that has un-
burdened itself of all the things it has
known. If you can die in this way to
the continuity of time as memory, then
vou will be able to meet that extra-
ordinary thing called death, not at the
end of your life, not through old age,

not through some disease or accident,
but while you are living, vitally alert,
fully conscious of your whole being.
When you have died to your vanity, to
your ambition, to your petty demands,
then you will discover what death is.
And you will find that death is not a
thing about which you can hold beliefs
or speculate; it is totally the unknown.

But for most of us the unknown is a
fearful thing, because we cling to the
known. The known is the factor which
holds us. I know you and you know
me. If I am your wife, you know me,
you have lived with me, you have had
pleasure from me; you think in terms
of ‘my house’, ‘my wife’, ‘my job’, all
of which is the known, within the field
of time. And can you die to all that?
If you cannot die to it, what happens
to your mind? What happens to the
mind which knows continuity? Do you
understand the question? If I cannot
die psychologically to my house, to my
properties, to my wife, to my children,
if T cannot free my mind completely
from everything I have known, what
happens? Obviously one cannot forget
the facts of everyday life, the way to
one’s house, the techniques one has
learnt, and so on. But cannot the mind
die to the psychological implications of
vanity, of power, of position, of pres-
tige, to all the things that it has in-
wardly held most dear, and which are
also part of memory?

Sirs, if you cannot die to all the past
and breathe the fragrance of the new,
then obviously your mind has become
respectable, which is what most of us
are. We are respectable in a society
which is based on envy, with its false
moralities, its imitated virtues, its
empty talk of non-violence and peace.
A respectable mind is an imitative mind ;
and what happens to such a mind? Ts
it a mind at all, or merely a repetitive
recording machine? Do think about i,
sirs, give vour attention to what is
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being said. Such a mind obviously
continues as a recording machine which
is essentially not different from the mil-
lions of Indians, Chinese, Russians,
Americans, or what you will, that make
up the society to which it belongs. It
is this petty, small, limited mind that
continues; and you hope to preserve
that continuity, you hope to live again,
so you believe in reincarnation, in life
after death, or in some other form of
survival. But it is only the man who
perceives the recording machine in ope-
ration and dies to that whole process of
continuity—it is only such a man that
lives anew.

Let us look at it the other way. Are
you so very different from your neigh-
bour? You have a different form, a
different name, a different job or func-
tion, but inwardly are you so Very
different from the so-called mass? 1
am afraid you are not. And the minis-
ters, the great of the land, what are they?
Strip away their position, their cars,
their caps and all the rest they put on,
and they are just like you or another:
recording machines continuing in the
world of time, seeking power, position,
struggling, enjoying, suffering. The
man_who is envious may be driven to
the top by his envy, by his desire for
position and power, SO that in history
he lives on; but he is still within the
field of time. It is only the mind that
is dead to time, dead to the known—it
is only such a mind that can find out

what love is.

Now, sirs, love is not sentiment, love
is not devotion, love is neither carnal
nor sacred, neither profane mor purc.
It is a state of being, and you cannot
divide it. You cannot say “T love one
and T do not love the other”. Have you
ever taken a leaf in your hand and
looked at it, a leaf that has just fallen
on the dirty road where thousands of
have walked and polluted the

people x
th their spittle? If you can

ground wi

feel that leaf, you will know how to
love.

Sirs, don’t take notes, experience
what is being said, feel your way into
all this. Because love is an extraordi-
nary thing, is it not? We have divided
it into the love of God and the love of
man. To me that is an irreligious thing
to do. There is only love.

_But a mind that is sentimental, a
n}md that is jealous, envious, ambi-
tious, a mind that is nationalistic, pro-
vincial—such a mind will never know
what love is. There is no right and
wrong when there is love, for when you
have that feeling, then love can do what
it will. But that is an extraordinary
state of being, because most of us only
know continuity in time, the fear of
death, and the love which is smothered
by jealousy. That is all we know, and
we never let go of the known. Hold-
ing with one hand to the known, with
the other we grope after the unknown.
We are not purely materialistic, but
neither are we really inquiring into the
un}cnown; so we are miserable human
beings, with sorrows that do not pass
away and joys that are soon withered

by time.
Dying is from moment to mo-
ment, and on a mind that is

dying no influence leaves its mark.
Such a mind offers no soil for
experience to take root, and there-
fore it is always young. But this state
of being is possible only when the mind
is dying every day to everything it has
known, to every experience, to ecvery
memory, to every pleasure, to every
sorrow. You can never ask how to die,
any more than you can ask how to avoid
death. The leaf just drops off the
tree. When there is dying there is lov-
ing. Without dying, love becomes hate,
jealousy, and no belief, no temple, no
sacred book is going to save you from
the fear of death. What liberates the
mind from the fear of death is dying
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from day to day, and only then is there
the timeless state of love.

March 1, 1959.
VIII
TALK IN NEW DELHI

May I suggest that we talk this
evening about the mind in meditation,
which is a most complex and subtle
problem. If one does not know what
meditation is, true meditation, I think
one misses everything in life. It is like
being in a prison where you see only the
wall opposite you and know only the
limitation, the pain, the sorrow and all
the petty little things that make up your
life of confinement. So it seems to me
that meditation is a very direct and inti-
mate problem for each one of us, be-
cause it requires the approach of a mind
in meditation to understand the whole
movement of life.

But to share this investigation into
the mind in meditation, is quite a diffi-
cult problem in itself. Sharing implies
interest, does it not?, on the part of the
people who are listening; it means
observing and partaking in the thing
we are talking about. If I say to you
“Look at that flower, how beautiful it
is!”, you can share the beauty of the
flower only if your mind is at rest and
therefore in a state of observation. To
put it differently, your own mind must
be capable of meeting the other mind
on the same level at the same time,
otherwise there is no sharing of that
experience. We cannot share some-
thing in which T am interested and you
are not. I may point out, describe,
explain, but there is no sharing unless
you meet me on the same level of obser-
vation and with the same intensiveness,
the same feelings of the heart.

This is not a rhetorical statement, it
is an everyday fact. You may say to
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your friend “Do look at that marvellous.
sunset!”, but if your friend is not inte-
rested in the beauty of the sunset, you
cannot share it with him,  Similarly,
the sharing of any problem with your
wife, with your husband, with your
neighbour, requires a communion in
which there is a mutual and immediate
perception of the same thing.

Now, let us see if we can together
feel the importance of meditation, and
also perceive the beauty, the implica-
tions, the subtleties of it. To begin
with, that word ‘meditation’ has a very
special significance for you, has it not?
You immediately think of sitting in a
certain posture, breathing in a certain
way, forcing the mind to concentrate
on something, and so on. But to me
that is not meditation at all. To me
meditation is entirely different; and if
you and I are to share this inquiry
into what is meditation, you will ob-
viously have to put aside your preju-
dices, your conditioned thinking about
meditation. That is true, I think,
whether we discuss politics, or a parti-
cular system of economics, or our
relationship with each other. Such a
talk, such a discussion or exchange, to
be of any value, must be a process of
sharing; but there is no sharing if
either of us starts from a conclusion,
from a fixed point of view. If you
are given to a particular form of so-
called meditation, and the other is not,
there can obviously be no sharing. You
must let go of your prejudices and ex-
periences, and he must also let go of
his, so that both of you can look into
the problem and find out together what
is meditation.

If you and I are to share and under-
stand this problem, which is a very
subtle and complex one, it is essential
that you not be mesmerized by what I
am saying. If you merely accept or
reject it, or interpret it in your own
way, instead of trying to find out what
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lies beyond the explanation, then there
is no sharing, no real communion. So
it is very important to approach this
problem intelligently.

Now, don’t let us seek a definition
of intelligence. A specialist may be
very clever in his chosen field, whether
it be electronics, mathematics, science,
economics, or what you will; but as
long as he looks at life from that nar-
tow, limited point of view, he is obvi-
ously not intelligent. To be intelligent,
the mind must be capable of dealing
with the whole of life, and not just with
a certain part of it.

Being an economist, a scientist, a
businessman, a housewife, this or that,
you may reject all this and say: “What
has meditation got to do with my life?
Meditation is all right for the sannyasi,
for the man who has renounced the
world, but my function requires that I
live in the world like any ordinary man;
so what has meditation got to do with
me?” If that is one’s approach, then
one is merely perpetuating one’s own
dullness, one’s own insensitivity, one’s
own lack of intelligence. We are talk-
ing about human beings, not just about
their various functions. I hope you
see the difference. Whatever may be
the specialized function of a particular
human being, we are talking about the
total human being himself. But if you
regard life merely as a matter of func-
tion and cling to your particular status
in that function, then you will obviously
never meet the whole problem of exist-
ence. And it is the capacity to meet
this problem totally that constitutes the
very essence of intelligence.

Tt seems to me that it is only a mind
in meditation that can affect funda-
mentally all our actions, our whole way
of living. Meditation is not reserved
for some hermit in the Himalayas, nor
for a monk or a nun in a monastery;
and when it is, it becomes an escape
from life, a denial of the reality of

living. Whereas, if you and I as
two human beings, not as specialists,
could find out what it means for the
mind to be in the state of meditation,
then perhaps that very perception would
directly affect our actions and our whole
way of life in confronting the many
complex problems of modern existence.

Now, what is meditation, and what is
the state of the mind that is capable of
meditating? Who is the meditator, and
what is it that he meditates about?
There is the meditator and the medita-
tion, is there not? And surely, with-
out understanding the meditator, there
can be no meditation. A man may be
able to sit in what he calls profound
meditation, but if his mind is petty,
conditioned, limited, his meditation
will have no meaning at all. It will be
a form of self-hypnosis—which is what
most of us call meditation. So, before
asking how to meditate, or what system
of meditation to follow, it is very im-
portant, isn’t it?, to understand the
meditator.

Let me put it in a different way. A
superficial mind may be capable of quot-
ing word for word various scriptures,
but it does not thereby cease to be
superficial. It may sit entranced by the
object of its devotion, it may repeat
mantras, it may try to fathom reality, or
seek God; but being in its very nature
a shallow mind, its so-called medita-
tion will be equally shallow. When a
petty mind thinks about God, its God is
also petty. When a confused mind
thinks about clarity, its clarity is only
further confusion.

So it is very important to find out,
first of all, what meditation means to
the entity that wants to meditate. In
what most of us call meditation, there
is, is there not?, the thinker, the medi-
tator who wishes to meditate in order
to find peace, bliss, reality. The medi-
tator says “If I am to find that reality,
that bliss, that peace which T am seek-
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ing, [ must discipline my mind”; so he
takes, inwardly or outwardly, a posture
of meditation. But the mind is still
peity, still confused, still narrow, pre-
judiced, jealous, vain, stupid; and such
a mind, in seeking or inventing a
system of meditation, will only be fur-
ther limited along the lines of its own
narrow conditioning.

That is why I say it is very import-
ant to begin by understanding the
meditator. A monk in a monastery may
spend hours in contemplation, in prayer,
he may gaze endlessly upon the object
of his devotion, whether made by the
hand or by the mind; but such a mind
is obviously committed, conditioned, it
is seeking salvation according to its own
limitations, and though it may meditate
till Doomsday, it will never find rea-
lity. Tt can only imagine that it has
found reality, and live in that comfort-
ing illusion—which is what most of us
want. We want to build castles in the
air, find a refuge where we shall never
be disturbed, where our petty minds will
never be shaken.

So, without understanding the mind
that is meditating, meditation becomes
merely a process of self-hypnosis. By
repeating the word ‘OM’, or any other
word, by reciting a mantra, or running
through the alphabet a sufficient num-
ber of times, you can create a rhythm of
sound which will mesmerize your mind,
and a mesmerized mind becomes very
quiet; but that quietness is still within
the field of your own pettiness. Unless
one deeply understands the thinker, the
meditator, there is always a division, a
gap between the meditator and that
upon which he meditates, and this gap
he is everlastingly struggling to bridge.

What matters, then, is to perceive
one’s own mind in operation—not as
an observer, not as an entity who is
looking at the mind, but for the mind
i be aware of its own movement. I
i not know if T am making myself

clear.

When you look at something, there
is always the observer, is there not?
When you look at a flower, you are
the observer, and there is the flower.
The thinker is apart from the thought,
the experiencer is separate from the ex-
perienced. If you watch yourself you
will see there is always this division of
the observer and the observed, the ‘I’
and the ‘not-I’, the experiencer and the
thing that is experienced.

Now, one of the problems of medi-
tation is how to eliminate this gap which
separates the experiencer from the ex-
perienced, because as long as this gap
exists there will be conflict—not only
the conflict of the opposites, but aiso
the conflict of a mind that is everlast-
ingly struggling to achieve an end, to
arrive at a goal. So how is one to
bring about that extraordinary state of
mind in which there is only experienc-
ing and not an experiencer?

Sirs, what happens when you sit very
quietly and try to do some kind of
meditation? Your mind wanders all
over the place, does it not? You think
of your shoe, of your neighbour, of
your job, of what you are going to
eat, of what Shankara, or the Buddha,
or the Christ has said, and so on. Your
mind drifts off, and you try to bring
it back to a particular focus or central
issue. This effort on the part of the
thinker to control his thoughts is called
concentration. So there is always a
contradiction between the thinker and
his wandering thoughts, which he tries
everlastingly to pull in and force along
a particular groove. And if you do
stcceed in forcing all your thoughts into
a chosen pattern, you think you have
achieved a marvellous state. But that
is obviously not meditation, it is not the
awakening of perception. That is
merely learning the technique of con-
centration, which any schoolboy can

do. .
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Concentration is a process of ex-
clusion, resistance, suppression; it is a
form of compulsion. The schoolboy
who forces himself to read his book
when he really wants to look out of the
window, or go out and play, is said to
be concentrating; and that is exactly
what you do. You compel your mind
to concentrate, and so begins the cou-
tradiction between the observer and the
observed, the thinker and the thought,
which is a state of endless conflict.
Becoming aware of this conflict in your-
self, you say you must get rid of it,
and so you seek a system of medita-
tion—a procedure with which we are
all very familiar, especially in India
where almost everyone practises some
system of meditation.

Now, what does the practising of a
system of meditation imply? Let us
think it out together. Tt implies, does
it not?, that through a method, a prac-
tice, a system, you will arrive
at a certain point which you call peace,
or liberation, or bliss. You want to
realize God, and you practise a system
to bring about that realization. But no
system can ever lead you to what you
say you want, because your mind is
crippled by the system. From the
sannyasi downwards and from you up-
wards, this is actually what is taking
place.

As:y system implies a movement from
the known to the known, and the known
is always fixed. When you say “I
want to reach peace”, the thing you are
striving after is a projection of what
you think peace should be; therefore,
like your house, it is fixed, it cannot
move away, and a path or a system may
lead you to it. But reality is a living
thing, it is not fixed, it has no abode,
and therefore no system can lead you
te it. If you once really perceive the
truth of this, you are free of all the
gurus, of all the teachers, of all the
books—and that is a tremendous liber-

ation.

So our problem is, is it not?, to
experience the fact that the thinker and
the thought are one, that the observer
is the observed; and if you have ever
tried it, you will know that this is an
extraordinarily difficult thing to do. It
does not mean identifying oneself with
the observed. Do you understand, sirs?
You can identify yourself with an indi-
vidual. You can identify yourself
with the image in the temple, to
which you do puja and feel a
tremendous emotion which you call
devotic:.  But  such  identification
still maintains the one who identi-
fies himself with something. We are
talking of an entirely different state in
which there is no. identification, no
recognition, no experiencer apart from
the experienced who creates contradic-
tion by trying to identify himself with
the experienced. There is no experien-
cer at all, but only experiencing.

You may identify yourself with the
object of your devotion, but there is
still a duality. You think of yourself
as an Indian because you have identified
yourself with a coloured section of the
map called India—which the politicians
bave exploited, and which you also
would like to exploit. But the fact is
that this, like every other form of
identification, maintains the entity who
has identified himself with something.

If you see this fact, then the next
question is, is it possible for the mind
to bring about a state in which there is
only experiencing without the experien-
cer?

Let me put it differently. Every
minute of the day the mind is receiving
impressions. It is like a sensitive
photographic film upon which every
incident, every influence, every experi-
ence, every movement of thought is -
leaving an imprint. Whether we are
conscious of it or not, that is what is
actually taking place. Burdened with
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these imprints of past experiences, the
mind meets the new in terms of the old.
In other words, there is always the past
meeting the present and creating the
future.

Now, can the mind receive impres-
sions and not be marked by them? Do
you understand, sirs? Let me put it
very simply. - You are insulted, or flat-
tered, and this has left a mark on your
mind ; that is, the insult or the flattery
has taken root in the soil of the mind.
Now, have you ever experimented to
see if you can receive insult and flattery
so that afterwards your mind is com-
pletely unmarked by them? Innumer-
able experiences, piled one upon another,
are leaving their chaotic and contradic-
tory impressions on the mind, like
scratches on the surface of memory.
And can the mind experience anew,
without these scratches? I say it can;
and that only then is there the coming
into being of a state in which there is
thinking without the thinker, experienc-
ing without the experiencer, and there-
fore never a contradiction.

If you observe your own mind in
what you call meditation, you will see
that there is always a division, a contra-
diction between the thinker and the
thought. As long as there is a thinker
apart from thought, meditation is merely
a ceaseless effort to overcome this con-
tradiction.

I hope all this is not too abstract and
too difficult; but even if it is, please
listen.  Although you may not fully
understand what is being said, the very
act of listening is like planting a seed
in the dark soil. If the seed is vital,
and if the soil is rich, it will produce a
shoot; you don’t have to do a thing
about it.  Similarly, if you can just
listen and let the seed fall in the womb
of the mind, it will germinate, it will
flourish and bring about an action
which is unconsciously true.

Another problem in meditation is

that of concentration and attention.
Concentration implies, as I pointed out
earlier, a restriction, a limitation; it is
a narrowing, exclusive process. When
the schoolboy concentrates he excludes
the desire to look out of the window
and says “This is an awful book, but I
must read it in order to pass the exami-
nation”. That is essentially what we
all do when we concentrate. There is
resistance, a narrowing down of the
mind to a certain focus, which is called
concentration.

Now, attention is altogether different.
Attention has no frontier. Please fol-
low this closely. A mind in the state
of attention is not limited by the fron-
tier of recognition. Attention is a
state in which there is complete aware-
ness of everything that is taking place
within and about one, without the bor-
der or frontier of recognition which
exists in concentration.

Sirs, for God’s sake, do listen to
what I am saying, experience what I am
talking about. Don’t take notes.
Would you take notes if someone were
telling you he loves you? (Laughter).
You laugh, but you don’t see the tragedy
of it. The difficulty with most of us
is that we want to remember, we want
to have the recognition of what has
been said, and we store it away in
memory, or put it down in a notebook,
so that we can think about it tomorrow.
But when someone is saying he loves
you, do you take notes? Do you look
the other way? It is the same thing
here, otherwise these meetings are use-
less. Empty words have no meaning
at all, So listen to what is being said,
and if you can, experience it—but not
as an experiencer.

I was pointing out the difference be-
tween concentration and attention. In
concentration there is no attention, but
in attention there is concentration. In
attention there are no borders to the
mind. When you are in the state of
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attention, you hear what is being said,
you hear the coughing, you see one man
scratching his head, another yawning,
another taking notes, and you are aware
of your own reactions. You listen,
you see, you are aware; there is an at-
tention in which there is no effort.
Effort exists only when there is con-
centration, which is opposed to atten-
tion. In the state of attention, your
whole being is attentive, not just one
part of your mind. The moment your
mind says “I must have that”, there is
concentration, which means that you
are no longer in the state of attention.
Concentration arises with the craving to
have or to be something, which is a
state of contradiction.

Just see the truth of this. In atten-
tion there is a total being, whereas in
concentration there is not; it is a form
of becoming. A man who is becoming
must have authority; he lives in a state
of contradiction. But when there is
simple awareness, an effortless atten-
tion without an end to be realized, then
you will find that the mind has no fron-
tier of recognition. Such a mind can
concentrate, but its concentration is not
exclusion. Don’t say “How am I to get
that state of attention?” It is not a
thing you can ‘get’. Just see the truth of
this: that in the state of attention the
mind has no border; there is no recog-
nition of an end to be gained or achiev-
ed. Such a mind can concentrate, and
that concentration is not exclusion.
This is one of the things to be discover-
ed by a mind in meditation.

Then there is the problem of the
many contradictory thoughts that arise
in the mind. The mind is vagrant,
restless, flying endlessly from one thing
to another. That is the lot of most
people, is it not?

Now, why does the mind do this?
Surely, the mind does it because in its
very essence it is lazy. A mind that is
vagrant, crowded with thoughts, a mind
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that goes from one thing to another
like a butterfly, is a lazy mind; and
when a lazy mind tries to control its
wandering thoughts, it merely becomes
dull, stupid.

Whereas, if the mind is aware of its
own movement, if it sees all its thoughts
as they arise one after another, and if
it can take any one thought, good or
bad, that comes along, and pursue that
thought to the very end, then you will
find that the mind becomes extraordi-
narily active. It is this activity of the
mind that puts an end to the vagrancy
of thought—but not through control,
or by force. Such a mind is tremen-
dously active, but its activity is not that
of a politician, or an electrician, or a
man who quotes books; it is an activity
without a centre. The mind that is
driven by ambition, that is chasing its
own fulfilment, is not active in this
sense at all. But if you can take one
thought and go into it fully, ravishingly,
delightfully, with your whole being, you
will find that your mind becomes extra-
ordinarily active; and there must be this
precision of the mind.

Our next problem is that the mind
is the result of time, the result of the
known. All that you have experienced,
your memories, your conditioning,
everything that to you is recognizable,
is within the field of the known, is it
not? The mind thinks from the known
to the known; its movement is always
within the field of the known. And it
is of the utmost importance for the
mind to free itself from the known,
otherwise it cannot enter into the un-
known. A mind that is bound by the
known is incapable of experiencing that
state in which there is complete stillness
without deterioration. It is only when
the mind has understood the known at
the unconscious as well as at the con-
scious level, when it has understood and
therefore freed itself from the desires,
the ambitions, the hates, the flatteries,
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the pleasures, everything that it has
collected—it is only then, in this libera-
tion from the known, that the unknown
comes into being. You cannot invite
the unknown. If you do, what you
experience will again be the result of
the known; it will not be the real.

