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TRUTH AND ACTUALITY INSCRIPTIONS

"What is the relationship between truth and reality? Reality being,
aswe said, all the things that thought has put together. Reality
means, the root meaning of that word is, things or thing. And living
in the world of things, which is reality, we want to establish a
relationship with aworld which has no things - which is
impossible."

"Actuality means "What is... Are you facing in yourself what
actually is going on.. You don't take actuality and look at it."

"Man has been concerned throughout the ages to discover or
livein Truth'"



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART | CHAPTER 1
1ST DISCUSSION WITH PROF. DAVID BOHM
BROCKWOOD PARK 18TH MAY 1975
'REALITY, ACTUALITY, TRUTH®

Krishnamurti: | was thinking about the question of what istruth
and what isreality and whether there is any relationship between
the two, or whether they are separate. Are they eternally divorced,
or are they just projections of thought? And if thought didn't
operate, would there be reality? | thought that reality comes from
"res’, thing, and that anything that thought operates on, or
fabricates, or reflects about, is reality. And thought, thinking in a
distorted, conditioned manner isillusion, is self-deception, is
distortion. | left it there, because | wanted to let it come rather than
my pursuing it.

Dr Bohm: The question of thought and reality and truth has
occupied philosophers over the ages. It's a very difficult one. It
seems to me that what you say is basically true, but there are alot
of points that need to be ironed out. One of the questions that arises
isthis: if redlity isthought, what thought thinks about, what
appears in consciousness, does it go beyond consciousness?

K: Are the contents of consciousness reality ?

Dr B.: That's the question; and can we use thought as equivalent
to consciousnessin its basic form ?

K: Yes.

Dr B: | wonder whether, just for the sake of completeness, we
should include in thought also feeling, desire, will and reaction. |

feel we should, if we are exploring the connection between



consciousness, reality and truth.

K: Yes,

Dr B: One of the points I'd like to bring up is: there is thought,
there is our consciousness, and there is the thing of which we are
conscious. And as you have often said, the thought is not the thing.

K: Yes.

Dr B: We have to get it clear, because in some sense the thing
may have some kind of reality independent of thought; we can't go
so far asto deny all that. Or do we go as far as some philosophers,
like Bishop Berkeley, who has said that all isthought? Now |
would like to suggest a possibly useful distinction between that
reality which islargely created by our own thought, or by the
thought of mankind, and that realty which one can regard as
existing independently of this thought. For example, would you say
Natureisrea?

K: Itis, yes.

Dr B: And it is not just our own thoughts.

K: No, obviously not.

Dr B: The tree, the whole earth, the stars.

K: Of course, the cosmos. Painisreal.

Dr B: Yes. | was thinking the other day, illusionisreal, inthe
sense that it is really something going on, to aperson whoisina
state of illusion.

K: Tohimitisreal.

Dr B: But to usitisalso real because hisbrainisin acertain
state of electrical and chemical movement, and he acts from his
illusionin area way. K: Inarea way, in adistorted way.

Dr B: Distorted but real. Now it occurred to me that one could



say that even the falseisrea but not true. This might be important.

K: | understand. For instance: is Christ real ?

Dr B: Heiscertainly real in the minds of people who believe in
Him, in the sense we have been discussing.

K: We want to find out the distinction between truth and reality.
We said anything that thought thinks about, whether unreasonably
or reasonably, isareality. It may be distorted or reasoned clearly, it
isstill areality. That reality, | say, has nothing to do with truth.

Dr B: Yes, but we have to say besides, that in some way reality
involves more than mere thought. There is also the question of
actuality. Isthe thing actual? Is its existence an actual fact?
According to the dictionary, the fact means what is actually done,
what actually happens, what is actually perceived.

K: Yes, we must understand what we mean by the fact.

Dr B: Thefact isthe action that is actually taking place.
Suppose, for example, that you are walking on a dark road and that
you think you see something. It may bereal, it may not be real.
One moment you fed that it's real and the next moment that it's not
real. But then you suddenly touch it and it resists your movement.
From this action it'simmediately clear that thereisareal thing
which you have contacted. But if there is no such contact you say
that it's not real, that it was perhaps an illusion, or at least
something mistakenly taken asreal.

K: But, of course, that thing is still areality that thought thinks
about. And reality has nothing to do with truth.

Dr B: But now, let us go further with the discussion of "the
thing". Y ou see, the root of the English word "thing" is

fundamentally the same as the German "bedingen”, to condition, to



set the conditions or determine. And indeed we must agree that a
thing is necessarily conditioned.

K: It is conditioned. Let's accept that.

Dr B: Thisisakey point. Any form of redlity is conditioned.
Thus, anillusion is still aform of reality which is conditioned. For
example, the man's blood may have a different constitution because
he's not in a balanced state. He is distorting, he may be too excited,
and that could be why heis caught inillusion. So every thing is
determined by conditions and it also conditions every other thing.

K: Yes, quite.

Dr B: All things are interrelated in the way of mutual
conditioning which we call influence. In physicsthat's very clear,
the planets al influence each other, the atoms influence each other,
and | wanted to suggest that maybe we could regard thought and
consciousness as part of thiswhole chain of influence.

K: Quiteright.

Dr B: So that every thing can influence consciousness and it in
turn can work back and influence the shapes of things, as we make
objects. And you could then say that thisis all reality, that thought
istherefore also real.

K: Thought isreal.

Dr B: And there is one part of reality influencing another part of
reaity.

K: Also, one part of illusion influences another part of illusion.

Dr B: Yes, but now we have to be careful because we can say
there isthat reality which is not made by man, by mankind. But
that's still limited. The cosmos, for example, as seen by usis

influenced by our own experience and therefore limited.



K: Quite.

Dr B: Any thing that we see, we see through our own
experience, our own background. So that reality cannot possibly be
totally independent of man.

K: No.

Dr B: It may berelatively independent. The treeisareality that
Isrelatively independent but it's our consciousness that abstracts
the tree.

K: Areyou saying that man's reality is the product of influence
and conditioning?

Dr B: Y es, mutual interaction and reaction.

K: And al hisillusions are aso his product.

Dr B: Yes, they are al mixed together.

K: And what isthe relationship of a sane, rational, healthy,
whole man, to reality and to truth?

Dr B: Yes, we must consider that, but first may we look at this
guestion of truth. | think the derivation of wordsis often very
useful. The word "true" in Latin, which is"verus', means "that
whichis'. The same asthe English "was' and "were", or German
"wahr". Now in English the root meaning of the word "true" is
honest and faithful; you see, we can often say that alineistrue, or
amachineistrue. There was a story | once read about athread that
ran so true; it was using the image of a spinning-wheel with the
thread running straight.

K: Quite.

Dr B: And now we can say that our thought, or our
consciousness, istrue to that which is, if it isrunning straight, if the

man is sane and healthy. And otherwiseitisnot, it isfalse. So the



falseness of consciousnessis not just wrong information, but it is