So the mind in meditation is in a
state of awareness without the centre of
recognition, and therefore without a
circumference; it is attention without a
frontier.  The mind in meditation is
that which has freed itself without
effort from the known. The known has
fallen away as a leaf drops from the
tree, and so the mind is motionless, in
a state of silence; and such a mind
alone can receive the immeasurable, the
unknown.,

March 4, 1959.

IX
TALK IN NEW DELHI

This evening T would like to think
aloud about action, religion, and the
nature of beauty. It seems to me that
they are all related, and that to be
concerned only with action, or with
religion, or with the nature of beauty,
is to destroy the fullness of action, which
then becomes merely an activity. If
we are to go very deeply into the ques-
tion of what is action, I think we must
also consider religion and the nature of
beauty, as well as the quality or sensiti-
vity of a mind that feels and appreciates
what is beautiful.

For most of us action becomes a
routine, a habit, something that one does,
not out of love, or because it has deep
significance for oneself, but because one
has to do it. One is driven to it by
circumstances, by a wrong kind of
education, by the lack of that love out
of which one does something real. If
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we can go into this whole question, I
think it will be very revealing, for then
perhaps we shall begin to understand
the true nature of revolution.

Surely, true action comes from
clarity. When the mind is very clear,
unconfused, not contradictory within
itself, then action inevitably follows
from that clarity; we need not be con-
cerned with how to bring about action.
But it is very difficult, is it not?, to
have undisturbed perception and to see
things, not as one would like to see
them, but as they actually are, undis-
torted by one’s likes and dislikes. Tt
is only out of such clarity that the full-
ness of action takes place.

Clarity is of far greater significance
than action. But our minds are ridden
by systems, by techniques, by the desire
to know what to do. The ‘what to
do? has become very important, it is
our everlasting question. We want to
know what to do about starvation, what
to do about inequality, about the appal-
ling corruption in the world, and about
our own sorrow and suffering. We
are always looking for a method, a
means, a system of action, are we not?

But how to find clarity is obviously
a much more significant inquiry; be-
cause if one can think very clearly, if
one has perception which is not dis-
torted, which is direct,” complete, then
from that clear perception, dction fol-
lows. Such clarity creates its own ac-
tion. But people who are dedicated to
various systems are always at logger-
heads with each other, are they not?
They cannot work together. Each
interprets the problem in terms of the
system to which he is committed, ac-
cording to his particular conditioning
and self-interest. T do not know if you
have ever noticed how most of us divide
ourselves into grotips, parties and sys-
tems, and commit ourselves to certain
conclusions. Any such commitment,
surely, does not bring clarity. Tt brings
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only enmity, opposition. But if you
and I approach our human problems,
not with commitments, conclusions and
self-interest, but with clarity, then I
think these problems can very easily be
solved.

So the real problem is the mind that
approaches the problem; and may I
suggest that we not merely listen to
what is being said, but go into ourselves
and find out in what manner the mind
is confused. If we ask how to clear up
our confusion, it will only bring about
the cultivation of another system.  To
actually see that the mind is confused
has far greater significance, surely,
than the question of action, of what to
do. We have to live in this world, we
have to act, we have to go to the office
and do a hundred different things; and
from what sort of a mind does all this
action come? I can describe the back-
ground of the mind, but I think it will
have very little significance if you do
not relate what is being said to your
own mind. Most of us think that self-
knowledge is merely a matter of infor-
mation, the accumulation of various
explanations as to why the mind is con-
fused; and we are easily satisfied by
explanations. But really to understand
oneself, one has to put away all the
explanations and begin to explore one’s
own mind—which is to perceive direct-
ly what 4s. I must know that T am
confused, that T am committed, that I
have a vested interest in some system,
ideology or belief, and see the signifi-
cance of it; and surely, that very per-
ception is enough in itself.  But that
direct perception is prevented if I am
satisfied merely to explain the various
causes of my confusion.

Tt seems to me that the real revolu-
tion is not economic, political, or social,
but the bringing about of this new
quality of the mind which is always
clear. And when the mind is not clear,
what matters is to perceive directly the
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cause of confusion without trying to do
something about it. Whatever a con-
fused mind does about its confusion, it
will still be confused. I do not think
we see the significance of this. All
that most of us are concerned with is
how to clear up our confusion, how to
wipe away our darkness. But simply
to perceive that the mind is confused
is in itself enough. Try the experiment
with yourself, and you will see. There
is no answer to a confused mind, there
is no way out of its confusion, because
whatever way it finds, it will still be
confused. Whereas, if the mind is
vitally aware of and fully attentive to
its confusion, if it sees that it is mud-
dled, that there is a distortion, that
there is a vested interest—this in itself
is enough. It brings about its own ac-
tion, which I think is the real revolu-
tion. Because it approaches the pro-
blem negatively, such a mind acts posi-
tively. But when the mind approaches
a problem positively, it acts negatively
and therefore contradictorily.

Do think it over and you will see
the truth of this. After all, no amount
of argumentation, persuasion or influ-
ence, no promise of reward or threat
of punishment, can make you see the
true as true, the false as false, and the
truth in the false. What is needed is
the simplicity that looks directly at
things as they are—and that is the new
quality of mind which is really a revo-
lution. Problems may appear to be
positive, but they cannot be solved
through a positive approach, because
problems are always negative; therefore
they must be approached negatively.

Sirs, take the problem of starvation.
How do we approach it? The Com-
munists approach it through one system,
the capitalists through another, while
the organized religions have conflicting
systems of their own. Surely, the pro-
blem of starvation, like every other
human problem, must be approached
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negatively; no system is going to solve
it, because each man will fight for his
particular system, in which he has a
vested interest. You can see this hap-
pening right now in the world around
you. Whereas, if the mind frees itself
from the system and approaches the
problem negatively because the problem
itself is negative, then from that nega-
tion will come a positive action. Then
there is no quarrel between you as a
Communist and me as a capitalist, or
between you as a Hindu and me as a
Christian or a Moslem, because we are
both concerned, not with the system,
but with the problem. In the problem
there is no vested interest, whereas in
the system there is, and it is this vested
interest over which we are everlastingly
quarrelling.

Now, just to see the truth of this
brings clarity, and out of that clarity
there is action. And I think it is the
same with every problem, because all
problems are negative, and you must
approach them negatively, not with a
positive mind. To be free from greed,
or envy, or jealousy, or ambition, you
must approach it negatively, and not say
“How shall T get rid of it?” The
direct perception of what is negative,
brings clarity. ;

I am afraid one has to think a grea
deal about these things—not think, but
rather feel one’s way into them, be-
cause thoughts never lead to a funda-
mental revolution, ideas never bring
about a radical change in the quality
of the mind. Tdeas, thoughts, only lead
to conclusions, and out of these con-
clusions there are vested interests. A
mind that starts with a conclusion has
altogether ceased to think. After all,
what we call thinking is merely a re-
action, isn’t it? Tt is the reaction of
one’s background, of one’s memory, of
one’s knowledge. Therefore, thinking
is always limited, conditioned. But
direct perception is never conditioned.
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You can perceive directly the fact that
you are envious, for example, without
having to think about it; and that direct
perception has its own action. But once
you begin to think about why you are
envious, to find reasons for your envy,
to explain it, to condemn or justify it,
to look for a way to be free of it, then
that whole process prevents direct per-
ception which is the negative approach
to what you call envy.

Perhaps you will reject all this, be-
catise the mind tends to reject what it
hears for the first time as something
new. But I think it would be a pity
if you merely rejected it, saying: “You
don’t give us a system of meditation, a
method by which to do this or that”.
I think a mind that pursues a system
or a method and functions within it, is
essentially a lazy mind. Tt is so easy
to function in a system; the mind can
operate like a cog in a machine, it doesn’t
have to think. Whereas, in approach-
ing a problem negatively, you have to
be alert, it requires an extraordinarily
attentive mind. And T think this is the
only real revolution, because it does not
create enmity and vested -interests,
while systems, ideas, conclusions always
do. '

Now, with the clarity of direct per-
ception let us look at what we call reli-
gion. Surely, a religious mind is not
a believing mind. Belief is positive,
and a mind that believes in something
can never find out what is real.

After all, what is the religion which
you profess? You believe that to find
God, or whatever you may call it, you
must discipline your body, control your
mind, destroy every form of desire.
You would go to that which you call
holy with a mind that is crowded with
beliefs, desecrated by superstition and
fear. You worship the symbol instead
of discovering what is real, so the
symbol becomes all-important. You
pray, and your prayer is supplication,
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begging something for yourself or your

family from what you call God. Tt is
a thing of the market place. If you
beg, your bowl may be filled. If you

ask for a refrigerator, you may get a
refrigerator. If you ask in prayer for
peace, you may find what you call
peace; but it is not peace.

So you have made of religion a refuge,
an escape, a meaningless thing. You
seek reality through constant discipline
of the body, through suppression or
control of every desire. You approach
what you call God with a mind that is
worn out, hopeless, in despair, with a
heart that is dry, fearful, ugly. The
man who repeats a lot of phrases, who
reads the Gita from moring till night, or
who denies himself everything and takes
the sannyasi’s robe—do you think such
a man will find the real? Surely, one
must set out to  discever reality with a
fullness of heart, with all one’s sensi-
tivities highly developed, with a mind
that is rich—rich in clarity and not in
experience, rich in the perfume of real
affection.

Religion is not that which you now
call religion; it is not in the book, if is
not in the mantram, it is not in the
temple, it is not in the graven image,
whether made by the hand or by the
mind. Tt is something entirely differ-
ent. To find out what religion is, the
mind must go to it with an extraordi-
nary fullness because it is empty; and
it is only then that reality can come
into being. This is a complete reversal
of everything that you have been taught,
and that is why it is very difficult for
you to see the truth of it.

For centuries it has been said that
you must be desireless, that every form
of desire towards any object must be
thwarted, cut off. Whereas, T say de-
sire is not to be suppressed, cut off,
thwarted, controlled, but to be under-
stood. Control, suppression, is a form
of laziness. To understand desire with

all its subtleties, with all its promptings,
with all its drive and energy, rcquires
constant watchfulness, a mind that ig
extraordinarily alert and capable of
delving deeply into itself, not only at the
conscious level, but at the unconscious
level as well. The conscious mind is
the positive mind; it has learnt, it has
experienced, it has gathered, and it
wants to translate everything in terms
of its own self-interest. The uncon-
scious, on the other hand, is the nega-
tive mind, and you cannot go fo it
positively. Tt is only when the consci-
ous mind is quiet, undisturbed, that it
is able to receive the hints and inti-
mations of the unconscious.  That is
the way of dreams.

Tt is not a positive assertion or denial
that brings about clarity, but this whole
process of understanding. If, as you
listen, you*go into yourself and observe
your own mind, which T hope you are
doing, you will find that out of such
listening there comes the clarity of
understanding. A mind that is clear
because it understands itself, can deal
with desire; but a mind that is lazy and
therefore suppresses, controls, shapes
desire, will always live in a state of self-
contradiction. I do not know if you
have noticed that when a desire is con-
trolled, shaped, driven, suppressed, it
reacts, and hence we live everlastingly
in the conflict of duality.

Sirs, do listen to what is being said,
and as you listen, watch your own mind.
Tt is what is being said that is import-
ant, and not the speaker, because what
is being said is true; and being true, it
is anonymous. It has nothing to do
with the speaker.

If, as you listen, you are aware of
yourself, observing the movement of
your own thoughts, you will see how
desire is forever creating its own oppo-
site, which means there is a division,
a contradiction in the mind; asd out of
that contradiction you seek God, you



KRISHNAMURTI

fashion saints and idols for your wor-
ship. Whereas, if you do not oppose
desire, but go into yourself and really
begin to understand your jealousy, your
sexual urge, your ambition, your feel-
ing of envy, and every other form of
desire; if you observe and are aware of
it totally without accepting or denying
it, wihout saying it is bad or good,
which is to approach it with a mind that
is negative and therefore capable of
perceiving directly—if you can do that,
then you will discover that God is some-
thing entirely different from the God of
your seeking. It is the unhappy mind,
it is the confused, fearful mind that
seeks God.  The mind may think it
has renounced the world, but if it is
still burning with desire, its renuncia-
tion is merely a form of self-advance-
ment; its vested interest is now belief
in the idea which it calls God. Where-
as, if you begin to understand this whole
process of the self, the ‘me’, with its
desires, its ambitions, its subtle urges,
then you will see that belief is a hind-
rance to reality, for belief creates autho-
rity; and a mind bound by authority
will never find out what is real.

So religion is not of the church or the
temple; it has no dogma, no belief, no
practice. A religious man is one who
is inquiring ceaselessly into himself. A
politician is not a religious man, though
he may call himself one, because he is
concerned with a particular result which
becomes his vested interest. Only the
mind that is in a state of negation will
find reality, because it is only such a
mind that is capable of seeing the false
as the false and the true as the true.

Just as the mind must be sensitive,
uncommitted, to perceive directly what
is true, so it must be open, sensitive,
to feel the naure of beauty. Most of
us say “That is beautiful” or “That is
ugly” because we have the memory of
what is beautiful and what is ugly ac-
cording to the tradition, the education,

the culture in which we were brought
up. But surely, like love, beauty has
no opposite. A mind that has this
extraordinary sensitivity to beauty, is
sensitive also to that which is ugly, and
does not compare. I do not know if
you have ever been aware of your own
feelings, of your own reaction when you
suddenly see a sunset, or a tree in full
bloom against the sky. At that
moment, surely, you are not noticing
whether it is beautiful or ugly, but
there is a total response in which the
thinker is absent—which means, does it
not?, that the mind has completely
abandoned itself. I hope you are fol-
lowing this.

Perhaps you have never experienced
that state of mind in which there is
total abandonment of everything, a com-
plete letting go. And you cannot aban-
don everything without deep passion,
can you? You cannot abandon every-
thing intellectually, or emotionally.
There is total abandonment, surely,
only when there is intense passion.
Don’t be alarmed by the word ; because
a man who is not passionate, who is
not intense, can never understand or
feel the quality of beauty. The mind
that holds something in reserve, the
mind that has a vested interest, the
mind that clings to position, power,
prestige, the mind that is respectable,
which is a horror—such a mind can
never abandon itself.

To perceive the nature of that which
is called beauty, the mind must com-
pletely come to an end, but not in des-
pair. It must be very simple, because
only a simple mind can see what is true.
But the mind cannot be made simple
through discipline. The sannyasi who
wears a loin-cloth, who takes only one
meal a day and feels virtuous about it,
is not simple. Simplicity is a state in
which the mind has no consciousness
of itself as being simple. The moment
you are conscious of your humility, you
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have ceased to be humble. The moment
you are conscious of your non-violence,
you are full of violence. The ideal, and
all the practices and disciplines to
achieve it, are a self-conscious process,
and therefore not virtue.

Do look at all this, because your
minds are ridden with this sort of thing,
you are slaves to it. You may agree
with what is being said, but you will
fall back into your old ways. It is not
a question of agreement, it is a question
of perception. Once you perceive for
yourself the truth of the matter, you
can never go back to the nonsense o
ideals and disciplines. This is not be-
ing said to make you believe or dis-
believe, or to create a new dogma. But
you must be intense in perceiving the
significance of every thought, every feel-
ing that you have, and out of that in-
tensity comes clarity; and clarity
creates its own discipline, you don’t
have to practise a discipline.

Sensitivity to beauty is not just a
matter of seeing beauty as manifested
in a painting, in a tree, or in a poem.
1t is the feeling of beauty, and like
the feeling of love, it is not merely in
the expression, in the word, in the
holding of a hand. The feeling, which
is extraordinary, creates its own action.
Tor the man who knows what love is,
who is in the state of love, there is no
sin, no evil. Do what he may, it will
be essentially right. In the same way,
a mind that perceives is very simple,
and it is simple because it perceives;
and that very perception creates its own
action. It is only such a mind that can
come to the state of total abandonment
—which is not a gradual process in time.
Just to see the truth of that is enough.
Such a mind does not seek truth, it does
not go to the temple or to the sacred
books; though it is active, it is not con-
cerned with action. Because it has been
through an inward revolution which
has brought a new quality to it, such a

mind can wait in negation to receive
that which is eternal.

If one observes, one can see within
oneself the past, not merely  one’s own
past, but the whole past of humanity.
After all, we are the result of centuries
of human existence with its chain of
thoughts and experiences, joys and sor-
rows. But to inquire into and to break
through all that, requires a negative
approach; the mind must be capable of
approaching everything through nega-
tion. Don’t translate ‘negation’ as the
equivalent of some Sanskrit word and
put it by, actually experience it. The
moment you begin to translate, compare,
you have gone away from the fact; you
are living in the memory of what you
have read or heard, and therefore you
are dead. Whereas, if you are directly
experiencing, then the mind is astonish-
ingly clear, precise, unburdened, and
therefore its action is revolutionary.
It is only such a mind that can receive
the benediction of reality.

March 8, 1959.

X
TALK IN NEW DELHI

This is the last talk of the present
series, and if T may I would like to
talk about ignorance, experience, and
the mind which is in the state of crea-
tion.

But before we go into all that, I
think it is very important to understand
the relationship between you and the
speaker ; because if that relationship is
not clearly understood, even after these
several talks, it will lead to a great deal
of confusion. The speaker is not im-
portant at all, he is merely the voice,
the telephone; but what is said, when
one is in the process of learning, has
an immense significance. If you give
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importance to the speaker as a teacher,
you are merely creating a following,
and thereby you are destroying your-
self as well as what is being said. Both
the follower and the teacher are a de-
triment to the process of learning; and
when one is intent on learning, there is
neither the teacher nor the follower.

I think it is also important to under-
stand that I am not talking to you as
an individual who is opposed to society,
or as one who belongs to this or that
group. To me there is only the human
being, whether he lives in India, in
America, in Russia, in Germany, or
anywhere else. So I am not talking
to you as an Indian with a particular
system of beliefs, but together we are
endeavouring to find out what this
whole process of living is all about.

This is our earth, it is not the Eng-
lishman’s or the Russian’s, the Ameri-
can’s or the Indian’s; it is the earth on
which we live, you and I. It does not
belong to the Communist or the capita-
list, the Christian or the Hindu. It is
our earth, to be lived on extensively,
widely and deeply; but that living is
denied when you are a nationalist, when
you belong to a party or an organized
religion. Please believe me, these are
the very things that are destroying
human beings. Nationalism is a curse.
To call oneself a Hindu or a Christian
is also a curse, because it divides us.
We are human beings, not members of
a sect or functionaries in a system. But
the politician, the man who is committed
to a conclusion or a system in which he
has a vested interest, will exploit each
one of us through our nationalism,
through our vanity and emotionalism,
just as the priest exploits us in the name
of so-called religion.

3ut in considering these things to-
gether, I think it is very important for
each one of us to understand that hear-
ing is one thing, and listening, which
brings action, is quite another.

You

may superficially agree when you hear
it said that nationalism, with all its emo-
tionalism and vested interest, leads to-
exploitation and the setting of man
against man; but to really free your
mind from the pettiness of nationalism,.
is another matter. To be free, not only
from nationalism, but also from all the
conclusions of organized religions and
political systems, is essential if the mind’
is to be young, fresh, innocent, that is,
in a state of revolution; and it is only
such a mind that can create a new world'
—not the politicians, who are dead, nor
the priests, who are caught in their own
religious systems.

So, fortunately or unfortunately for
yourself, you have heard something
which is true; and if you merely hear
it and are not actively disturbed so that
your mind begins to free itself from
all the things which are making it nar-
row and crooked, then the truth you
have heard will become a poison.
Surely, truth becomes a poison if it is
heard and does not act in the mind like-
the festering of a wound. But to dis-
cover for oneself what is true and what
is false, and to see the truth in the-
false, is to let that truth operate and
bring forth its own action.

It is obviously of the greatest im-
portance that as individual human be-
ings we understand for ourselves this-
whole process of living. Living is not
just a matter of function and status, and
if we are content to be mere func-
tionaries with a certain status, we be-
come mechanical, and then life passes
us by. Tt seems to me that if one does
not really participate in life, take to-
one’s heart the fullness of life, then the
mind becomes petty, narrow, full of the:
dogmatic beliefs which are now destroy-
ing human beings.

If that is clear let us inquire into.
the question of ignorance. What is.
ignorance, what is knowledge, and what
is wisdom? Surely, all knowledge is-
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within the field of time, and a mind
that pursues knowledge is bound by
time, limited to the field of the known.
The things one knows, the facts one
has gathered, the technique one has
.acquired, whether it be bridge-building,
accounting, or what you will—it is all
within the field of the known.

Now, knowledge is always operating
in human relationships, is it not? I
know you, and you know me; I know
how to write, how to talk, how to do
this or that, all of which is born of
‘memory—memory which has been ac-
quired, stimulated, educated. The mind
functions from this background of
memory which is called knowledge.
Knowledge may be indefinitely extend-
-ed, it may be made wide, deep, certain,
-encyclopaedic in its scope, but while
socially useful, it is still within the
field of ignorance. Knowledge does not
wipe away ignorance. No amount of
your reading the Gita, or any other
books, will wipe away ignorance,

So, what is ignorance? A man may
be very erudite, he may be skilful in
the laboratory, or efficient as a bureau-
crat, or a great builder of dams and
‘bridges; but if he does not understand
himself, he is essentially ignorant. If
I am unaware of the way I think, the
way I feel, if T do not see my own un-
-conscious motives and hidden demands,
if T do not know why I believe, why I
am afraid, what are the sources of my
ambition and frustrations, if I do not
uncover and understand all that is with-
-in myself, then however high I may
‘build the superstructure of knowledge,
4t will inevitably become the means
-of destruction.

Tgnorance is the state of a mind that
has no comprehension of itself. You
may quote the Gita, the Bible, the
Koran, or whatever book you hold
.sacred, but if you don’t know yourself
the quotations will have no meaning.
“The clearing away of ignorance lies in

58

is false.

the understanding of oneself—not the
higher self, not the Paramatman and
all the rest of the superstructure which
the mind has built in order to escape
from its own pettiness, but the self
which is operating every day and which
is torn by ambition, frustration, jea-
lousy, envy, hate, fear. It is surely the
understanding of this whole process
from moment to moment that brings
about that state of mind which may be
called wisdom. So wisdom has noth-
ing whatever to do with knowledge.
Knowledge and ignorance go together,
one flows into the other; and ignorance
is strengthened by experience.

Please do listen to what is being said,
and don’t brush it aside. Just listen,
even if you don’t quite understand.
You may understand the word, the
phrase, the symbol; but the word, the
phrase, the symbol is not the real. If
you realize this, then perhaps you will
begin very hesitantly to feel your way
into the meaning behind the words,
which is to inquire into yourself. And
after all, that is the function of this
mecting—not to impose on the mind any
idea or belief, but to help us to think
out together the fundamental problems
of life.

So vou as a human being, and T as a
human being, are learning. I am not,
as you know, a saint or a teacher sit-
ting here on the platform and telling
you what to do, because there is no
authority when we are both learning.
Iearning ceases when there is accept-
ance of authority. What is important
is to listen with a mind that is inquir-
ing, a mind that wants to discover what
is true and what is false. But most of
us listen with an opinion, with a belief.
When we approach a fact, we have opi-
nions about the fact, and therefore the
fact never operates on the mind. So
may I suggest that you listen to find
out for yourself what is true and what
Do not wait for someone
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else to tell you, because no one else can.
As

I was saying, ignorance is
strengthened by experience, because
experience is cumulative, additive.

Experience is essential at one level as
function ; but experience which is cumu-
lative in the sense that it strengthens
the mind in its centre of self-interest,
only furthers ignorance, and that igno-
rance becomes what we call knowledge.

If you watch the operation of your
own mind, you will see that it is
always translating the new in terms of
the old, that is, in terms of previous
experience, which in turn is the result
of your particular culture, of your be-
liefs, of your education, of your condi-
tioning. So experience is never a liber-
ating factor.  IExperience only
strengthens the centre of ignorance.
You may have a vision of Christ or
Krishna, for example, but that experi-
ence is the result, is it not?, of your
background as a Christian or a Hindu;
and the experience further strengthens
the background, the conditioning, the
belief. So experience is obviously not
a means of liberating, freeing the mind.
After all, experiencing is a process of
pain and pleasure, sorrow and joy,
denial and acceptance. That is all we
know. That process of experiencing is
going on all the time, and without
understanding it, the mind will never
come to that state in which it is fully
active, but in which there is no experi-
encing.

I do not know if you have ever
noticed that the mind is capable of per-
ceiving  without experiencing. When
you suddenly see a lovely tree expand-
ing into the sky, what happens? You
experience it, that is, you name it, you
say “What a beautiful tree, I must
admire it”. That is what most people
do, consciously or unconsciously, when
they see a beautiful thing; they experi-
ence it. But if you just perceive a sun-
set, a lovely flower, or the splendour in
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the grass, there is no experiencing. It
is not that you identify yourself with
what is seen, but it is a state in which
there is neither the observer nor the
observed, a state of pure perception
withoat interpretation, without the re-
call of memory. That is the liberating
factor, for it frees the mind from the
past.

In function, experience is necessary.
I am: not a mechanic if I have no ex-
perience with machines. I am not a
gardener if I do not know the soil.
Experience teaches me about the things
I have to do in discharging a certain
function. But experience is destructive,
it is a deteriorating factor when it
becomes a tradition in terms of which
everything is translated. That is what
is happening the world over, and parti-
cularly here in India where everything
is bound by tradition and you are a
big man if you can write a commentary
on the Gita.

So experience is destructive when it
becomes merely an additive process.
Do piease listen to this. A traditional
mind is a dead mind; it is limited to the
field of the known, which is the field of
function and status. It is only the mind
that is in a state of attention, in a state
of perception, which means that it is
not experiencing or translating in terms
of the oldz—it is only such a mind that
is fresh, young, innocent, and there-
fore creative.

In knowledge there is ignorance, and
experience is binding; but the under-
standing of oneself—which is to know
the whole process of oneself, the un-
conscious as well as the conscious, the
hidden as well as the open—frees the
mind, it makes the mind fresh, young.
The young mind is always moving,
changing, deciding, it is always
approaching the frontier of itself and
breaking through. But the mind that
has experienced and is acquiring fur-
ther experience, thotigh this is valuable
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at a certain functionary level, is never
a fresh mind, it is never eager, new.
The Communist mind, or the capitalist
mind, or the mind that thinks in terms
of a sovereign political state—how can
such a mind be young? How can it
make decisions that are new, decisions
not based on old ideas?

Without understanding oneself, with-
out uncovering and fully comprehending
the hidden ways of one’s thought and
desire, the hidden want, there will
always be hate, pride, fear. So let us
look at this hidden want.

I do not know if you have ever gone
deeply within yourself. To do that,
surely, you must put aside all expla-
. nations, all conclusions about yourself,
all the knowledge you have acquired
about the self. Only a free mind is
capabie of inquiring, not a mind that
is tethered to some conclusion, belief, or
dogma.

Tf you have ever inquired very deeply
into yourself, you are bound to have
come upon that state which we call
loneliness, a sense of complete isolation,
of not being related. @ As a human
being, you must at some time have felt
that desperate, agonizing, despairing
sense of isolation, from which consci-
ously or unconsciously we are always
running away. In our flight from the
reality of that extraordinary sense of
loneliness, we are driven, are we not?,
by a deep urge that is everlastingly
seeking  fulfilment through books,
through music, through work and acti-
vity, through position, power, prestige.

Tf at any time you have felt that
sense of utter loneliness, or if you have
ever consciously, deliberately allowed
yourself to be aware of it, you will
know that you immediately want to run
away, to escape from it. You go to
the temple, worship a God, plunge into
perpetual activity, talk everlastingly, ex-
plain things away, or turn on the radio.
We all do this, as we well know if we
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are at all conscious of ourselves.

Now, to realize that escape in any
form will never satisfy this deep urge
for self-fulfilment, to see that it is
insatiable, a bottomless pit, you must be
aware of it totally, which means that
you must see the truth that escapes have
no reality.  You may escape through
God or through drink, but they are
both the same; one is not more sacred
than the other. You have to under-
stand this hidden urge and go beyond
it; and you cannot understand and go
beyond it if you have not tasted that
extraordinary loneliness, that darkness
which has no way out, no hope. Hope
comes into being when there is despair.
A mind is in despair only because it is
frustrated in its hope. To understand
this deep urge, this hidden want, you
must perceive it totally, as you might
perceive a tree or a lovely flower. Then
you can go beyond it; and once beyond
it, you will find there is a complete
aloneness which is entirely different
from being lonely. But you cannot dis-
cover that state of complete aloneness
without understanding the deep urge to
fulfil yourself, to escape from loneliness.

All this may sound unusual, unreal,
and perhaps you will say, “What has
this got to do with our daily living?”
T think it is intimately related to your
daily living, because your daily living
is a misery of frustration; there is an
everlasting striving to be, to become
something, which is the real outcome of
this deep urge, this hidden want. On
the surface you may practise discipline,
control your mind, do your puja, medi-
tate, go to the temple, read the Gifa,
talkk about peace, or what you will, but
it is all nonsense as long as you do
not understand the hidden want that is
driving you.

So that state of aloneness is essential,
because our minds are worn out with
constant effort. What is your life?
You are constantly trying to be this and
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not to be that, striving everlastingly to
become famous, to get a better job, to
be more efficient; you are making end-
less effort, are you not? I wonder if
you have ever noticed what a miserable
existence we have, always striving to
be something, to be good, to be non-
violent, ceaselessly talking about peace
while indulging in political emotionalism
and preparing for war. Our life is one
of strife, turmoil, travail, and a mind
in that condition can never be fresh,
young, new. Surely, seeing all this,
one must have asked oneself whether
such effort is necessary to live in this
world. There may be a different way
of living altogether, a way of living
without effort—mnot at the lowest level,
like a cow, nor like a human being who
is forever doing what he likes, but at
the highest level, a level where there is
no effort.

But you cannot say “How am I to
realize that state of mind in which there
is no effort?”, because the very desire
to acquire that state is another form of
attachment; and all attachment is to
things that are dying, or dead. You
are attached to the dead, not to the
living. You are attached, not to your
wife who is a living human being, but
to the wife of pleasurable memory.
You cannot be attached to the living,
moving river; you are attached to the
pleasure of having seen that river, which
is a memory, a dead thing.

There is a way of living which is
completely effortless. Please, sirs, I am
not asking you to accept this. It has
nothing to do with acceptance or denial.
You simply don’t know it. All you
know is effort, strife; you are perpe-
tually driving yourself to be or not to
be something, and your aggressive pur-
suit of your own ambitions, with its
tensions and contradictions, is the out-
come of this hidden want. You cannot
remove this hidden want by mesmeriz-
ing yourself. You have to look at it;

and you cannot look at it as long as
you are escaping. You can look at it
only when you come to it completely
without fear because it is the fact.
Don’t dictate what the fact should be;
let the fact tell you what it is. Most of
us come to the fact with an opinion
about the fact, with knowledge, with
belief, which is an immature, a childish
thing to do. You must come to the
fact with innocency, with a fullness of
heart, which is humility. Then the fact
will tell you what it is.

This hidden want is extraordinarily
deep and subtle; but if you are able to
look at it without any opinion, without
any fear, then you will discover that
you can go beyond its darkness to a
state in which the mind is totally alone
and therefore no longer the result of in-
fluence. This aloneness is the state of
attention.

As T said the other day, attention and
concentration are two different things.
In this aloneness, which is the state of
attention, there is no shadow of con-
centration. Being alone, uninfluenced,
not caught in opinion, the mind is com-
pletely attentive; it is motionless, silent,
utterly still. But you cannot make the
mind still. You can mesmerize the
mind by repeating certain phrases, or
quiet it by prayer, but that is not still-
ness, that is death. It is like putting the
mind in a straight-jacket to hold it still
and therefore the mind decays.
What is essential is to understand this
deep, hidden want, which is always
changing—and that is the beauty of it.
You think you have understood it, only
to find that it has moved somewhere
else. So one has to pursue this hidden
want down all the dark corridors of the
mind. Then there comes that alone-
ness which is attention, and which is
really a motionless state. I am not
using that word ‘motionless’ in opposi-
tion to activity. A mind that is motion-
less, still, is not a dead mind. It is an
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active mind, it is activity itself, because
it is still, and only such a mind is
creative—not the mind which paints,
dances, or writes books. That is merely
the outward expression of a mind which
may not be creative at all. A mind may
have the gift of writing, it may catch
an occasional vision of something and
express it in a poem or on canvas; but
creativity of the mind is entirely differ-
ent. The mind that is in a state of
creation is really perfectly still; and
only such a mind can receive the im-
measurable. To know the real, the
imperishable, the measureless, the mind
must be silent, in a state of complete
humility ; and the mind has no humility
as long as there is the deep, hidden
want.

March 11, 1959.
I
TALK IN MADRAS

It seems that communion is a very
difficult art. To commune with one
another over the many problems that we
have, requires listening and learning,
which are both very difficult to do.
Most of us hardly listen and we hardly

learn. To  commune with  each
other, which is what these meet-
ings are intended for, requires

a certain capacity, a certain way of
listening—not merely to gather infor-
mation, which any schoolboy can do,
but rather listening in order to under-
stand. This means being critically
aware of all the implications of what
is being said, as well as observing very
carefully your own evaluation of what
is being said. During the process of
evaluating what you hear, obviously you
are not listening, because the speaker
has already gone beyond your idea, your
opinion, your fixed thought. You have
already stopped listening, and so com-
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munion becomes very difficult, especially
when there is a large audience. When
two or three are gathered quietly in a
room, then it is possible to talk over
together the meaning, the semantic signi-
ficance of the word. But when one is
talking like this to many people, it be-
comes almost impossible for us to
commune with each other, to share with
each other the many problems that
must obviously confront every thought-
ful man,

It seems to me of the utmost im-
portance that we do listen in order to

learn. Learning is not merely the
accumulation of knowledge. Know-
ledge never brings perception; ex-

perience never flowers into the beauty
of understanding. Most of us listen
with the background of what we know,
of what we have experienced. Perhaps
you have never noticed the difference
between the mind that really learns, and
the mind that merely accumulates,
gathers knowledge. The mind that is
accumulating knowledge, never learns.
It is always translating what it hears
in terms of its own experience, in terms
of the knowledge which it has gathered ;
it is caught up in the process of accumu-
lating, of adding to what it already
knows, and such a mind is incapable
of learning. I do not know if you have
noticed this. It is because we are never
capable of learning that we pass our
lives in sorrow and misery, in conflict
and calumny; and hence the beauty of
life, the vast significance of living, is
lost. Each hungry generation destroys
the coming generation. So it seems to
me very important that we commune
with each other quietly, in a dignified
manner, and for that there must be a
listening and a learning.

When you commune with your own
heart, when you commune with your
friend, when you commune with the
skies, with the stars, with the sunset,
with a flower, then surely you are listen-
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ing so as to find out, to learn—which
does not mean that you accept or
deny. You are learning, and either
acceptance or denial of what is being
said, puts an end to learning. When
you commune with the sunset, with a
friend, with your wife, with your
child, you do not criticize, you do not
deny or assert, translate or identify.
You are communing, you are learning,
you are searching out. From this in-
quiry comes the movement of learning,
which is never accumulative.

[ think it is important to understand
that a man who accumulates can never
learn. Self-learning implies a fresh,
eager mind, a mind that is not commit-
ted, a mind that does not belong to
anything, that is not limited to any
particular field. It is only such a mind
that learns.

Do please experiment with what is
being said as we go along. 1 would
like to consider with you, the vast and
complex problem of freedom; but to
inquire into that problem, to commune
with it, to go into it hesitantly, tenta-
tively, requires a very sharp, clear and
incisive mind, a mind that is capable of
listening and thereby learning.
observe what is taking place in the
world, you will see that the margin
of freedom is getting narrower and
narrower. Society is encroaching upon
the freedom of the individual. Orga-
nized religions, though they talk about
freedom, actually deny it. Organized
beliefs, organized ideas, the economic
and social struggle, the whole process of
competition and nationalism—everything
around us is narrowing down the mar-
gin of freedom, and I do not think we
are aware of it. Political tyrannies and
dictatorships are implementing certain
ideologies through propaganda and so-
called education. Our worship, our
temples, our belonging to societies, to
groups, to political parties—all this

If you
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further narrows the margin of freedom.
Probably most of you do belong to:
various societies, you are committed to-
this or that group, and if you observe
very closely you will see how little free-
dom, how little human dignity you have,
because you are merely repeating what
others have said. So you deny free-
dom; and surely it is only in freedom
that the mind can discover truth, not
when it is circumscribed by a belief or
committed to an ideology.

I wonder if you are at all aware of
this extraordinary compulsion to belong
to something? I am sure most of you
belong to some political party, to a cer-
tain group or organized belief; you are
committed to a particular way of think-
ing or living, and that surely denies
freedom. I do not know if you
have examined this compulsion to be-
long, to identify oneself with a country,
with a system, with a group, with cer-
tain political or religious beliefs. And
obviously, without understanding this
compulsion to belong, merely to walk
out of one party or group has no mean-
ing, because you will soon commit your-
self to another.

Have you not done this very thing?
Leaving one ism, you go and join some-
thing else—Catholicism, Communism,
Moral Rearmament, and God knows
what else. You move from one com-
mitment to another, compelled by the
urge to belong to something. Why?
I think it is an important question to ask
oneself. Why do you want to belong?
Surely it is only when the mind stands
completely alone that it is capable of
receiving what is true—not when it has
committed itself to some party or belief.
Please do think about this question,
commune with it in your heart. Why
do you belong? Why have you com-
mitted yourself to a country, to a party,
to an ideology, to a belief, to a family,
to a race? Why is there this desire to
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identify yourself with something? And
what are the implications of this commit-
ment? It is only the man who is com-
pletely outside, that can understand—
not the man who is pledged to a parti-
cular group, or who is perpetually
moving from one group to another, from
.one commitment to another.

Surely, you want to belong to some-
thing because it gives you a sense of
security—not only social security, but
.also inward security. When you belong
to something, you feel safe. By belong-
ing to this thing called Hinduism, you
feel socially respectable, inwardly safe,
secure. So you have committed your-
self to something in order to feel safe,
:secure—which obviously narrows down
the margin of freedom, does it not?

Most of us are not free. We are
slaves to Hinduism, to Communism, to
one society or another, to leaders, to
political parties, to organized religions,
to gurus, and so we have lost our dig-
nity as human beings. There is dignity
as a human being only when one has
tasted, smelt, known this extraordinary
thing called freedom. Out of the
flowering of freedom comes human
dignity. But if we do not know this
freedom, we are enslaved. That is what
is happening in the world, is it not?
And T think the desire to belong, to
commit ourselves to something, is one of
the causes of this narrowing down of
freedom. To be rid of this urge to
belong, to be free of the desire to com-
mit oneself, one has to inquire into one’s
own way of thinking, to commune
with oneself, with one’s own heart and
desires. That is a very difficult thing
to do. It requires patience, a certain
tenderness of approach, a constant and
persistent searching into oneself with-
out condemnation or acceptance. That
is true meditation ; but you will find it is
not easy to do, and very few of us are
willing to undertake it.

Most of us choose the easy path of

being guided, being led; we belong to
something, and thereby lose our human
dignity. Probably you will say, “Well,
I have heard this before, he is on his
favourite subject”, and go away. 1
wish it were possible for you to listen
as if you were listening for the first
time—like seeing the sunset, or the face
of your friend for the first time. Then
you would learn, and thus learning, you
would discover freedom for yourself—
which is not the so-called freedom
offered by another.

So let us inquire patiently and per-
sistently into this question of what is
freedom. Surely, only a free man can
comprehend the truth, which is to find
out if there is an eternal something
beyond the measure of the mind; and
the man who is burdened with his own
experience or knowledge, is never free,
because knowledge prevents learning.

We are going to commune with each
other, to inquire together into this
question of what is freedom, and how
to come by it. And thus to inquire,
there must obviously be freedom right
from the start; otherwise you cannot
inquire, can you? You must totally
cease to belong, for only then is your
mind capable of inquiring. But if your
mind is tethered, held by some commit-
ment, whether political, religious, social,
or economic, then that very commitment
will prevent you from inquiring, because
for you there is no freedom.

Do please listen to what is being
said, and see for yourself the fact that
the very first movement of inquiry
must be born of freedom. You cannot
be committed, and from there inquire,
any more than an animal tied to a tree
can wander far. Your mind is a slave
as long as it is committed to Hinduism,
to Buddhism, to Islam, to Christianity,
to Communism, or to something it has
invented for itself. So we cannot pro-
ceed together unless we comprehend
from the very beginning, from now on,
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that to inquire there must be freedom.
There must be the abandonment of the
past—mnot unwillingly, grudgingly, but
a complete letting go.

After all, the scientists who got to-
gether to tackle the problem of going
to the moon, were free to inquire, how-
ever much they may have been slaves
to their country, and all the rest of it.
T am only referring to that peculiar
freedom of the scientist at a research
station. At least for the time being,
in his laboratory, he is free to inquire.
But our laboratory is our living, it is
the whole span of life from day to day,
from month to month, from year to
vear, and our freedom to inquire must
be total, it cannot be a fragmentary
thing, as it is with technical people.
That is why, if we are to learn and
understand what freedom is, if we are
to delve deeply into its unfathomable
dimensions, we must from the very start
abandon all our commitments, and
stand alone. And this is a very diffi-
cult thing to do.

The other day in Kashmir, several
sannyasis said to me, “We live alone
in the snow. We never see anyhody.
No one ever comes to visit us.” And
T said to them, “Are you really alone,
or are you merely physically separated
from humanity?”’ “Oh, yes,” they re-
plied, “we are alone.” But they were
with their Vedas and Upanishads, with
their experiences and gathered know-
ledge, with their meditations and japams.
They were still carrying the burden of
their conditioning. That is not being
alone. Such men, having put on a
caffron cloth, say to themselves, “We
have renounced the world”; but they

have not. You can never renounce
the world, because the world is
part of you. You may renounce
a few cows, a house, some pPro-

perty; but to renounce yotur heredity,
yotr tradition, your accumulated racial
experience, the whole burden of your

conditioning—this requires an enormous
inquiry, a searching out, which is the
movement of learning. The other way
—becoming a monk or a hermit—is
very ‘easy.

So, do consider and see how your
job, your going from the house to the
office every day for 30, 40 or 50 years,
your knowledge of certain techniques
as an engineer, a lawyer, a mathemati-
cian, a lecturer—how all this makes you
a slave. Of course, in this world one
has to know some technique and hold
a job; but consider how all these things
are narrowing down the margin of
freedom. Prosperity, progress, secu-
tity, sticcess—everything is narrowing
down the mind, so that ultimately, or
even now, the mind becomes mechani-
cal and catrries on by merely repeating
certain things it has learnt.

A mind that wants to inquire into
freedom and discover its beauty, its
vastness, its dynamism, its strange qua-
lity of not being effective in the worldly
sense of that word—stch a mind from
the very beginning must put aside its
commitments, the desire to belong, and
Wwith that freedom, it must inquire.
Many questions are involved in this.
What is the state of the mind that is
free to inquire? What does it mean to
be free from commitments? TIs a
married man to free himself from his
commitments? Surely, where there is
love, there is no commitment; you do
not belong to your wife, and your wife
does not belong to you. But we do
belong to each other, because we have
never felt this extraordinary thing called
love, and that is our difficulty. We
have committed ourselves in marriage,
just as we have committed ourselves
in learning a technique. Tove is not
commitment; but again, that is a very
difficult thing to understand, because the
word is not the thing. To be sensitive
to another, to have that pure feeling
uncorrupted by the intellect—surely,
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that is love.

I do not know if you have considered
the nature of the intellect. The intel-
lect and its activities are all right at
a certain level, are they not? But when
the intellect interferes with that pure
feeling, then mediocrity sets in. To
know the function of the intellect, and

to be aware of that pure feeling, with-.

out letting the two mingle and destroy
each other, requires a very clear, sharp
awareness.

Now, when we say that we must in-
quire into something, is there in fact
any inquiring to be done, or is there
only direct perception? Do you under-
stand? T hope I am making myself
clear. Inquiry is generally a process
of analyzing and coming to a conclu-
sion. That is the function of the mind,
of the intellect, is it not? The intellect
says, “I have analyzed, and this is the
conclusion T have come to”. TFrom that
conclusion it moves to another conclu-
sion, and so it keeps going.

Surely, when thought springs from
a conclusion, it is no longer thinking,
because the mind has already concluded.
There is thinking only when there 18
no conclusion. This again you will
have to ponder over, neither accepting
nor rejecting it. If T conclude that
Communism, or Catholicism, or some
other ‘ism’ is so, I have stopped think-
ing. If T conclude that there is God,
or that there is no God, T have ceased
to inquire. Conclusion takes the form
of belief. Tf T am to find out whether
there is God, or what is the true func-
tion of the State in relation to the indi-
vidual, T can never start from a conclu-
sion, because the conclusion is a form
of commitment,

So the function of the intellect is al-
ways, is it not?, to inquire, to analyze,
to search out; but because we want to
be secure inwardly, psychologically, be-
cause we are afraid, anxious about life,
we come to some form of conclusion, to
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which we are committed. From one
commitment we proceed to another,
and I say that such a mind, such an
intellect, being slave to a conclusion, has
ceased to think, to inquire.

I do not know if you have observed
what an enormous part the intellect plays
in our life. The newspapers, the
magazines, everything about us is culti-
vating reason. Not that I am against
reason. On the contrary, one must
have the capacity to reason very clearly,
sharply. But if you observe you find
that the intellect is everlastingly analyz-
ing why we belong or do not belong,
why one must be an outsider to find
reality, and so on. We have learnt the
process of analyzing ourselves. So
there is the intellect with its capacity to
inquire, to analyze, to reason and come
to conclusions; and there is feeling,
pure feeling, which is always being
interrupted, coloured by the intellect.
And when the intellect interferes with
pure feeling, out of this interference
grows a mediocre mind. On the one
hand we have intellect, with its capacity
to reason based upon its likes and dis-
likes, upon its conditioning, upon its
experience and knowledge; and on the
other, we have feeling, which is corrupt-
ed by society, by fear. And will these
two reveal what is true? Or is there
only perception, and nothing else? I
am afraid T am not making myself clear.
T will explain what T mean.

To me there is only perception—
which is to see something as false or
true immediately. This immediate per-
ception of what is false and what is
true is the essential factor—not the
intellect, with its reasoning based upon
its cunning, its knowledge, its commit-
ments. It must sometimes have hap-
pened to you that you have seen the
truth of something immediately—such
as the truth that you cannot belong to
anything. ~ That is perception: seeing
the truth of something immediately,
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without analysis, without reasoning,
without all the things that the intellect
creates in order to postpone perception.
It is entirely different from ‘intuition’,
which is a word that we use with glib-
ness and ease.  And perception has
nothing to do with experience. Ex-
perience tells you that you must belong
to something, otherwise you will be
destroyed, you will lose your job, or
your family, or your property, or your
position and prestige.

So the intellect, with all its reasoning,
with its cunning evaluations, with its
conditioned thinking, says that you
must belong to something, that you must
commit yourself in order to survive.
But if you perceive the truth that the
individual must stand completely alone,
then that very perception is a liberat-
ing factor; you do not have to struggle
to be alone.

To me there is only this direct per-
ception—not reasoning, not calculation,
not analysis. You must have the capa-
city to analyze; you must have a good,
sharp mind in order to reason; but a
mind that is limited to reason and
analysis is incapable of perceiving what
is truth. To perceive immediately the
truth that it is folly to belong to any
religious organization, you must be able
to look into your heart of hearts, to
know it thoroughly, without all the
obstructions created by the intellect. If
you commune with yourself, you will
know why you belong, why you have
committed yourself; and if you push
further, you will see the slavery, the
cutting down of freedom, the lack of
human dignity which that commitment
entails. ~ When you perceive all this
instantaneously, you are free; you don’t
have to make an effort to be free. That
is why - perception is essential.  All
efforts to be free come from self-contra-
diction. =~ We make an effort because
we are in a state of contradiction with-
in ourselves; and this contradiction, this

effort, breeds many avenues of escape
which hold us everlastingly in the tread-
mill of slavery.

So it seems to me that one must be
very serious—but I do not mean serious
in the sense of being committed to
something. People who are committed
to something, are not serious at all.
They have given themselves over to
something in order to achieve their own
ends, in order to enhance their own
position or prestige. Such people I do
not call serious. The serious man is
he who wants to find out what is free-
dom, and for this he must surely in-
quire into his own slavery. Don’t say
you are not a slave. You belong to
something, and that is slavery, though
your leaders talk of freedom. So did
Hitler; so does Krushchev. Every
tyrant, every guru, every president or
vice-president, everyone in the whole
religious and political set-up, talks of
freedom.  But freedom is something
entirely different. It is a precious fruit
without which you lose human dignity.
Tt is love, without which you will never
find God, or truth, or that nameless
thing. Do what you will—cultivate all
the virtues, sacrifice, slave, search out
ways to serve man—; without freedom,
none of these will bring to light that
reality within your own heart.  That
reality, that immeasurable something,
comes when there is freedom—the total
inward freedom which exists only when
you have not committed yourself, when
you do not belong to anything, when
you are able to stand completely alone
without bitterness, without cynicism,
without hope or disappointment. Only
such a mind-heart is capable of receiv-
ing that which is immeasurable.

November 22, 1959.
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TALK IN MADRAS

This evening I would like to talk
over with you the rather complex
problem of sorrow. Sorrow is not just
a matter of wanting something which
one cannot get. It is deeper and much
more subtle than that, and to under-
stand it requires a great deal of inquiry;
penetration. As I was saying the other
day, understanding is not the result of
intellectual perception. Understanding
does not come by thinking things over.
I want to understand this whole pro-
cess of sorrow, with all the pain, the
anxiety, the fear, the extraordinary
heaviness and despair involved in it.
I want to wnderstand it; and merely
thinking about it, reasoning about it,
seeing different aspects of it, and com-
ing to a conclusion, will never bring
about the total understanding that libe-
rates the mind from sorrow. It is only
when your whole being, as it were, in-
vites sorrow, when it is open to the
significance, the inwardness, the subtle-
ties, the purity, the extraordinary move-
ment of sorrow—only then, T feel, is
there total understanding. If one is
capable of this total understanding,
which means that one is listening to
sorrow, learning about sorrow, then I
think the miracle takes place. To be
free of sorrow is to give one’s heart
totally and entirely to the problem.
But we very rarely give our hearts to a
problem; we give only our minds, our
thoughts.  Thought alone will never
resolve any vital human problem. We
can think about the problem, and we
must. We can also play with words,
indulge in arguments, come to conclu-
sions, and quote authorities, which is
what most of us do: but this will not
help us to open the door to understand-
ing and thereby free the mind from the
turmoil and entanglements of sorrow.
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I do feel that sorrow can be ended.
There is an ending to all sorrow; but
the ending of sorrow begins with the
understanding of sorrow. In the
beginning is the end, not in thinking it
over and then having sorrow come to
an end eventually. At the very begin-
ning is the ending, because the end and
the beginning are one; they are not two
different things.

Most of us are held in some kind of
sorrow, whether it be the petty little
sorrow of a schoolboy, or the equally
petty sorrow of an adult who is caught
in the conflict of his wants, his anxie-
ties, his hates, his fears, his ambitions,
his frustrations and fulfilments. Being
caught in all this, we think in terms of
a beginning and an ending; we do not
see that in the very beginning of the
understanding of sorrow, is the ending
of sorrow. I think this fact must be
grasped, mnot just intellectually or
verbally, but with love, with a sense of
completely seeing the truth of it—which
is not acceptance.  The moment you
merely accept something, there is its
opposite, the denial of it. That is one
of our difficulties: we either accept or
reject, or play in between. But if we
actually see that in the beginning is
the- ending, if we perceive it as a fact,
feel the truth of it totally, with all our
being, then we shall understand sorrow
and not merely escape from sorrow.

After all, sorrow is the state of a
mind which is in contradiction with it-
self—T want” and ‘I don’t want’. The
mind is driven by compulsions, desires,
it struggles in the grip of ambition,
with its fulfilments and frustrations.
There are inntimerable contradictions in
our life, both inward and outward. In
our speech, in our behaviour, in our
thoughts and feelings, there is a con-
stant state of self-contradiction; and
the tension, the pain, the turmoil of this
self-contradiction is what we call
SOTTOW,
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I do not know if we are at all aware
of this state of contradiction in our-
selves. I think most of us are aware
of it only when it reaches a crisis. Then
we are thoroughly upset, and we want
to find a way out of it, so we seck a
method, a system, an escape. But we
are not aware of our everyday state of
self-contradiction. We do, or are
forced to do, a certain job, and we
really want to do something else. - The
life we lead, socially and economically,
is not the life we would like to lead.
In our relationships there is an element
of compulsion, and we are subject to
innumerable self-contradictions. I do
not know if we are aware of all this.
If we are aware of it, we bring it all
to a head, and act. But if we are not
aware of this state of contradiction in
ourselves, it goes on quietly smolder-
ing until a tension is built up which
eventually bursts into flame and either
drives us into a neurotic state, er forces
us to find a temporary solution. Or
there is a total understanding of all the
hidden wants, a grasping of the whole
significance of self-contradiction, and
hence the ending of it.

Now, I do not know which it is you
actually do, or whether you are even
aware of your self-contradictions. Your
tradition of centuries as a Hindu, which
requires you to put ashes on your fore-
head and all the rest of it, meeting the
pressure of the modern world, creates
a contradiction in you. You want to
lead a spiritual life, whatever that may
mean, and at the same time there are the
demands of your daily life, and you are
inwardly torn by innumerable desires.
I wonder if you are aware of these
contradictions in yourself. T think you
should be; because the moment you
begin to be aware of yourself, it stirs
up all the hidden corners of the mind,
which most of us do not know—and
do not wish to know, because we do
not want to be disturbed. We want to

69

carry on with our traditions, and we
also want to lead very modern lives.
We go to a modern office and func-
tion there, and when we return home
we are orthodox Hindus, Moslems, or
whatever it is we are. We never face
in ourselves this contradiction—the
contradiction of authority and freedom,
of leadership and the deep urge not to
obey, but to find out for oneself.

We must all have tasted this extra-
ordinary contradiction in our lives, we
must be somewhat aware of it, but un-
fortunately we never bring it to a crisis,
and for a very simple reason: because
a crisis would mean action, something
would have to be done about it. We
are not willing to bring our self-contra-
diction to that boiling point when we
have to act, and so we lead tortuous,
contradictory lives, pining away for
some haven where we hope we shall be
at peace.

Please really listen to what I am say-
ing, and do not take it as a lecture which
you attend, and then go home and carry
on as before. T am describing the state
of your own mind. If you do not wish
to listen, then do not come here, and
that is the end of it. But since you are
here, you are being driven to listen,
even though the mind obviously resists
listening. It wants to find an answer,
a way out; but there is no answer,
there is no way out of contradiction.
Any way out of contradiction is the
creation of another contradiction. One
has to understand contradiction totally,
go into it deeply and feel one’s way
through it.

T have said that sorrow is a state of
contradiction which becomes acute when
something vital happens in your life—
when your son dies, when your wife or
husband turns away from you. Tt be-
comes acute when, seeking fulfilment,
yvou find that in the shadow of fulfil-
ment there is always frustration. You
love, and you are not loved in return.
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You want to be good, and you are not.
You pursue the outer, hoping to find
the inner; or, in pursuing the inner,

you struggle to reject the outer. This
is your actual state, is it not? In your

life there is a ceaseless contradiction.

Now, why does this contradiction
exist? Please do not give me an
answer, a verbal explanation or defini-
tion, because that is not going to solve
the problem. You know all the defini-
tions, all the answers, but you are still
in sorrow. So mere explanation does
not dissolve sorrow. Yet how easily we
are satisfied with explanations, and that
is the curious part of it. I wonder if
you have noticed how quickly words,

explanations, satisfy most of us.
This indicates a peculiarly shallow
mind, does it not? But we are

now considering a problem which has
no answer of that kind. There is no
answer to sorrow. There is no way
out of sorrow. Do what you will—go
to church, mesmerize yourself with
mantras, stand on your head, run away
—nothing will free you from sorrow.
What will put an end to sorrow is the
understanding of sorrow.

So, why does contradiction exist in
us? I want something, and I cannot
get it. I want to become a great man,
and on the way to becoming great I
find many temptations, many trials,
many despairs, frustrations. In fulfil-
ment there is the constant shadow of
pain. So I ask myself—and may I
suggest that you also should ask your-
self—why is there this inner contradic-
tion?  Don’t you think contradiction
exists because the mind is capable of
choice? T choose to go to the right
instead of to the left. That very choice
implies an attraction towards the left.
1f there were no attraction, I should
not have to choose. Choice exists,
surely, between two ways of action, two
ways of thinking, living. That is fair-
ly simple. The way of action I choose

is for the purpose of fulfilment. I have
a compulsion to fulfil myself in a cer-
tain direction—as a minister, as a
writer, as a poet, as a singer, or through
the family, begetting children. In that
very process of choosing, there is the
opposite. HE

Have you ever noticed yourself act-
ing without choice? Has it ever hap-
pened to you that you have performed
an action in which there is no choice
at all? Surely it must have happened.
You do something totally, completely,
without thought, without the distraction
of the intellect; your whole being,
emotionally and intellectually, is there.
Has this not happened to you? Per-
haps rarely; but it does happen. At
such moments you know action in
which there is no choice, hence no con-
tradiction, and therefore no sorrow.
Do not ask, “How am I to know that
action? How am I to reach that choice-
less state?” The very question “How ?”
creates a contradiction.

I think the mind that seeks a system
by which to understand something, is a
most stupid mind. It is all right to use
a system as an engineer, as a mechanic,
as a technician or a scientist, because
you are dealing with mechanical things.
But life is not mechanical; it is an im-
ponderable thing, limitless, fathomless.
Only a very superficial mind wants an
answer to a problem that has no answer.
When such a mind finds an answer, the
answer reflects its own superficiality,
and with that it is satisfied.

I am certainly not complaining, I am
not irritated, I am just pointing out that
there is no answer to sorrow; and this,
T think, is an extraordinary thing to
realize. What matters is to perceive
the ways of sorrow. Out of choice
there is contradiction, conflict, and
therefore sorrow. After all, if we did
not have to choose, if there were no
conflict, we should not have the prob-
lem of sorrow. But this does not
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mean that one must be contented, satis-
fied, and lead a comfortably bovine
life. One has to grasp the inward
significance of this. Where there is
contradiction, there is effort; and where
there is effort, there is choice. Choice
implies the lack of totality of action.
Only when you give to something your
mind, your heart, your whole being—
it is only then that there is no sorrow,
because there is no contradiction. It is
not a state to be arrived at by medita-
tion, or through awareness, or through
self-knowledge, or through quoting
various texts. The whole process of
sorrow has to be understood.

What do we mean by understanding?
What do we mean by perception?
Surely, perception is a timeless state.
As long as the mind is as it is now—
the result of time, the residue of many
thousands of yesterdays in relation to
the present—sorrow cannot be under-
stood. The mind is the result of time,
it is the instrument of time, and with
that instrument we are trying to under-
stand or to dispel a problem which is
itself the product of time.

Look, sirs, there is sorrow. We all
feel the shadow of sorrow, so we find
ways and means to get rid of i, to
escape from it. We say “Let us reason
about it, let us bring together all the
facts”, and so on. This is the process
of the mind, the intellect, which is
obviously the result of time—time in the
sense of what has happened, what one
has learnt, experienced. With this in-
strument, we are trying to dispel sorrow.
But sorrow itself is the product of time.
I do not know if T am making this thing
clearer, or more obscure.

You say: “To understand sorrow, I
need time to think about it. I must
grow in understanding. To be free of
sorrow, I must practise a system until
T arrive at a state in which my mind
will no longer be disturbed”. These
are all steps in time, are they not? And
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through this process you are trying to
dispel sorrow, the product of time—
which is impossible. You need a totally
new factor, a different quality, another
dimension, and that is perception—per-
ception in which there is no time at
all. You see it instantaneously. But
that requires astonishing attention, it
requires all your vitality. The mind,
being totally gathered, precipitates it-
self upon the problem and sees the
depth, the width, the beauty of the prob-
lem. But unfortunately, your mind is
not really attentive, because you have
been to the office, you have your quar-
rels, you have a miserable existence,
you are driven as a slave by society,
which grinds you down. So when you
listen, you are tired out; and how can
you give complete attention? I do not
think you have ever given complete at-
tention to anything. If you had, you
would not be doing what you are
actually doing. You would not be a
clerk wanting to become the manager,
or a politician wanting to be the gover-
nor, or some other glorified person.
You would not belong to any group, to
any nationality, to any party, to any
organized religion.

So I would suggest that the ending
of sorrow is not a matter of evolution,
a matter of growth, a matter of deve-
lopment. The truth about sorrow is
to be perceived in the immediate.
Surely, you have on occasions perceived
something which has struck you so
forcibly that it has altered your whole
way of thinking. That something you
have seen is the truth—and the truth
brings its own action, its own revolu-
tion. You do not have to do a thing
about it. That is why it is very im-
portant to perceive the truth of any
problem.

Our problem is not sorrow and the
ending of sorrow, so much as it is the
fact that the mind is caught up in tradi-
tion, in the ways of mechanical think-
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ing. That is really our problem.
When the mind is free from all that,
then one can look at sorrow. I wonder
if we are at all aware of how tradition
surrounds us, of how the mind is bound
by tradition? Social tradition is very
superficial, and one can throw it off
as one throws off an old garment; but
there is also tradition of a different
kind, which is much stronger, much
more profound, and that is the tradi-
tion of experience. I do not know if
you are aware of how experience
shapes the mind. Experience does
shape the mind, does it not, sirs? And
what is this experience? Surely, it is
the reaction of the past to the present.
The present is a challenge, and I res-
pond according to my conditioning, ac-
cording to my culture, according to my
education—all of which is the past.
This response of the past to the chal-
lenge of the present, is experience;
therefore experience can obviously
never be new, and that experience only
strengthens the  past. Ixperience,
which is the response of the past to
the present, only strengthens the past;
so experience is never a liberating
factor. On the contrary, it is a binding
factor. 1 hope I am making myself
somewhat clear.

We are all familiar with the idea that
experience is necessary. Experience is
necessary in dealing with mechanical
things. 1 need experience to drive a
car; I need experience to run a factory,
to be a foreman, to work at a technical
job. I can’t do these things without
experience. But is experience neces-
sary for a mind that wants to perceive?
Talke a simple example. One wants to
know what is reality, God, or truth, that
something which is not measurable by
the mind, Everybody fundamentally
wants to know this, it does not matter
who they are or what they call them-
selves. The Atheists, the Communists,
the Catholics, the Hindus, the Moslems
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—everybody wants to find out this one
thing, because without it, life is empty.
All the prayers, rituals, ideologies, ambi-
tions, family quarrels, mean nothing
without it. And everybody repeats
what their gurus, or the saints, or their
leaders have said. In this matter they
have said, “You must grow in experi-
ence; you must practise this discipline,
follow these teachings, and ultimately,
in the long distance of time, you will
attain the truth”. I do not believe all
that, to me it is all nonsense, because
through time you are hoping to capture
the timeless, which is an impossibility.
You have to go beyond and find out
how to liberate the mind from the en-
slavement of experience.

Do listen; this is very important.
And it is quite difficult to understand,
because you have never thought about
it at all. Great seers have always told
us to acquire experience. They have
said that experience gives us under-
standing. But it is only the
innocent mind, the mind unclouded by
experience, totally free from the past—
it is only such a mind that can perceive
what is reality. If you see the truth
of that, if you perceive it for a split
second, you will know the extraordinary
clarity of a mind that is innocent. This
means the falling away of all the en-
crustations of memory, which is the
discarding of the past. But to per-
ceive it, there can be no question of
‘how’. Your mind must not be dis-
tracted by the ‘how’, by the desire for
an answer. Such a mind is not an at-
tentive mind. As I said earlier in
this talk, in the beginning is the end.
In the beginning is the seed of the end-
ing of that which we call sorrow. The
ending of sorrow is realized in sorrow
itself, not away from sorrow. To move
away from sorrow is merely to find an
answer, a conclusion, an escape; but
sorrow continues. Whereas, if you
give it your complete attention,
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which is to be attentive with your
whole being, then you will see that there
is an immediate perception in which
no time is involved, in which there is
no effort, no conflict; and it is this
immediate perception, this choiceless
awareness, that puts an end to sorrow.

Nowvember 25, 1959.
11T

TALK IN MADRAS

It would perhaps be worthwhile to
talk over together the rather complex
problem of action—not a specialized
action in relation to a particular pro-
blem, but action as a whole. We are
not here concerned with political action,
or with whether you should choose a
particular job, or with what you should
do under certain circumstances. I think
such an approach to the problem of
action is invalid, because we always
seem to get lost iri the part and are there-
fore incapable of tackling the problem
as a whole. Soif it is possible, T would
like to consider, rather hesitantly, this
question of action, of what to do.

Are we not faced with this problem,
all of us, in different ways? But we
unfortunately translate it in terms of
what to do in a particular set of circum-
stances, what to do when a challenge
arises, and so on. Surely, action born
of choice is partial, it is never total;
and our problem is how to capture the
significance, the meaning of total ac-
tion, and not be caught in a particular
form of action demanded by society.
If we can be very clear in our approach
to this problem, then I think we shall
find the right answer. But most of us
invariably put wrong questions and get
wrong answers, which only creates fur-
ther problems.

So, what is total action? If one
understands the totality of action, one
will respond rightly to a particular de-

mand ; but to respond to a particular
demand without this understanding, only
creates further confusion. If I act
merely politically, without completely
understanding the totality of action,
such partial activity itself breeds con-
tradiction. That is the case with most
of us. Being caught in a network of
special ideas, we try to solve our pro-
blems through partial action, which only
increases and expands our problems.

Then what is total action? It is ac-
tion in which there is no contradiction,
is it not? And such action must ob-
viously come about without effort, be-
cause effort is the result of contradic-
tion. I would like to go into this pro-
blem and understand it as much as pos-
sible within this given hotr.

But before we go into the question of
total action, must we not inquire into
the present action of the individual in
relation to society, in relation to an
organized political group, in relation to
everything that is going on about us?
What is the action of the individual at
present, and what can he do when society
is crushing him, perverting his thinking,
so that he has no freedom? The more
society is organized, the more ruthless
it is with the individual. We see this
happening in different parts of the
world. The Communists have no place
for the individual; though they talk
about his ultimate freedom, the indi-
vidual is completely destroyed. Tt 1is
essentially the same with the organized
religions. Though they talk about the
individual attaining salvation, the indi-
vidual is conditioned according to a
particular creed, whether it be Catholic,
Moslem, Hindu, Buddhist, or what you
will. §

So the encroachment of society upon
the individual is constantly increasing,
and his margin of freedom, his clarity
of thinking, is becoming very narrow.
I do not know if you are aware of this.
You must be. And being aware of it,
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what are you to do? I am merely put-
ting this question so that we shall be-
gin to think it out together. What is
the individual to do, under present cir-
cumstances, in his relationship with the
family, with society? What is he to
do with regard to religion? Should he
join the overwhelmingly organized Com-
munist society? Surely, the moment
you join an organization, you are al-
ready a slave to that organization. To
fight a Hitler, or to fight the Commu-
nists, you have to employ the same

methods which they wuse. We all
know this. And what is the posi-
tion of the individual who is
confronted with all these things?

Most of us are just swallowed up, be-
cause to struggle against the pressure of
society would involve a great deal of
discomfort and uncertainty; it would
mean a revolution in the life of the indi-
vidual. To break away from the habit
of belonging to something, requires im-
mense clarity in thinking, because clarity
in thinking is character. Without such
clarity, there is no character, no indi-
viduality.

Now, what is the nature of total
action? T think, tentatively, that there
are two ways of action, One is action
from a centre, and the other is action
which has no centre. Most of us act
from a centre—the centre which is made
up of knowledge, of experience, the
centre which is conditioned according
to the culture, the religion, the economic
status in which we have lived. When
you go to the factory or to the office,
when you carry on your business, when
you perform ceremonies, rituals, when
you worship what you call God—in all
this you are consciously or unconscious-
ly acting from the centre of knowledge,
of tradition, of experience. That
centre can be controlled, it can be
strengthened or weakened by a careful-
ly organized society. I may leave
Hinduism and becotne a Catholic or a

Communist, but whatever I do, that
centre will always remain; only the
technique, the coating, has changed.

I am not saying anything very strange.
This process is obviously taking place
in each one of us, As a Hindu, you
think in a certain way. If you become a
Communist, you will think in a differ-
ent way, but your thinking is always
from the centre of conditioning.  All
self-conscious exertion to achieve arises
from that centre, which is also made up
of ambition, fear, envy, hate, of the de-
sire to do good, and the desire to be
good. So we are functioning from that
centre all the time—or rather, that
centre is functioning all the time, be-
cause the mind is not different from
that centre. The thinker is the thought;
the thought is not apart from the
thinker. The centre is the process of
thinking according to a certain pattern,
thinking according to our conditioning
as Hindus, Buddhists, Christians, Com-
munists, or what you will. As long as
that centre is functioning, obviously
there must be innumerable contradic-
tions, conflicts, there must be fear, hope,
despair. Out of the desire to fulfil our-
selves, and to avoid frustrations, we in-
vent many illusions, myths, which we
dignify with such words as ‘God’,
‘truth’, )

There is, I feel, an action which is
not the outcome of a centre. But that
action can be known only when one does
not belong to any society, to any nation-
ality, to any organized religion—which
means that one is capable of withstand-
ing all the influences of the group, of
society. This, it seems to me, is the
only hope for the individual in a world
where Communism is spreading, and
where organized religion, which is
fighting Communism, is also spreading.
After all, the Roman Catholic Church is
a highly organized religious body, and
it is fighting Communism, which is also
highly organized, and which is its own
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religion,
organized resistance to Communism—
are spreading. So what is the individual
to do? To belong to any group, to any
religious or political organization, im-
plies the functioning of a centre, of a
conditioned mind.

I do not know, sirs, if I am making
myself clear. If not, we can discuss
this point again later on.

That centre, from which most of us
function, is made up of knowledge in
different forms—knowledge as tech-
nique, knowledge as experience, know-
ledge as tradition, knowledge as me-
mory of the things we have been told.
Tt is essentially a centre of habit, a
centre of authority. That centre is
authority itself. So I think we should

These two—Communism, and’

examine the whole process of knowledge .

and authority.

A mind that is a slave to knowledge,
is bound by authority. Please think it
over as I am talking to you, and do not
wait until you go home. The mind that
has accumulated knowledge of what to
do, what to think, or how to think; the
mind that has merely acquired the tech-
nique of a professor, of a mechanic,
of a priest, of a bureatcrat—such a mind
is obviously a slavish mind, bound to
its own knowledge. It is never free.
The mind is free only when it is aware
of its authoritarian knowledge, and puts
it aside. Then it can use knowledge
without being enslaved by knowledge.

But this is an extremely difficult thing
to do. Knowledge gives us a sense of
functioning in society with stability,
with clarity ; it gives us a feeling of cer-
tainty, a sense of security ; so knowledge
breeds authority, and we worship autho-
rity. We worship the man who knows,
the professor, the guru, the writer of
books, and so on. But the mind that is
inquiring, that is seeking to understand
what is freedom, cannot be a slave to
knowledge.

If you observe your own mind in
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operation, you will see how extraordi-
narily difficult it is to be free of past
experiences, previous thoughts, esta-
blished habits. I do not know if you
have observed and have tried to under-
stand yourselves in this way; but if
you have, then you will know how
arduous it is to free the mind from the
pattern of yesterday. Yesterday may
be tradition, it may be your own ex-
perience, it may be what you have read,
what you have gathered, what you have
listened to, what you have learnt.
Essentially it is based on the opinions,
the ideas of others—on what Shankara,
Buddha, Christ, Marx, or Stalin has
said. This yesterday has already set
going a momentum, it has established a
pattern which has become your autho-
rity; and unless this momentum of
yesterday, which has created in your
mind a pattern of authority, is under-
stood, you are blocked in the pursuit of
self-knowledge.  You cannot proceed
further, because authority, whether poli-
tical or so-called religious, makes the
mind a slave; it cannot think freely, it
cannot be totally aware.

When knowledge becomes the core of
authority, it is very difficult for the
mind to be free of authority.  The
electronic brain can perform certain
functions much faster and far more
efficiently than the human mind, but it
is not free. It cannot think of some-
thing new, it can only function in ac-
cordance with what it has been taught
to do—and that is exactly the situation
with the human mind, except that in the
case of the human mind there is hope
of freedom, of freshness, of newness.
But the freshness, the newness cannot
come into being as long as the mind is
unaware of and does not understand the
binding quality of authority, of know-
ledge.

Knowledge is a peculiar thing, is it
not? We not only know the past, but
we also know the future, or think we
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do, because the past projects itself
through the present into the future.
The Communists, like the organized
religious people, claim to know the
future, and they are willing to sacrifice
the present generation to achieve that
future, the ultimate and perfect Utopia.
They are slaves, not only to the past,
but also to their projected future.
Now, realizing that our minds are
crippled, that we are not free either
from the past or from the projected
future, should we not ask ourselves
whether there is action which has no
centre? But first of all, is it possible
for one to communicate to another the
significance of such action? = I am
speaking English, and you understand
the English words, which have a certain

meaning, so we understand each other *

to some extent at the verbal level. But
surely the significance of total action is
communicable only when you and T go
beyond the verbal level. Mere descrip-
tion cannot bring about understanding;
on the contrary, description perverts
understanding if your mind clings to
words, because you give a certain inter-
pretation to the words, which creates
a blockage between us. The moment
we try to communicate with each other
merely at the verbal level, there is agree-
ment or denial. You say “I am of the
same opinion” or “You are wrong, I do
not agree with you”, and so on. T think
this approach is completely false.
Understanding is not a matter of agree-
ment and disagreement. Either you
understand, or you do not understand.
The mind that approaches the problem
with a set of opinions, conclusions, will
agree or disagree, and so there is no
perception of the actual.

T would like to talk about action which
is not partial, which is not the outcome
of knowledge, which is not the product
of authority, but something entirely
different—which means, really, action
without a centre. Tt must have happen-
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ed to you that you have done something
without calculation, without argu-
mentation, without the cunning machi-
nations of thought, without thinking of
what has been or what may be, with-
out choice. You must have done some-
thing in your life without this whole
process taking place. But to under-
stand this kind of action requires a
great deal of self-knowledge, which is
comprehension of the workings of one’s
own mind; because it is so easy to de-
ceive oneself and say, “I have acted
without a centre, I have joined such
and such a group without the process
of thought”—which is idiotic and im-
mature, for what is functioning is one’s
own hidden desire. Whereas, action
which is total, and which has no centre,
requires exploration into oneself—and
this means, really, going into the whole
process of thinking, into the whole
mechanism of the mind, without a limit,
without an end in view.

I do not know if any of you have
ever seriously gone into yourselves with
complete willingness, with wholehearted-
ness, with joy, without any sense of
comptulsion, and have tried to discover
what you are. Merely to say “I am
this” or “I am not that”, is again im-
mature, it has no meaning. To explore,
to discover, there must be joy, there
must be enthusiasm, vitality, especially
when going into this complex thing
called the mind. But most of us ex-
plore either out of despair, or to find
something which will give us nourish-
ment, which will give us stability, an
assurance of continuity. Real inquiry
must be without any of these things.
One inquires just to find out what is
actually taking place. T do not know
if you have ever done that, if you have
ever studied yourself as a woman studies
her face in a mirror. There is nothing
wrong with studying your face in a
mirror, which is to see it exactly as it
is—straight hair, crooked nose, and so
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on. You can embellish it, colour it, try
to make it more beautiful, but that is
another matter. Similarly, to study
yourself is to see what is actually the
state of your mind—why you think and
do certain things, why you go to the
office, or to the temple, why you talk in
a certain way to your wife, to your
servant, why you read the sacred books,
why you attend these talks. You have
to know all this from moment to
moment, not as accumulated knowledge
on the basis of which you function.
Learning is a movement of the mind
in which there is no accumulation.
You can learn only when knowledge is
not being gathered from the movement
of learning. The moment you gather
knowledge, add to what you have
learnt, you have ceased to learn. A
mind that gathers knowledge through
learning, is driven by the desire for
safety, security, or is out for some pro-
fitt Whereas, in the movement of
learning there is no accumulation—and
that is the beauty of learning. To learn
is just to see what you are—the hate,
the calumny, the vulgarity, the fears, the
hopes, the anxieties, the ambitions—
without judging, without evaluating,
without condemning or accepting.

Understanding or perception comes
when there®s a movement of learning
which is not additive. If the mind can
observe and comprehend itself in this
way, you will find that out of such ob-
servation and comprehension there is an
action which is total, which has no
centre as the ‘I’, the self.

Sirs, do try it. Do not attempt to
cultivate a particular kind of action, but

inquire into the whole problem of -

action—which you cannot do as long
as you are merely seeking an answer
to the problem. It is because we give
so little thought to these things that our
lives are miserable, petty, narrow, sor-
row-laden. What most of us want is
respectability.

A man who would really inquire,
must first understand his own mind.
Without understanding your own mind,
you will understand nothing. You may
go to church, perform rituals, you
may repeat like a gramophone record
what you have read in the Scriptures; .
but that does not make for religion. A
religious mind is one that has under-
stood its own processes, its hidden
motives, its untrodden paths. It has
delved into the profound depths of it-
self ; because it is living, moving, func-
tioning, and never coming to a conclu-
sion, it is discovering all the time what
%s truth. Truth is not static; it is mov-
ng, dynamic, it has no abode, and the
mind that is incapable of following it
swiftly can never understand the quality,
?hc immeasurable nature of truth. That
is why self-knowledge is essential—not
knowledge of the higher self, the
Atman, and all that immature stuff, but
knowledge of yourself, which is to sce
how your own mind is conditioned.

Without perceiving the significance
of knowledge and authority, it is im-
possible to know the totality of action
i which there is no contradiction.
Total action is action without the sense
of compulsion, and therefore without
regret. Surely, such action is wisdom.
Wisdom is not to be taught. There can
be no school of wisdom. Wisdom is
not something that you buy, or that
comes to you through service, self-
sacrifice, and all the rest of it. Wis-
dom does not come from reading books,
or through having many experiences, or
through doing what your father, or your
grandmother, or your leaders tell you
to do. Wisdom comes only to the mind
that perceives what is true, and when
perception is total. There is no per-
ception without self-knowledge. Wis-
dom comes only when there is no con-
flict. You will understand what is total
action only when you begin to inquire
into the whole process of the mind 5
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and then you will also know how to
act in a particular situation, what to do
to-day, or any day. Through the part
you can never understand the whole;
but when you perceive the significance
of the whole, out of that comprehen-
-sion you can understand the part.

To go into all this requires an under-
standing of the process of one’s own
thinking. And the beauty of this in-
quiry lies, not in what is achieved, in
what is learnt or gained, but in the com-
plete innocence of a mind that is free
to see anew the skies, the many faces,
the rivers and the rich land. Only a
mind that has understood itself is capa-
ble of receiving the benediction which
has no ending.

November 29, 1959.
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TALK IN MADRAS

It must be very difficult to live in
goodness, to be humble, to have no
anger, not to be envious, not to be
acquisitive. To make us somewhat
civilized, to keep us within the margin
of decency, there are all the various
religious sanctions, the taboos, the fears,
the promise of heaven and the threat
of hell; and to change without any of
these influences, without any compul-
sion, without reward or punishment—
which is to bring about, through com-
prehension, a radical transformation
within the mind—seems to be extra-
ordinarily  difficult. To change is
apparently one of the most arduous
things to do—if we ever change at all.
This is not said in any spirit of cynt-
cism. But without understanding the
whole process of change, we seek vari-
ous systems of discipline by which to
control or shape the mind. We sup-
press what we feel should be cast off,

and thereby*hope to sublimate or tran-
scend it. b

That is the case with most of us, is
it not? When we are angry, we try to
suppress our anger; we seek a solution,
a way out of it. We never go into the
problem and understand it totally, com-
pletely—yet this may be the only way
of resolving the problem of anger, or
any other problem that creates conflict
in the mind. We live with conflict
throughout our lives; from childhood
till we die, we are in eternal conflict,
both within and without. We are used
to exerting will, making an effort to
suppress or control ourselves; we prac-
tise various methods of discipline, medi-
tation; we read the sacred books, and
all that sort of thing, hoping to escape
from the things which create conflict in
our lives. To keep us within the
bounds of respectable behaviour, there
are the various religious sanctions, and
the moral codes of public opinion, and
we try to live in accordance with all
that. 1

So our existence is really a state of
contradiction, in which there is a con-
stant effort to be this and not to be that.
We are everlastingly trying to become
something, to avoid something, to re-
press, conform, adjust. If you observe
yourselves—as one must if One is at all
intelligent—you will know that this pro-
cess goes on in us from day to day,
year in and year out until we die. We
are making a constant effort to conform,
to adjust, to comply, to imitate; this is
our life, and from this pattern we hardly
ever break away. There is no cessa-
tion of that which causes in us a contra-
diction. We never totally free our-
selves from anger, greed, envy, jealousy,
although we are forever struggling
against these things.

Now, I would like, if I may, to talk
about this effort to change, and about
what is implied in change. T would like
to go into it by thinking aloud and
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talking it over with you; because I feel
that there must be a fundamental change
in the quality of the mind itself, and
that the mere outward adjustments of
a cunning mind seeking its own profit,
will lead us nowhere. Such a mind can
never really know the quality of peace.
It cannot possibly be aware without
choice, or be in that state of creative
reality.

If one is to go very deeply into this
question of change, one must approach
it, I think, by understanding what con-
sciousness is—not the consciousness
which the books describe, and about
which many people have certain theories,
conclusions, but the consciousness ope-
rating in oneself. That is surely the
only point from which one can start.
One cannot assume anything, one can-
not start with any theory, conviction, or
conclusion. I think we must proceed
very simply, and not bring in what
Shankara and other people have said
about consciousness. It is only then
that we shall be able to go into this
problem as two human beings who are
attempting to uncover the ways of our
own thinking, to understand our con-
flicts and why we do certain things,

In trying to understand what we call
consciousness, I think we must be aware
of certain things. We are not analyz-
ing, we are merely observing—which
is quite different from the analytical
process, which has a purposive intent,
for by its means you hope to get some-
where.  So our examination of con-
sciousness is not a process of analysis
intended for self-improvement. To me,
the desire to improve oneself is a
horror; it is a most childish, immature
way of thinking. It makes living into
a profession; it is on the same level
with struggling to get ahead in science,
in business, in mathematics, or what
you will. We are here not analyzing
or trying to improve the self. We are
trying to observe the self, to under-

which is
action, in

stand this consciousness
the ‘me’ in everyday
everyday thought and feeling—the
desires, the passions, the angers,
the brutalities, the cruelties and fears.
It is to discover the ways of the ‘me’
that we are here, not in order to im-
prove the ‘me’. There is no improve-
ment of the ‘me’. It is only the
mediocre mind that says, “I must be
much more clever, much more intelli-
gent, much more erudite”. However
much a petty mind tries to improve it-
self, it will always be petty.

So please understand from what
point of view we are approaching this
thing called consciousness. If we do
not understand in what manner to look
at consciousness, we invariably try to
change or control it, and this effort fur-
ther limits consciousness. It is the
very nature of such effort to create a
centre as the ‘me’ from which to con-
trol consciousness. I do not know if
you have noticed that the moment you
make an effort, you have already an
objective, and this objective limits your
vision.

Please come with me in looking at
this problem. Do not say, “Is not effort
necessary? Is not our very existence—
with its pains, pleasures, conflicts, con-
tradictions—a process of effort?” We
know all that; you do not have to tell
me that, and I do not have to tell you.
But I am trying to point out to you
something totally different, and that is
why you must approach it a little cau-
tiously, hesitantly.

As I was saying, if we do not under-
stand the nature of effort, all action
is limiting. Effort creates its own fron-
tiers, its own objectives, its own limi-
tations. Effort has the time-binding
quality. You say, “I must meditate, I
must make an effort to control my
mind”. That very effort to control
puts a limit on your mind. Do watch
this, do think it out with me. To live
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with effort is evil; to me it is an abomi-
nation, if I may use a strong word.
And if you observe, you will realize that
from childhood on we are conditioned
to make an effort. In our so-called
education, in all the work we do, we
struggle to improve ourselves, to become
something. Everything we undertake
is based on effort; and the more effort
we make, the duller the mind becomes.

So there can be a radical change only
when there is the cessation of effort.
Most of us are conditioned to make an
effort in order to produce the change,
and that is why there is no real change
at all. Such effort merely produces a
modification, with its own limitations.

Please do net accept my word for it,
or reject what is being said. It is for
you to find out if what I am saying is
true. Your whole conditioning is based
on the assumption that effort is neces-
sary; but now somebody comes along
and says “Look, that assumption is all
wrong”. How are you going to find out
for yourself what is true? What I am
saying may be entirely false, without
any reality behind it; it may be born
of the idiosyncrasies of a man who is
having an easy life and therefore dogs
not want to make any effort. You
may think, “It is all very well for you
to talk as you do, but we are born with
various limitations, and in varying
degrees of poverty, and we must make
an effort, otherwise we shall be crushed.
Besides, our Shastras all tell us to make
an effort, to discipline, control, shape
our minds”,

So, how will you find out whether
what is being said is true? You are
used to conflict, it is part of your tradi-
tion ; you are used to discipline, to con-
trol, to adjustment. Public opinion is
tremendously important to you. What
somebody else says is your god—whe-
ther it be Shankara, or your neighbour.
Do watch your own minds as I am talk-
ing; observe how you think. With
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that mentality, how are you going to find
out if what is being said is true or
false? To find out, surely, you have
to question your own ways of thinking,
and not just question what is being
said. You obviously cannot find out
what is true and what is false, with a
mind which from childhood has been
taught to conform, to imitate, to follow.
So you have to begin by inquiring into
the state of your own mind. You have
to look into your own consciousness
and see why you follow, why you imi-
tate, why you conform. Surely, that is
the beginning of any inquiry into
consciousness. In such inquiry, there
is no analysis, no purposive intent.
You are observing to find out if Nt is
possible for the mind to function, to
live, to act every day without effort.
You see, sirs, a mind that is in a con-
stant state of contradiction, effort, is
wearing itself out. It is never fresh,
innocent. And surely, you need a
fresh mind, an innocent mind, a good,
clear mind to perceive the truth or the
falseness of anything.

We are inquiring into this thing
called consciousness, which should be
a total entity, a fully integrated state.
But there is a part of consciousness
which is in darkness, and a part which
is in light—not the spiritual light of
Brahma, of Jesus, and all that nonsense
which you have been conditioned to be-
lieve in. The part which is in light
is the superficial mind that goes to the
office, that quarrels, that wants a better
job—the mind that functions every day.
Then there is the hidden mind, the
unconscious mind, with its motives, its
desires, its intimations of a struggle
that is going on below the level of the
superficial mind. The whole of that is
consciousness. To  understand  this
consciousness, you cannot refer to the
books, to what Shankara and others
have said about consciousness. If you
do, you are lost, because you are not
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aware of what you are, and you merely
quote the statements of others. Any
fool can quote; and the more foolish
he is, the more he quotes. To quote
is to stop thinking, to stop inquiring,
and therefore the mind becomes dull,
insensitive.

I know, sirs, that in listening to me
you may say “It is a good harangue”.
You do not realize what quoting does
to your minds, how dull it makes you.
I was talking the other day with a man
who was very erudite, who could quote
any of the Scriptures, whether from
the East or from the West, from the
North or from the South. But he was
totally incapable of thinking for him-
self. So please do stop quoting, and
think for yourselves; find out what
your own thoughts and feelings are.
When you guote, you are relying on the
authority of another, which is a very
easy escape from looking at your own
minds and perceiving yourselves as you
actually are. :

Now you and I, as two human be-
ings, can sce that consciousness 1is
everything we think, feel, smell, desire
—all the sensations, and behind the
sensations, the desires of wanting and
not wanting. We cannot go into too
many details, but we can see that all
of this makes up the totality of con-
sciousness. In this consciousness, there
is contradiction; though at certain
moments we may know a state free of
contradiction, it is merely a reaction.

Let us approach it differently. There
is the conscious, and the unconscious
mind. T am not using these words in
any special psychoanalytical way; I
am just using them as you and I use
them in everyday conversation. There
is - the conscious mind, the mind
that is educated in modern society,
with all its demands, compulsions,
hopes and fears. If I am born
a communist, I generally continue
to be a communist. My conscious mind,
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having been educated in communism,
continues to function within that pat-
tern, just as a Catholic, a Hindu, or a
Buddhist, functions within Ais parti-
cular pattern. It is the conscious mind
that acquires a technique—the technique
of how to run a motor, or of how to
get rid of your unwanted desires. It
is the conscious mind that learns from a
gurw how to imitate virtue, what to
do in order to be ‘spiritual’, how to
suppress this and cultivate that. It is
the conscious mind that acquires know-
ledge, that adjusts at the superficial
level. ' f

Then there is the so-called uncon-
scious. What is the unconscious?
How are you going to find out for
yourself, and not merely quote the
psychologist, the expert, the analyst?
The unconscious mind is obviously
something which most of us have not
looked into. And are we capable of
looking into it? The only instrument
we have for looking into something, is
the conscious mind, which is learning,
acquiring knowledge, and which is
always positive in its approach; and can
such a mind inquire into the uncon-
scious? I do not know if I am making
myself clear. Probably I am not.

I want to know why I am envious—
I am taking that as an example. Why
am I envious? The conscious mind
can understand and explain why it is
envious. When it does, it also creates
the opposite and says “I must zot be
envious”. So there is conflict, an effort
to be this and not to be that. But envy
implies competition, comparison; it im-
plies wanting to be something—to be
the prime minister, to be the most
famous scholar, to be the biggest law-
yer in town, and so on. So envy is
very deeply rooted; it is not a thing
that can be pushed aside by saying “I
must not be envious”.

Now, to inquire into envy, to follow
its deep roots, requires a mind that is
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not positive at all. T do not know if
you see that. With most of us, the
conscious mind has only two approaches :
the positive, or its opposite, the so-
called negative. Either it wants, or it
does not want. Tt wants to get rid of
envy, or else it wants to keep envy and
enjoy it. It says, “Envy has its pain
and pleasure; I will try to remove the
pain, but keep the pleasure of envy”.
Thus it approaches envy positively, or
so-called negatively. But to find the
roots of envy requires quite a different
state of mind altogether. If envy were
a shallow plant, one could simply pull
it out and throw it away. But the
plant has become a tree with deep
roots, it covers the whole of modern
civilization; and so the problem
continues.

To inquire into envy, to go down
into the unconscious where its deep
roots are hidden, you require, not the
conscious mind that has been educated,
but quite a different mentality, an en-
tirely different state of mind. You do
not know the unconscious except
through intimations and hints, through
dreams and certain moments of clarity;
and the unconscious is surely not ex-
plorable by the conscious mind. When
the conscious mind does try to explore
or examine it, there is always the obser-
ver watching the observed. That is all
the conscious mind can do. Tt can
watch as an observer, as an experiencer,
as a thinker, apart from the observed,
the experienced, the thought. This is
still a positive process, though it may
appear to be negative. The positive
process has a mnegative which is still
part of itself.

What we are trying to do, as T said
at the beginning of the talk, is to under-
stand effort, and to find out if it is
possible for the mind to be totally free
of effort—free to function integrally,
with joy, with delight, without effort.

So what is the consciots mind to do?

There are dreams, hints, intimations
from the unconscious; but when the
conscious mind tries to interpret them,
it is still within the field of the positive,
with its opposite, the so-called negative.
To understand something of which it
knows nothing, except vaguely, the con-
scious mind must surely be completely
silent—if T may use that word. I hope
you understand what I mean. The
silent mind is not dormant, it is not
sluggishly asleep. The conscious mind
must be in abeyance, which is to be in
that state of attention where there is
no positive or negative response.

Look here, sirs, I am trying to tell
you something. It is something of
which you do not know, except that you
have heard of it, or read about it in
books. You have never felt the beauty
of it in your hearts, in your minds.
What is the state of a mind that listens?
Obviously, an interpretative mind can-
not listen. When you interpret what
you hear according to your knowledge,
you are not listening. In order to ex-
plore, to find out, your mind must be in
a truly negative state—which is not the
opposite of being positive, but a wholly
different thing. It is the total absence
of the positive, with its negative. Your
conscious mind must be open, without
any purpose, to the intimations of the
unconscious; it must be in that state
of attention which is really a total
negation.

I am sorry if you do not under-
stand all this, but T hope you will. T
think every human being can live with
dignity, with a sense of freedom, in the
state of effortlessness; and it is only in
this state of living without effort that
there can be creativeness, the percep-
tion of reality. The conscious mind
must be capable of total attention, which
is total negation—and that is the totally
positive state. But T won’t go into all
that now. When the conscious mind
is totally attentive, it can look into the
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unconscious, which is something that it
does mnot know. The wunconscious,
surely, is the racial inheritance, the tra-
ditional values which have been given
to you for untold ages. Though you
may be ultra-modern in the techniques
you have learnt, in the unconscious you
are still a Brahmin, a Vaisya, a Hindu,
a Catholic, or whatever, because for
centuries it has been dinned into your
racial unconscious. The unconscious
is the accumulated experience, not only
of the individual, but also of the family,
the race. Tt is the result of man’s ef-
fort to be, to become, to grow, to sur-
vive. So consciottsness, which is the
outcome of effort, is limited. As T said
at the beginning, where there is effort,
there is an objective; where there is ef-
fort, there is a limitation on attention
and on action. To do good in the
wrong direction, is to do evil. Do you
understand? TFor centuries we have
done ‘good’ in the wrong direction by
asstming that we must be this, we must
not be that, and so on, which only
creates further conflict.

So the mind has been trained for
centuries to suppress, to discipline it-
self in an effort to overcome its own
limitations; and though it may invent
the idea of the soul, the A#man, the
higher self, it is still within the con-
fines of its own thought, within the
limits of its own endeavour; therefore,
what it calls reality is only a projection
of its own delusion. With most of us,
this is the actual state of the mind.
And how is stich a mind to be free?
That is the next question.

I recognize that my mind is the result
of time, of effort; and T see that effort
creates bondage, places a limitation on
the extent of consciousness, How is
the mind to be free of this limitation?
T am not asking ‘how’ in order to find
a method by which to free the mind.
To ask for a method is a most imma-
ture way of thinking, and that is not
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my purpose. I am asking ‘how’ only
to inquire if there is a way out of this
bondage of the mind; and it may be
that there is no way out at all.

So you are left with the problem.
Ts there a possibility of freeing the mind
totally? This problem, like every other
human problem, has no answer. Do
you understand, sirs? Here is a pro-
blem which, if one really goes into it, is
found to be tremendously complex, and
it would be silly on my part to say
“This is the answer”. Therefore you
are left with the problem. But if you
have deeply followed all that has been
said, the problem is no longer a problem,
because you will already have perceived
the totality of it; and a mind that
perceives the totality of any problem, is
free of the problem.

You may say this is a very dirty
trick T am playing on you—giving you
the problem, and not showing you a
way out. I say there is no way out.
But the problem itself is resolved if
you see the totality of it. The state of
love is entirely different from the feel-
ing that we call love. For most of us,
love is a contradiction, full of jealousy,
envy, possession, acquisitiveness, des-
pair—you know all that rattling of the
mind, But if one hears the noise, if
one sees all the implications of so-
called love, then the problem itself is
resolved. What is required is percep-
tion, and not this constant trying to find
an answer to the problem.

So, effort always limits the mind. If
you see the truth of that, it is enough.
That very perception will operate; you
do not have to do a thing. To see the
truth of something, is the liberating
factor. Tt is only when you do not see
the truth of any problem that you ask
“What am T to do?” If you see how
your mind has been conditioned for
centuries, and how that conditioning
from the past is projecting itself through
the present into the future; if you see
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how your mind is a slave to time, to
environment, to the various beliefs
which it has inherited and acquired; if
you see how you are constantly adding
to your conditioning through experience
born of that very conditioning—if you
see all this very clearly, then liberation
comes without your secking it, and life
is then something entirely different.

December 2, 1959.

A%

TALK. IN MADRAS

I think it would be profitable and
worthwile to find out for ourselves why
the mind is so restless. It is as rest-
less as the sea, never stable, never quiet;
though outwardly it may be still, in-
wardly it is full of ripples, full of
grooves and every kind of disturbance.
I think it is essential to go into this
question rather deeply, and not merely
ask how to quiet the mind. There is
no way to quiet the mind. Of course,
one can take pills, tranquillizers, or
follow blindly some system; one can
drug the mind with prayers, with repe-
titions ; but a drugged mind is no mind
at all. So it seems to me of the utmost
importance to go deeply into this ques-
tion of why the mind is everlastingly
seeking something, and having found it,
is not satisfied, but moves on to some-
thing else—an unceasing movement
from satisfaction to disappointment,
from fulfilment to pain and frustration.
We must all be aware of this endless
eyele of pleasure and sorrow. Every-
thing is passing, impermanent; we live
in a constant state of flight, and there
is no place where one can be quiet, es-
pecially inwardly, because every recess
of the mind is disturbed. There is no
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untrodden region in the mind. Con-
sciously or unconsciously we have tried
in various ways to bring quictness,
stillness, a state of peace to the mind;
and having got it, we have soon lost it
again. You must be aware of this end-
less search, which is going on in your
own mind.

So I would like to suggest that—with
hesitance, without dogmatism, without
quoting or coming to conclusions—iwe
try to probe into this restless activity of
our minds. And T think we shall have
to begin by asking ourselves why we
seek at all, why we inquire, why there
is this longing to arrive, to achieve, to
become something. After all, you are
probably here a little bit out of curiosity,
but even more, I hope, out of the desire
to seek, to find out. What is it that
you are seeking? And why do you
seek? Tf we can go deeply into this
question by asking ourselves why we
are seeking, if we can, as it were, open
the door by means of that question, then
I think we may perhaps have a glimpse
into something which is not illusory,
and which does not have the transient
quality of that which is merely pleasur-
able or gratifying.

Why is it, and what is it, you are
seeking? I wonder if you have ever
put that question to yourselves? You
know, a challenge is always new, be-
cause it is something that demands your
attention. You have to respond, there
is no turning your back on it, and either
you respond totally, completely, or par-
tially, inadequately.  The incapacity to
respond totally to a challenge, creates
conflict. The world in its present state
is a constant challenge to each one of
us, and when we do not respond with
the fullness, with all the depth and
beauty of the challenge itself, then in-
evitably there is turmoil, anxiety, fear,
sorrow. In the same way, this ques-
tion—what are you seeking, and why do
you seek ?—is a challenge, and if you
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do not respond with your whole being,
but treat it merely as an intellectual
problem, which is to respond partially,
then obviously you will never find a
total answer. Your response to the
challenge is partial, inadequate, when
you merely make statements, or think
in terms of definite conclusions to which
you have come. The challenge is al-
ways new, and you have to respond to
it anew—not in your habitual, custo-
mary way. If we can put this question
to ourselves as though we are consider-
ing it for the first time, then our res-
ponse will be entirely different from
the superficial response of the intellect.

What is it that you are seeking, and
why do you seek it? Does not this very
seeking instigate restlessness? If there
were no seeking, would you stagnate?
Or would there then be a totally differ-
ent kind of search? But before we go
into the more complex aspects of our
inquiry, it seems to me important to
find out what you and T, as individual
human beings, are seeking. Obviously,
the superficial answer is always to say
“I am seeking happiness, fulfilment”.
But in seeking happiness, in seeking
fulfilment, we never stop to ask oursel-
ves if there is such a thing as fulfilment.
We long for fulfilment, or satisfaction,
and we go after it, without looking to
see if there is any reality behind the
word. In pursuing fulfilment, its ex-
pression varies from day to day, from
year to year. Growing weary of the
more worldly satisfactions, we seek
happiness in good conduct, in social
service, in being brotherly, in loving
one’s neighbour. But sooner or later
this movement towards fulfilment
through good conduct also comes fo an
end, and we turn in still another direc-
tion. We try to find happiness through
intellectual pursuits, through reason,
logic, or we become emotional, senti-
mental, romantic. We give to the word
‘happiness’ different connotations at

different times. We translate it in
terms of what we call peace, God,
truth ; we think of it as a heavenly abode
where we shall be completely fulfilled,
never disturbed, and so on. That is
what most of us want, is it not? That
is why you read the Shastras, the Bible,
the Koran, or other religious books—
in the hope of bringing quietness to the
restless mind.  Probably that is why
you are here.

Secking implies an object, an end in
view, does it not? There can be no
search for what is unknown. You can
only seek something which you have
known and lost, or which you have
heard of and want to gain. You can-
not seek that which you do not know.
In a peculiar way, you already know
what happiness is. You have tasted the
flavour of it, the past has given you the
sensation, the pleasure, the beauty of
it; so you already know its quality, its
nature, and that memory you project.
But what you have known is not what
is; your projection is not what you
really want. What you have tasted is
not sufficient, you want something more,
more, more, and so your life is an ever-
lasting struggle.

I hope you are listening to what is
being said, not as to a lecture, but as
though you were looking at a film of
yourself struggling, groping, searching,
longing.  You are sorrowful, anxious,
fearful, caught up in tremendous hope
and despair, in the extremes of contra-
diction, and from this tension there is
action.  That is all you know. You
seek fulfilment outwardly, in the house,

-in the family, in going to the office, in
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becoming a rich man, or the chief ins-
pector, or a famous judge, or the prime
minfster—you know the whole business
of climbing the ladder of success and
achievement.  You climb that ladder
till you are old, and then you seek God.
You collect money, honours, position,
prestige, and when you have reached a
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certain age, you {urn to poor old God.
God does not want such a man, sirs.
God wants a complete human being who
is not a slave. He does not want a
dehydrated human being, but one who
is active, who knows love, who has a
deep sense of joy.

But unfortunately, in our search for
happiness, fulfilment, there is an end-
less struggle going on. Outwardly we
do everything possible to assure our-
selves of that happiness; but outward
things fail. The house, the property,
the relationship with wife and children
—it can all be swept away, and there is
always death waiting around the corner.
So we turn to inward things, we prac-
tise various forms of discipline in an
effort to control our minds, our emo-
tions, and we conform to a standard of
good conduct, hoping that we shall one
day arrive at a state of happiness that
cannot be disturbed.

Now, I sece this whole process going
on, and T am asking myself: why do
we seek at all? I know that we do
seek.  We join societies which pro-
mise a spiritual reward, we follow gurus
who exhort us to struggle, to sacrifice,
to discipline ourselves, and all the rest
of it; so we are secking, endlessly.
Why is there this seeking? What is
the compulsion, the urge that makes for
seeking, not only outwardly, but in-
wardly? And is there any fundamental
difference between the outward and the
inward movement of seeking, or is it
only one movement? I do not know if
I am making myself clear. We have
divided our existence into what we call
the outward life and the inward life.
Our daily activities and pursuits are
the outward life; and when we do not
get happiness, pleasure, satisfaction in
that area, we turn to the inward as a
reaction. But the inward also has its
frustration and despair.

So, what is it that is making us seek?
Do please ask yourself this question, go

into it with me. Surely, a happy, joy-
ous man does not seek God, he is not
trying to achieve virtue; his very exist-
ence is splendid, radiant. So, what is
it that is urging us to seek, and to make
such tremendous effort? If we can
understand that, perhaps we shall be
able to go beyond this restless search.

Do you know what is the cause of
your seeking?  Please do not give a
superficial answer, because then you
will only blind yourself to the actual.
Surely, if you go deeply into yourself,
you will see that you are seeking be-
cause there is, within each one of us, a
sense of isolation, of loneliness, of
emptiness ; there is an inner void which
nothing can fill. Do what you will—
perform good works, meditate, identify
yourself with the family, with the group,
with the race, with the nation—that
emptiness is still there, that void which
cannot be filled, that loneliness which
nothing can take away. That is the
cause of our endless seeking, is it not?
Call it by a different name, it does not
matter. Deep within one there is this
sense of emptiness, of loneliness, of
utter isolation.  If the mind can go
into this void and understand it, then
perhaps it will be resolved.

At one time or another, perhaps
while you were walking, or while you
were sitting by yourself in a room, you
must have experienced this sense of
loneliness, the extraordinary feeling of
being cut off from everything—from
your family, from your friends, from
ideas, hopes—so that you felt you had
no relationship with anybody or any-
thing. And without penetrating into it,
without actually living with it, under-
standing it, the mind cannot resolve that
feeling.

T think there is a difference between
knowing and experiencing. ~ You pro-
bably know what this feeling of loneli-
ness is, from what you have heard or
read about it; but knowing is entirely
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different from the state of experiencing,
You may have read extensively, you may
have accumulated many experiences, so
that you know a great deal; but know-
ledge is not living. If you are an artist,
a painter, every line, every shadow
means something,  You are observing
all the time, watching the movement
and the depth of shadows, the loveliness
of a curve, the expression of a face, the
branch of a tree, the colours everywhere
—you are alive to everything. But
knowledge cannot give you this percep-
tion, this capacity to feel, to experience
something that you see.  Experiencing
is one thing, and experience is another.
Experience, knowledge, is a thing of
the past, which will go on as memory;
but experiencing is a living perception
of the now; it is a vital awareness of
the beauty, the tranquillity, the extra-
ordinary profundity of the now. In the
same way, one has to be aware of lone-
liness; one has to feel it, actually ex-
perience this sense of complete isola-
tion. And if one is capable of experi-
encing it, one will find how really diffi-
cult it is to live with it. I do not know
if you have ever lived with the sunset.

You know, sirs, there is a radiancy
of love which cannot be cultivated.
Love is not the result of good conduct;
no amount of your being kind, gene-
rous, will give you love. ILove is both
extensive and particular. A mind that
loves is virtuous, it does not seek virtue.
It cannot go wrong, because it knows
right and wrong. Tt is the mind with-
out love that seeks virtue, that wants
God, that clings to a system of belief,
and thereby destroys itself. Love—
that quality, that feeling, that sense of
compassion without any object, which
is the very essence of life—is not a
thing to be grasped by the mind. As I
said the other day, when the intellect
guides that pure feeling, then mediocrity
comes into being. Most of us have such
highly developed intellects, that the in-

tellect is always corrupting the pure
feeling; therefore our feelings are
mediocre, though we may be excellent
at reasoning.

Now, this sense of loneliness is pure
feeling, uncorrupted by the mind. It is
the mind that is frightened, fearful, and
therefore it says “I must get away from
it”. But if one is simply aware of
this loneliness, if one lives with it, then
it has the quality of pure feeling. I do
not know if I am making myself clear.

Have you ever really observed a
flower? It is not easy. You may
think you have observed it, you may
think you have loved it, but what you
have actually done is this: you have
seen it, you have given it a name, you
have smelt it, and then you have gone
away. The very naming of the species,
the very smelling of the flower, causes
in you a certain reaction of memory,
and therefore you never really look at
the flower at all.  Just try sometime
looking at a flower, at a sunset, at a
bird, or what you will, without any
interference on the part of the mind,
and you will see how difficult it is; yet
it is only then that there is the com-
plete perception of anything.

This loneliness, this pure feeling
which is a sense of total isolation, can
be observed as you would observe the
flower: with complete attention, which
is not to name it, or try to escape from
it. Then you will find, if you have
gone so far in your inquiry, that there
is only a state of negation. Please do
not translate this into Sanskrit, or any
other language, or compare it with some-
thing you have read. What T am tell-
ing you is not what you have read.
What has been described is not what is.

I am saying that if the mind is capable
of experiencing this sense of aloneness,
not verbally, but actually living with it,
then there comes an awareness of com-
plete negation—negation which is not
an opposite. Most of us only know the
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opposites : positive and negative, ‘I love’
and ‘I do not love’, ‘I want’ and ‘I do
not want’. That is all we know. Bul
the state of which I am telling you is
not of that nature, because it has vo
opposite. It is a state of complete
negation.

I do not know if you have ever
thought about the quality or the nature
of creation. Creativity in the sense of
having talent, being gifted, is entirely
different from the state of creation. I
do not know if it has happened to you
that, while walking alone, or sitting in
a room, you have suddenly had a fcel-
ing of extraordinary ecstasy. Having
had that feeling, you want to translate
it, so you write a poem, or paint a
picture. If that poem or that picture
becomes fashionable, society flatters vou,
pays you for it, gives you a profit, and
you are carried away by all that. Pre-
sently you seek to have again that
tremendous ecstasy, which came un-
invited. As long as you seek it, it will
never come. But you keep on seeking
it in various ways—through self-disci-
pline, through the practice of a systent,
through meditation, through drink,
women—you try everything in an effort
to get back that overwhelming feelitg
of radiance, of joy, in which all crea-
tion is. But you will never get it back.
Tt comes darkly, uninvited.

So it is the state of negation from
which all creation takes place. ‘hether
you spontaneously write a poem, or
smile without calculation ; whether there
is kindness without a motive, or good-
ness without fear, without a cause, it is
all the outcome of this extraordinary
state of complete negation, in which is
creation. But you cannot come to it if
you do not understand the whole pro-
cess of secking, so that all seeking com-
pletely ceases. The understanding and
cessation of seeking is not at the end,
but at the beginning. The man who
says, “Eventually I shall understand the

process of seeking, and then I shall no
longer seek”, is thoughtless, stupid, be-
cause the end is at the beginning, which
has no time. If you begin to inquire
into yourself and perceive why you
seek, and what it is you are seeking,
you can capture the whole significance
of it instantancously; and then you
will find that, without any intent, with-
out any causation, there is a fundamen-
tal revolution, a complete transform-
ation of the mind. It is only then that
truth comes into being.

Truth does not come to a mind that
is burdened with experience, that is full
of knowledge, that has gathered virtue,
that has stifled itself through discipline,
control. Truth comes to the mind that
is really innocent, fearless. And it is
the mind that has completely understood
its own seeking, that has gone to the
fullest depth of this state of negation
—it is only such a mind that is with-
out fear. Then that extraordinary
thing, which we are all wanting, will
come. It is elusive, and it will not

‘come if you stretch out your hand ta
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capture it. You canot capture the im-
measurable.  Your hands, your mind,
your whole being, must be quiet, com-
pletely still, to receive it. You cannot
seek it, because you do not know what
it is. The immeasurable will be there
when the mind understands this whole
process of search, not at the end, but
at the beginning—which is the continu-
ous movement of self-knowledge.

December 6, 1959.
VI
TALK IN MADRAS

If we are at all thoughtful, we must
often have wondered from what source
our activities come. We must have
examined ourselves, wondering why we
do certain things—why we join certain
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organizations, undertake certain jobs,
why we think in a certain manner, hold
certain beliefs, why there are the innu-
merable complex and contradictory de-
sires from which all our actions spring.
Some of us, at least, must have watched
these contradictory desires operating
in ourselves and in others. Just as we
have divided the earth into many con-
flicting parts, calling them by different
names—Ingland, India, Russia, Ame-
rica, and so on—so also we are inwardly
broken up into many parts, each part
in conflict with the others. But the
earth is ours, yours and mine; it is not
Indian or English, Chinese or Russian,
German or American. It is our earth,
to be lived on, to be enjoyed, to be
nourished, to be looked after and beauti-
fied. It is a total thing, not to be
broken up. Yet we continue to break
up the earth, just as we are broken up
in ourselves; and this breaking-up
process is a source of constant deterio-
ration.

Now, is there a wholeness, a com-
pleteness of being from which total
action can take place, instead of this
self-contradictory state with which we
are so familiar? Let us go into this
question together. Why is the mind
always broken up in its thinking, in its
feeling, in its activity, in the
very manner of its existence? If
we can go into this problem
deeply, perhaps we shall find an action,
a way of living, a state of being which
is not self-contradictory. But to be
free of self-contradiction requires, not
merely an outward change, but a revo-
lution in the quality of the mind itself.

We can see that a fundamental change
is necessary at every level of our being,
and also at every level of society. You
and T need to change very drastically,
because, as it is now, our way of iife
is so fragmentary; it is a self-contra-
dictory process, with the various parts
of ourselves at war with each other.
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A revolution in our lives is obviously
essential. T do not mean economic
revolution—that is a very small thing.
What is needed is a revolution in our
very being, a crisis in the mind, in
consciousness, not justa crisis in society.
There must be this inner crisis to bring
about a fundamental revolution in our
lives.

So, how to change radically is the
problem. How is a shallow, petty mind,
a mind that is not used to thinking very
deeply, a mind that is carried away by
outward events, a mind that is caught in
a system, whether it be yogic, commu-
nistic, religious, or technological—how
is such a mind to change fundamentally?
I am asking myself, and you, this ques-
tion; I am thinking aloud about the
problem. Ts it possible to bring about
a radical revolution in the quality of the
mind, in the ways of our thinking and
fecling? Can one live with one’s whole
being, so that the job, the technique, is
not separated from one’s daily thoughts
and emotions? Is there a way of liv-
ing which is not fragmentary, not self-
contradictory, but which is an integrated
whole, like a tree with its many bran-
ches, many leaves? Ts it possible to
live in such a way that every action is
a total action, every feeling is whole,
every movement of the mind complete?
Can you and I live totally, from the very
depth of our being, so that there is no
self-contradiction? If we can seriously
go into this question, as two individual
human beings, then perhaps we shall find
the answer; and that is what T would
like to do this evening.

Why is there little or no action in our
lives which is not broken up, self-con-
tradictory? T do not know if you have
ever asked yourselves this question.
You are in a state of self-contradiction,
are you not? And the more you think,
the more self-contradictory you become.
Being aware of this contradictory state
in yourselves, you invole God, or join



KRISHNAMURTI

some religious society—which merely
puts you to sleep. Outwardly you may
appear peaceful, calm, but inside there
is still contradiction, conflict.

So, is it possible to live with a sense
of harmony, beauty, with a sense of
never-ending fulfilment—or rather, I
won’t say fulfilment, because fulfilment
brings frustration, but is there a never-
ending state of action in which there
is no sorrow, no repentance, no cause
for regret? If there is such a state,
then how is one to come to it? One
obviously cannot cultivate it. One
cannot say “I shall be harmonious”—
it means nothing. To assume that one
must control oneself in order to be
harmonious, is an immature way of
thinking. The state of total integration,
of ‘unitary action, can come only when
one is not seeking it, when the mind is
not forcing itself into a patterned way
of living.

Most of us have not given much
thought to all this. In our daily acti-
vities we are only concerned with time,
because time helps us to forget, time
heals our wounds, however temporarily,
time dissipates our despairs, our frus-
trations. Being caught in the time-
process, how is one to come upon this
extraordinary state in which there is no
contradiction, in which the very move-
ment of living is integrated action, and
everyday life is reality? TIf each one of
us seriously puts this question to him-
self, then T think we shall be able to
commune with each other in unfolding
the problem; but if you are merely
listening to words, then you and T are
not in communion. We are in com-
munion with each other only if this is
a problem to both of us—and then it
is not just my problem, which T am im-
posing on you, or which you are trying
to interpret according to your beliefs
and idiosyncrasies. This is a human
problem, a world problem, and if it is
very clear to each one of us, then what

I am saying, what I am thinking and
feeling, will bring about a state of com-
munion between us, and together we
can go to great depths,

So, what is the problem? The
problem is that there must ob-
viously be a tremendous change, not
only at the superficial level, in one’s
outward activities, but inwardly, deeply;
there must be an inner revolution which
will transform the manner of one’s
thinking and bring about a way of life
which in itself is total action. And why
doesn’t such a revolution take place?
That is the problem as one sees it.
So let us go deeply into ourselves and
discover the root of this problem.

The root of the problem is fear, is it
not? Please look into it for yourselves,
and don’t just regard me as a speaker
addressing an audience. T want to go
into this problem with you; because, if
you and T explore it together, and we
both understand something which is
true, then from that understanding there
will be an action which is neither yours
nor mine, and opinions, over which we
battle everlastingly, will have ceased to
exist.

I feel there is a basic fear which has
to be discovered—a fear much more
profound than the fear of losing one’s
job, or the fear of going wrong, or the
fear of outward or inward insecurity.
But to go into it very deeply, we must
begin with the fears that we know, the
fears of which we are all conscious. I
do not have to tell you what they are,
for you can observe them in yourselves:
the fear of public opinion; the fear of
losing one’s son, one’s wife or husband,
through the sad experience called death;;
the fear of disease, the fear of loneli-
ness, the fear of not being successful,
of not fulfilling oneself; the fear of
not attaining to a knowledge of truth,
God, heaven, or what you will. The
savage has a few very simple fears; but
we have innumerable fears, whose com-
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plexity increases as we become more
and more ‘civilized’.

Now, what is fear? Have you ever
actually experienced fear? You may
lose your job, you may not be a success,
your neighbour may say this or that
of you; and death is always waiting
just around the corner. All this breeds
fear in you, and you run away from it
through yoga, through reading books,
through belief in God, through various
forms of amusement, and all the rest
of it. So I am asking: have you ever
really experienced fear, or does the mind
always run away from it?

Take the fear of death. Being afraid
of death, you rationalize your fear
away by saying that death is inevitable,
that everything dies.. The rationalizing
process is merely an escape from the
fact. Or you believe in reincarnation,
which satisfies, comforts you; but fear
is still there. Or you try to live totally
in the present, to forget all about the
past and the future, and be concerned
only with the now; but fear goes on.

I am asking you whether you have
ever known real fear—not the theoreti-
cal fear which the mind merely con-
ceives of. Perhaps I am not making
it very clear. You know the taste of
salt. You have experienced pain, lust,
envy, and you know for yourselves what
these words mean. In the same way,
do you know fear? Or have you only
an idea of what fear is, without having
actually experienced fear? Am I ex-
plaining myself?

You are afraid of death; and what is
that fear? You see the inevitability of
death, and because you do not want to
die, you are afraid of it. But you have
never known what death is, you have
only projected an opinion, an idea about
it; so you are afraid of an idea about
death. This is rather simple, and T do
not quite understand our difficulty.

To really experience fear, you must
be totally zwith it, you must be entirely

i it, and not avoid it; you cannot have
beliefs, opinions about it. But I do not
think many of us have ever experienced
fear in this way, because we are always
avoiding, running away from fear; we
never remain with it, look into it, find
out what it is all about.

Now, is the mind capable of living
with fear, being a part of it? Can the
mind go into that feeling, instead of
avoiding it or trying to escape from
it? T think it is largely because we are
always running away from fear that
we live such contradictory lives.

Sirs, one is aware, especially as one
grows older, that death is always wait-
ing. And you are afraid of death,
aren’t you? Now, how are you to
understand that fear? How are you fto
be free from the fear of death? What
is death? Tt is really the ending of
everything you have known. That is
the actual fact. Whether or not you
survive, is not the point. Survival
after death is merely an idea. You do
not know, but you believe, because belief
gives you comfort. You never go into
the question of death itself, because the
very idea of coming to an end, of
entering the totally unknown, is a hor-
ror to you, which awakens fear; and
being afraid, you resort to various
forms of belief as a means of escape.

Surely, to free the mind from fear,
you have to know what it is to die while
you are physically and mentally vigo-
rous, going to the office, attending to

everything. You have to know the
nature of death while living. Belief is
not going to remove fear. You may

read any number of books about the
hereafter, but that is not going to free
the mind from fear; because the mind
is used to just one thing, which is conti-
nuity through memory, and so the very
idea of coming to an end is a horror.
The constant recollection of the things
you have experienced and enjoyed,
everything you have possessed, the cha-
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racter you have built up, your ideals,
your visions, your knowledge—all that
is coming to an end. And how is the
mind to be free of fear?—that is the
problem, not whether there is a conti-
nuity after death. I hope you are
following all this.

If I am to be free of the fear of end-
ing, surely I must inquire into the
nature of death; I must experience it,
I must know what it is—its beauty, its
tremendous quality. It must be an
extraordinary thing to die, to enter into
something never imagined, totally un-
known.

Now, how is the mind to experience,
while living, that ending called death?
Death is ending; it is the ending of the
body, and perhaps also of the mind. I
am not discussing whether there is sur-
vival or not. T am concerned with end-
ing. Can I not end while I am living?
Cannot my mind—with all its thoughts,
its activities, its memories—come to an
end while T am living, while the body is
not broken down through old age and
disease, or swept away by an accident?
Cannot the mind, which has built up a
continuity, come to an end, not at the
last moment, but now? That is, cannot
the mind be free of all the accumula-
tions of memory?

You are a Hindu, a Christian, or
what you will. You are shaped by the
past, by custom, tradition. You are
greed, envy, joy, pleasure, the appre-
ciation of something beautiful, the
agony of not being loved, of not being
able to fulfil—you are all that, which
is the process of continuity. Take just
one form of it. You are attached to
your property, to your wife. That is a
fact. I am not talking about detach-
ment. You are attached to your
opinions, to your ways of thinking.

Now, can you not come to the end of
that attachment? Why are you attach-
ed?>—that is the question, not how to be
detached. Tf you try to be detached,
you merely cultivate the opposite, and
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therefore contradiction continues. But
the moment your mind is free of at-
tachment, it is also free from the sense
of continuity through attachment, is it
not? So, why are you attached? Be-
cause you are afraid that without attach-
ment you will be nothing; therefore
you are your house, you are your wife,
you are your bank account, you are
your job. You are all these things.
And if there is an ending to this sense
of continuity through attachment, a total
ending, then you will know what death
is.

Do you understand, sirs? 1T hate, let
us say, and T have carried this hatred
in my memory for years, constantly
battling against it. Now, can I instant-
ly stop hating? Can I drop it with the
finality of death? When death comes,
it does not ask your permission; it
comes and takes you, it destroys you on
the spot. In the same way, can you
totally drop hate, envy, pride of posses-
sion, attachment to beliefs, to opinions,
to ideas, to a particular way of think-
ing? Can you drop all that in an
instant? There is no ‘how to drop it’,
because that is only another form of
continuity.  To drop opinion, belief,
attachment, greed, envy, is to die—to
die every day, every moment. If there
is the coming to an end of all ambition
from moment to moment, then you will
know the extraordinary state of being
nothing, of coming to the abyss of an
eternal movement, as it were, and drop-
ping over the edge—which is death.

T want to know all about death, be-
cause death may be reality, it may be
what we call God, that most extraordi-
nary something that lives and moves,
yet has no beginning and no end. So
T want to know all about death—and
for that T must die to everything T al-
ready know. The mind can be aware
of the unknown only when it dies to the
known—dies without any motive, with-
out the hope of reward or the fear of
punishment, Then T can find out what
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death is while I am living—and in that
very discovery there is freedom from
fear.

Whether or
continuity after

not there is a
the body dies, is

irrelevant:  whether or not you
are born again, is a trivial
affair. To me, living is not apart from

dying, because in living there is death.
There is no separation between death
and life. One knows death because the
mind is dying every minute, and in that
very ending there is renewal, newness,
freshness, innocence—not in continuity.
But for most of us, death is a thing
that the mind has really never experi-
enced. To experience death while liv-
ing, all the trickeries of the mind—
which prevent that direct experiencing
—must cease.

I wonder if you have ever known
what love is? Because I think death
and love walk together. Death, love
and life are one and the same; but we
have divided life, as we have divided
the earth. We talk of love as being
either carnal or spiritual, and have set
a battle going between the sacred and
the profane. We have divided what
love is from what love should be; so
we never know what love is. Love,
surely, is a total feeling which is not
sentimental, and in which there is no
sense of separation ; it is complete purity
of feeling, without the separative, frag-
mentary quality of the intellect. Love
has no sense of continuity. Where there
is a sense of continuity, love is already
dead, and it smells of yesterday, with
all its ugly memories, quarrels, brutali-
ties. To love, one must die. Death is
love—the two are not separate. But do
not be mesmerized by my words, be-
cause you have to experience this, you
have to know it, taste it, discover it for
yourself. :

The fear of complete loneliness, iso-
lation, of not being anything, is the
basis, the very root of our self-contra-
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diction. Because we are afraid to be
nothing, we are splintered up by many
desires, each desire pulling in a differ-
ent direction. That is why, if the mind
is to know total, non-contradictory ac-
tion—an action in which going to the
office is the same as not going to the
office, or the same as becoming a
sannyasi, or the same as meditation, or
the same as looking at the skies of an
evening—there must be freedom from
fear.  But there can be no freedom
from fear unless you experience it;
and you cannot experience fear as long
as you find ways and means of escaping
from it. Your God is a marvellous
escape from fear; all your rituals, your
books, your theories and beliefs, pre-
vent you from actually experiencing it.
You will find that only in ending is
there a total cessation of fear—the end-
ing of yesterday, of what has been,
which is the soil in which fear sinks
its roots. Then you will discover that
love and death and living are one and
the same. The mind is free only when
the accumulations of memory have
dropped away. Creation is in ending,
not in continuity. Only then is there
the total action which is living, loving
and dying.
December 9, 1959,

VII
TALK IN MADRAS

If we could take a journey, make a
pilgrimage together without any intent
or purpose, without seeking anything,
perhaps on returning we might find that
our hearts had unknowingly been
changed. I think it worth trying.
Any intent or purpose, any motive or
goal implies effort—a conscious or un-
conscious endeavour to arrive, to
achieve. I would like to suggest that we
take a journey together in which none
of these clements exist. Tf we can take
such a journey, and if we are alert
enough to observe what lies along the
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wdy, perhaps when we return, as all
pilgrims must, we shall find that there
has been a change of heart; and I think
this would be much more significant
than inundating the mind with ideas,
because ideas do not fundamentally
change human beings at all.  Beliefs,
ideas, influences may cause the mind
superficially to adjust itself to a
pattern; but if we can take the journey
together without any purpose, and
simply observe as we go along the extra-
ordinary width and depth and beauty of
life, then out of this observation may
come a love that is not merely social,
environmental, a love in which there is
not the giver and the taker, but which
is a state of being, free of all demand.
So, in taking this journey together, per-
haps we shall be awakened to something
far more significant than the boredom
and frustration, the emptiness and des-
pair of our daily lives.

Most human beings, as they live from
day to day, gradually drift into despair,
or they get caught up in superficial joys,
amusements, hopes, or they are carried
away by rationalizations, by hatred, or
by the social amenities. If we can
really bring about a radical inward
transformation, se that we live fully and
richly, with deep feelings which are not
corrupted by the mutterings of the in-
tellect, then T think we shall be able to
act in a totally different way in all our
relationships.

This journey I am proposing that we
take together, is not to the moon, or
even to the stars. The distance to the
stars is much less than the distance
within ourselves. The discovery of our-
selves is endless, and it requires con-
stant inquiry, a perception which is
total, an awareness in which there is no
choice. This journey is really an open-
ing of the door to the individual in his
relationship with the world.  DBecause
we are in conflict with ourselves, we
have conflict in the world. Our pro-

blems, when extended, become the
world’s problems. As long as we are in
conflict with ourselves, life in the world
is also a ceaseless battle, a destructive,
deteriorating war.

So the understanding of ourselves is
not to the end of individual salvation,
it is not the means of attaining a private
heaven, an ivory tower into which to
retire with our own illusions, beliefs,
gods. On the contrary, if we are able
to understand ourselves, we shall be at
peace, and then we shall know how to
live rightly in a world that is now cor-
rupt, destructive, brutal.

After all, what is wordliness?
Worldliness, surely, is to be satisfied—
to be satisfied, not only with outward
things, with property, wealth, position,
power, but with inward things as well.
Most of us are satisfied at a very super-
ficial level. We take satisfaction in
possessing things—a car, a house, a
garden, a title. Possession gives us an
extraordinary feeling of gratification.
And when we are surfeited with the
possession of things, we look for satis-
faction at a deeper level; we seek what
we call truth, God, salvation. But we
are still moved by the same compulsion;
the demand to be satisfied. Just as you
seek satisfaction in sex, in social posi-
tion, in owning things, so also you want
to be satisfied in ‘spiritual’ ways.

Please do not say “Ts that all?” and
brush it off, but as you are listening,
observe, if you will, your own desire for
satisfaction. Allow yourselves, if you
can, to see in what way you are being
satisfied. The intellectual person is
satisfied with his clever ideas, which
give him a feeling of superiority, a
sense of knowing; and when that sense
of knowing ceases to give him satisfac-
tion, when he has analyzed everything
and intellectually torn to shreds every
notion, every theory, every belief, then
he seeks a wider, deeper satisfaction.
He is converted, and begins to believe;
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he becomes very ‘religious’, and his
satisfaction takes on the colouring of
some organized religion.

So, being dissatisfied with outward
things, we turn for gratification to the
so-called spiritual things. It has be-
come an ugly term, that word ‘spiritual’;
it smacks of sanctimoniousness. Do
you know what I mean? The saints
with their cultivated virtues, with their
struggles, their disciplines, their sup-
pressions and self-denials, are still with-
in the field of satisfaction. Tt is be-
cause we want to be satisfied that we
discipline ourselves; we are after some-
thing that will give us lasting satisfac-
tion, a gratification from which all
doubt has been removed. That is what
most of us want—and we think we are
spiritual, religious. Our pursuit of
gratification we call ‘the search for
truth’. ~ We go to the temple or the
church, we attend lectures, we listen to
talks like this, we read the Gita, the
Upanishads, the Bible, all in order to
have this strange feeling of satisfaction
in which there will never be any doubt,
never any questioning.

It is our urge to be satisfied that
makes us turn to what we call meditation
and the cultivation of virtue. How
virtue can be ‘cultivated’, T do not know.
Surely, humility can never be cultivated ;
love can never be cultivated; peace can
never be brought about through control.
These things are, or they are not. The
person who cultivates humility, is f}lll
of vanity; he hopes to find abiding satis-
faction in being humble. In the same
way, through meditation we seek the
absolute, the immeasurable, the un-
known. But meditation is part of
everyday existence; it is something
that you have to do as you breathe, as
you think, as you live, as you have deli-
cate or brutal feelings. That is real
meditation, and it is entirely different
from the systematized meditation which
some of you so sedulously practise.
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I would like, if T may, to go into
this question of meditation, but please
do not be mesmerized by my words.
Don’t become suddenly meditative;
don’t become very intent to discover
what is the goal of true meditation.
The meditation of which I speak has
no goal, no end. Love has no end.
Love is not successful, it does not
reward you or punish you. Love
is a state of being, a sense of
radiancy. In love is all virtue.
In the state of love, do what you
will, there is no sin, no evil, no con-
tradiction; and without love we shall
ever be at war with ourselves, and
therefore with each other and with the
world. Tt is love alone that transforms
the mind totally.

But the meditation with which most
of us are familiar, and which some of
us practise, is entirely different. Let
us first examine that—not to justify or
condemn what you are doing, but to see
the truth, the validity or the falseness
of+it. We are going on a journey to-
gether, and when on a journey you can
take along only what is absolutely es-
sential. The journey of which I am
speaking is very swift, there is no abid-
ing place, no stopping, no rest; it is
an endless movement, and a mind that
is burdened is not free to travel.

The meditation that most of us
practise is a process of concentration
based on exclusion, on building walls
of resistance, is it not? You control
your mind because you want to think
of a particular thing, and you try to
exclude all other thoughts. To help you
to control your mind, and to exclude the
unwanted thoughts, there are various
systems of meditation. Life has been
divided as knowledge, devotion, and
action. You say “I am of such and
such a temperament”, and according to
your temperament you meditate. We
have divided ourselves into tempera-
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mients as neatly as we have divided the
earth into national, racial and religious
groups, and each temperament has its
own path, its own system of medita-
tion, But if you go behind them all,
you will find in every case that some
form of control is practised; and con-
trol implies - suppression.

Do please observe yourselves as 1
am going into this problem, and don’t
just follow verbally what I am saying,
because what I am saying is not at all
important. What is important is for
you to discover yourselves. As I said
at the beginning, we are taking a jour-
ney together into ourselves. I am only
pointing out certain things, and if you
are satisfied by what is pointed out,
your mind will remain empty, shallow,
petty. A petty mind cannot take the
journey into itself. But if through
these words you are becoming aware of
your own thoughts, your own state, then
there is no guru.

3chind all these systems of medita-
tion which develop virtue, which pro-
mise a reward, which offer an ultimate
goal, there is the factor of control, dis-
cipline, is there not? The mind is disci-
plined not to wander off the narrow,
respectable path laid down by the sys-
tem, or by society.

Now, what is implied in control?
Do please observe yourselves, because
we are all inquiring into this problem
together. We are coming to something
which T see, and which at the moment
you do not, so please follow without
being mesmerized by my words, by my
face, by my person. Cut through all
that—it is utterly immature—and ob-
serve yourselves. What does control
imply? Surely, it implies a battle bet-
ween what you want to concentrate on,
and the thoughts that wander off. So
concentration is a form of exclusion—
which every schoolboy, and every
bureaucrat in his office knows. The
bureaucrat is compelled to concentrate,
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because he has to sign so many papers,
he has to organize and to act; and for
the schoolboy there is always the threat
of the teacher.

Concentration implies suppression,
does it not? I suppress in myself what
I do not like. I never look at it, delve
deeply into it. I have already condemn-
ed it; and a mind that condemns cannot
penetrate, cannot understand what it has
condemned.

There is another form of concentra-
tion, and that is when you give your-
self over to something. The mind is
absorbed by an image, as a child is
absorbed by a toy. Those of you who
have children must have observed how
a toy can absorb them completely.
When a child is playing with a new
toy, he is extraordinarily concentrated.
Nothing interferes with that concentra-
tion, because he is enjoying himself.
The toy is so entrancing, so delightful,
that for the moment it is all-important,
and the child does not want to be dis-
turbed. His mind is completely given
over to the toy. And that is what you
call devotion: giving yourself up to
the symbol, the idea, the image which
you have labelled God. The image ab-
sorbs you, as the child is absorbed by a
toy. To lose themselves in a thing
created by the mind, or by the hand,
is what most people want.

Concentration through a system of
meditation offers the attainment of an
ultimate peace, an ultimate reality, an
ultimate satisfaction, which is what you
want. All such effort involves the idea
of growth, evolution through time—if
not in this life, then in the next life,
or a hundred lives hence, you will get
there. Control and discipline invaria-
bly imply effort to be, to become, and
this effort places a limit on thought, on
the mind—which is very satisfying.
Placing a limit on the mind, on con-
sciousness, is a most gratifying thing,
because then you can see how far you
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have advanced in your efforts to become
what you want to be. As you make
effort, you push the frontier of the mind
farther and farther out; but it is still
within the boundaries of thought. You
may attain a state which you call Ish-
vara, God, Paramatman, or what you
will, but it is still within the field of the
mind—the mind which is conditioned by
your culture, by your society, by your
greed, and all the rest of it.

So meditation, as you practise it, is a
process of control, of suppression, of
exclusion, of discipline, all of which
involves effort—the effort to expand the
boundaries of consciousness as the ‘T,
the self; but there is also another factor
involved, which is the whole process of
recognition.

I hope you are taking the journey
with me. Don’t say, “It is too difficult,
I don’t know what you are talking
about”, for then you are not watching
yourselves. What T am talking about
is not just an intellectual concept. It
is a living, vital thing, pulsating with
life.

As T was saying, recognition is an
essential part of what you call medita-
tion. All you know of life is a series
of recognitions. Relationship is a pro-
cess of recognition, is it not? You
know your wife or your husband, you
know your children, in the sense that
you recognize them, just as you recog-
nize your own virtue, your own humi-
lity. Recognition is an extraordinary
thing, if you look at it. All thought,
all relationship is a process of recog-
nition. Knowledge is based on recog-
nition. So what happens? You want
to recognize the unknown through medi-
tation. And is that possible? Do you
understand what T am talking about?
Perhaps T am not making myself clear.

You recognize your wife, your chil-
dren, your property; you recognize that
you are a lawyer, a businessman, a pro-
fessor, an engineer; you have a label,
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a name, a title. You know and recog-
nize things with a mind that is the re-
sult of time, of effort, a mind that has
cultivated virtues, that has always tried
to be or to become something—all of
which is a process of recognition.
Knowledge is the result of experience
which can be recalled, recognized, either
in an encyclopadia, or in oneself.

Do consider that word ‘recognize’.
What does it signify? You want to

-find out what God is, what truth is,

which means that you want to recog-
nize the unkown; but if you can recog-
nize something, it is already the known.
When you practise meditation and have
visions of your particular gods and
goddesses, you are giving emphasis to
recognition. These visions are the
projections of your background, of your
conditioned mind. The Christian will
invariably see Jesus, or Mary, the Hindu
will see Shri Krishna, or his god with
a dozen arms, because the conditioned
mind projects these images and then re-
cognizes them. This recognition gives
you tremendous satisfaction, and you
say “I have found, T have realized, T
Lknow”. .

There are many systems which offer
you this sort of thing, and T say none
of that is meditation. Tt is self-hypno-
sis, it has no depth. You may practise
a system for ten thousand years and
you will still be within the field of time,
within the frontiers of your own know-
ledge, your own conditioning. How-
ever far you extend the boundaries
within which you can recognize your
projections, it is obviously not medita-
tion, though you may give it that name.
You are merely emphasizing the self,
the ‘me’, which is nothing but a bundle
of associated memories; you are perpe-
tuating, through your so-called medita-
tion, the conflict of the thinker and the
thought, the observer and the observed,
in which the observer is always watch-
ing, denying, controlling, shaping the
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observed. Any schoolboy can play this
game, and I say it has nothing to do
with meditation, though the greybeards
insist that you must thus ‘meditate’.
The yogis, the swamis, the sannyasis,
the people who renounce the world and
go away to sit in a cave—they are all
still caught in this pursuit of their own
visions, however noble, which is the in-
dulgence of an appetite, a process of
self-gratification.

Then what is meditation?  Surely,
you are in the state of meditation only
when the thinker is not there—that is,
when you are not giving soil to thought,
to memory, which is the centre of the
‘me’, the self. Tt is this centre that
marks the boundaries of consciousness,
and however extensive, however virtu-
ous it may be, or however much it may
try to help humanity, it can never be in
the state of meditation. You can come
to that state of awareness, which is medi-
tation, only when there is no condemna-
tion, no cffort of suppression or control.
It is an awareness in which there is no
choice; for choice implies an effort of
will, which in turn implies domination,
control. Tt is an awareness in which
consciousness has no limits, and can
therefore give complete attention—which
is not concentration. I think there is a
vast difference between aftention and
concentration.  There is mno attention
if there is a centre from which you are
attentive. ~ You can concentrate upon
something from a centre; but attention
implies a state of wholeness in which
there is no observer apart from the ob-
served.,

Meditation, as we have gone into it
today, is really the freeing of the mind
from the known. This obviously does
not mean forgetting the way to your
home, or discarding the technical know-
ledge required for the performance of
your job, and so on. Tt means freeing
the mind from its conditioning, from
the background of experience from

which all projection and recognition take
place. The mind must free itself from
the process of acquisitiveness, satisfac-
tion and recognition. You cannot recog-
nize or invite the unknowable, that which
is real, timeless. You can in-
vite your friends, you can invite
virtue, you can invite the gods of your
own creation; you can invite them and
make them your guests. But do what
you will—meditate, sacrifice, become
virtuous—you cannot invite the im-
measurable, that something about which
you do not know. The practice of virtue
does not indicate love; it is the result of
your own desire for gratification.

So, meditation is the freeing of the
mind from the known. You must come
to this freedom, not tomorrow, but in
the immediate, now, because through
time you cannot come to the timeless,
which is not a duality. The timeless is
whispering round every corner, it lies
under every leaf. Tt is open, not to the
sannyasis, not to the dehydrated human
beings who have suppressed themselves
and who no longer have any passion,
but to everyone whose mind is in the
state of meditation from moment to
moment, Only such a mind can receive

that which is unknowable.
December 13, 1959.

VIII

TALK IN MADRAS

This is the last talk of the present
series.

I think it would be marvellous if,
without words, one could convey what
one really feels about the whole pro-
blem of existence. Besides the super-
ficial necessity of having a job and all
the rest of it, there are the deep, in-
ward urges, the demands, the contra-
dictory states of being, both conscious
and unconscious; and I wonder if it is
not possible to go beyond them all, be-
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yond the frontiers which the mind has
‘mposed upon itself, beyond the narrow
limits of one’s own heart, and to live
there—to act, to think and to feel from
that state while carrying on one’s every-
day activifies. T think it can be done—
not merely the communication of it,
but the fact of it. Surely, we can break
through the limitations which the mind
has placed upon itself; because, after
all, we have only one problem. As the
tree with its many roots, its many bran-
ches and leaves, is a totality, so we have
only one basic problem. And if, by
some miracle, by some grace, by some
way of looking at the clouds of an even-
ing, the mind could become extraordi-
narily sensitive to every movement of
thought, of feeling—if it could do that,
not theoretically but actually, then T
think we would have solved our pro-
blem.

As T said, there is essentially only
one problem: the problem of ‘me and
my urges’, from which all our other
problems arise. Our regl,problems are
not how to land on the-méon, or how
to fire off a rocket to Venus; they are
very intimate, but unfortunately we do
not seem to know how to deal with
them. T am not at all sure that we are
even aware of our real problem. To
know love, to feel the beauty of nature,
to worship something beyond the crea-
tions of man—I think all this is denied
to us if we do not understand our im-
mediate problems.

So T would like, if T may, to think
aloud with vou on this question of whe-
ther the mind can break through ils
own frontiers, go beyond its own limi-
tations: because our lives are obviously
verv shallow. You may have all the
wealth that the carth can give yvou; you
may be very erudite; you may have read
many books and be able to quote very
learnedly all the established authorities,
past and present; or you may be very
simple, just living and struggling from
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day to day, with all the little pleasures
and sorrows of family life. Whatever
one is, surely it is of the utmost im-
portance to find out in what manner the
barriers which the mind has created for
itself, can be swept away. That, it
seems to me, is our fundamental pro-
blem.  Through so-called education,
through tradition, through various forms
of social, moral and religious condition-
ing, the mind is limited, caught up in
a moving vortex of environmental influ-
ences. And is it possible for the mind
to break away from all this condition-
ing, so that it can live with joy, per-
ceiving the beauty of things, feeling
this extraordinary sense of immeasur-
able life?

I think it is possible, but T do not
think it is a gradual process. Tt is not
through evolution, through time, that
the breaking away takes place. Tt is
done instantly, or never. The percep-
tion of truth does not come at the end
of many years. There is no tomorrow
in understanding. Either the mind
understands immediately, or not at all.
Tt is very difficult for the mind to see
this, because most of us are so acctis-
tomed to thinking in terms of to-
morrow. We say: “Give me time, let
me have more experience, and eventual-
ly T shall understand”. But have you
not noticed that understanding always
comes in a flash—never through calcu-
lation, through time, never through exer-
cise and slow development? The mind
which relies on this idea of gradual
comprehension is essentially lazy. Don’t
ask: “How is a lazy mind to be made
alert, vital, active?” There is no ‘how’.
However much a stupid mind may try
to become clever, it will still be stupid.
A petty mind does not cease to be petty
bv worshipping the god it has invented.
Time is not going to reveal the truth,
the beauty of anything.  What really
brings understanding is the state of at-
tention—just to be attentive, even for
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one second, with one’s whole being,
without calculation, without premedi-
tation. If you and I can be totally at-
tentive on the instant, then T think there
is an instantaneous comprehension, a
total understanding.

But it is very difficult to give one’s
total attention to something, is it not?
I do not know if you have ever tried
to look at a flower with your whole
being, or to be completely aware of the
ways of your own mind. If you have
done that, you will know with what
clarity total attention brings into focus
any problem. But to give such atten-
tion to anything is not easy, because
our minds are very respectable, they are
crippled with words and symbols, with
ideas about what should be and what
should not be.

I am talking about attention; and T
wonder if you are paying attention—
not just to what is being said, because
that is of secondary importance, but are
you aftentive in the sense of being fully
aware of the impediments, the blockages
that your mind has created for itself?
Tf you can be aware of these bondages
—just aware of them, without saying
“What shall T do about them?’—you
will find that they begin to break up;
and then comes a state of attention in
which there is no choice, no wander-
ing off, because there is no longer a
centre from which to wander.  That
state of attention is goodness, it is the
only virtue. There is no other virtue.

So, we realize that our minds are
very limited. = We have reduced the
earth and the heavens, the vast move-
ment of life, to a little corner called the
‘me’, the self, with its everlasting strug-
gle to be or not to be. In what way
can this mind, which is so small, so
petty, so self-centred, break through the
frontiers, the limitations which it has
placed upon itself? As T said, it is only
through attention, in which there is no
choice, that the truth is seen; and it is

100

Truth that breaks the bondage, that
sweeps away the limitations—not your
effort, not your meditation, not your
practices, your disciplines, your con-
trols.

To be in this state of attention re-
quires, surely, a knowledge of the ‘me’
and its ways. I must know myself;
my mind must know the movement of
every emotion, every thought. But
knowledge is a peculiar thing. Know-
ledge is cumulative, it is ever in the
past. In the present there is only know- -
ing. Knowledge always colours know-
ing. We are concerned with knowing,
and not with knowledge, because know-
ledge about oneself distorts the know-
ing of oneself. T hope I am making
myself clear. T think there is a differ-
ence between knowing myself all the
time, and knowledge about myself,
When self-knowledge is an accumula-
tion of information which T have gather-
ed about myself, it prevents the under-
standing of myself.

TLook here, sirs. The self, the ‘me’
is restless, it is always wandering, never
still. Tt is like a roaring river, making
a tremendous noise as it rushes down
the valley. Tt is a living, moving thing;
and how can one have knowledge about
something which is constantly changing,
never the same? The self is always in
movement ; it is never still, never quiet
for a moment. When the mind has
observed it, it is already gone. I do
not know if you have ever tried to look
at yourself, to pin down your mind to
any one thing. If you do that, the
thing you have pinned down is constant-
ly before you—and so you have come
to the end of self-knowledge. Am I
conveying something? Am I explain-
ing myself?

Knowledge is always destructive to
knowing. The knowing of oneself is
never cumulative; it does not culminate
in a point from which you judge the

fact of what is the ‘me’. You see, we
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accumulate knowledge, and from there
we judge—and that is our difficulty.
Having accumulated knowledge through
experience, through learning, through
reading and all the rest of it, from that
background we think, we function. We
take up a position in knowledge, and

from there we say, “I know all about®

the self. It is greedy, stupid, everlast-
ingly wanting to be superior”—whatever
it is. So there is nothing more to know,
The moment you take up a position in
knowledge, your knowledge is very
superficial. But if there is no accumu-
lation of knowledge upon which the
mind rests, then there is only the move-
ment of knowing; and then the mind
becomes extraordinarily swift in its per-
ceptions.

So it is self-knowing that is import-
ant, and not self-knowledge. Knowing
the movement of thought, knowing the
movement of feeling without accumu-
lation—and therefore with never a
moment of judgment, of condemnation
—is very important; because the
moment there is accumulation, there is
a thinker. The accumulation of know-
ledge gives a position to the mind, a
centre from which to think; it gives rise
to an observer who judges, condemns,
identifies, and all the rest of it. DBut
when there is self-knowing, there is
neither the observer nor the observed;
there is only a state of attention, of
watching, learning.

Surely, sirs, a mind that has accu-
mulated knowledge can never learn. If
the mind is to learn, it must not have
the burden of knowledge, the burden of
what it has accumulated. It must be
fresh, innocent, free of the past. The
accumulation of knowledge gives birth
to the ‘me’; but knowing can never do
that, because knowing is learning, and
a mind that is constantly learning can
have no resting place. If you really
perceive the truth of this, not tomorrow,
but now, then you will find there is

I0T1

only a state of attention, of learning,
with never a moment of accumulation ;
and then the problems which most of
us now have are completely gone. But
this is not a trick by which to resolve
your problems, nor is it a lesson for
you to learn.

You see, a society such as ours—
whether Indian, Russian, American, or
what you will—is acquisitive, not only
in the pursuit of material things, but
also in terms of competing, gaining,
arriving, fulfilling. This society has
so shaped our ways of thinking that we
cannot free ourselves from the concept
of a goal, an end. We are always
thinking in terms of getting somewhere,

_of achieving inward peace, and so on.

Our approach is always acquisitive.
Physically we have to acquire to some
extent; we must obviously provide our-
selves with food, clothing and shelter.
But the mind uses these things as a
means of further acquisition—I am
talking about acquisition in the psycho-
logical sense. Just as the mind makes
use of the physical necessities to ac-
quire prestige and power, so through
knowledge it establishes itself in a posi-
tion of psychological certainty. Know-
ledge gives us a sense of security, does
it not? From our background of ex-
perience, of accumulated knowledge
about ourselves, we think and live, and
this process creates a state of duality—
what T am, and what I think I should
be. There is therefore a contradiction,
a constant battle between the two. But
if one observes this process compre-
hensively, if one understands it, really
feels its significance, then one will find
that the mind is spontaneously good,
alert, loving; it is always learning and
never acquiring. Then self-knowledge
has quite a different meaning, for it is
no longer an accumulation of know-
ledge about oneself. Knowledge about
oneself is small, petty, limiting; but
knowing oneself is infinite, there is no
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end to it. So our problem is to aban-
don the ways of habit, of custom, of
tradition, on the instant, and to be born
anew.

Sirs, one of our difficulties in all this
is the problem of communion, or com-
munication. I want to tell you some-
thing, and in the very telling it is per-
verted by the expression, the word that
is used. What I would like to com-
municate to you, or to commune with
you about, is very simple: total self-
abandonment on the instant. That is
all—not what happens after self-aban-
donment, or the system that will bring
it about. There is no system, because
the moment you practise a system you
are obviously strengthening the self.
Cannot the mind suddenly drop the
anchors it has put down into the vari-
ous patterns of existence? Some even-
ing when the sun was just going down,
when the green rice-fields were sparkl-
ing, when there was a lone passer-by
and the birds were on the wing, it must
have happened to you that there was
all at once an extraordinary peace in the
world. There was no ‘you’ watching,
feeling, thinking, for you were that
beauty, that peace, that infinite state of
being. Such a thing must have hap-
pened to you, if you have ever looked
into the face of the world, into the
vastness of the sky. How does it hap-
pen? When suddenly there is no
worry when you are no longer thinking
that you love someone, or wondering if
someone loves you, and you are in that
state of love, that state of beauty—
what has happened? The green tree,
the blue sky, the dancing waters of the
sea, the whole beauty of the earth—all
this has driven out the ugly, petty little
self, and for an instant you are all that.
This is surely the state of self-aban-
donment without calculation.

To feel this sense of abandonment,
you need passion. You cannot be sen-
sitive if you are not passionate. Do not
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be afraid of that word ‘passion’. Most
religious books, most gurus, swamis,
leaders, and all the rest of them, say
“Don’t have passion”. But if you have
no passion, how can you be sensitive to
the ugly, to the beautiful, to the whis-

pering leaves, to the sunset, to a smile,

to a cry? How can you be sensitive
without a sense of passion in which
there is abandonment? Sirs, please
listen to me, and do not ask how to
acquire passion. I know you are all
passionate enough in getting a good job,
or hating some poor chap, or being
jealous of someone; but I am talking
of something entirely different: a pas-
sion that loves. Love is a state in which
there is no ‘me’; love is a state in which
there is no  condemnation, 1o
saying that sex is right or wrong, that
this is good and something else is bad.
Love is none of these contradictory
things. Contradiction does not exist in
love. And how can one love if one is
not passionate? Without passion, how
can one be sensitive? To be sensitive
is to feel your neighbour sitting next
to you; it is to see the ugliness of the
town with its squalor, its filth, its
poverty, and to see the beauty of the
river, the sea, the sky. If you are not
passionate, how can you be sensitive to
all that? How can you feel a smile,
a tear? Love, I assure you, is passion.
And without love, do what you will—
follow this gurw or that, read all the
sacred books, become the greatest re-
former, study Marx and have a revolu-
tion—it will be of no value; because
when the heart is empty, without pas-
sion, without this extraordinary simpli-
city, there can be no self-abandonment.

Surely, the mind has abandoned itself
and its moorings only when there is no
desire for security. A mind that is
seeking security can never know what
love is. Self-abandonment is not the
state of the devotee before his idol or
his mental image. What we are talking
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“about is as different from that as light

is from darkness. Self-abandonment
can come about only when you do not
cultivate it, and when there is self-
knowing. Do please listen and feel
your way into this.

When the mind has understood the
significance of knowledge, only then is
there self-knowing; and self-knowing
implies self-abandonment. You have
ceased to rest on any experience as a
centre from which to observe, to judge,
to weigh; therefore the mind has al-
ready plunged into the movement of
self-abandonment. In that abandon-
ment there is sensitivity. But the mind
which is enclosed in its habits of eat-
ing, of thinking, in its habit of never
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looking at anything—such a mind ob-
viously cannot be sensitive, cannot be
loving. In the very abandonment of its
own limitations, the mind becomes
sensitive and therefore innocent. And
only the innocent mind knows what
love is—not the calculating mind, not
the mind that has divided love into the
carnal and the spiritual. In that state
there is passion; and without passion,
reality will not come near you, It is
only the enfeebled mind that invites
reality ; it is only the dull, grasping
mind that pursues truth, God. But
the mind that knows passion in love—
to such a mind the nameless comes.

December 16, 1959.






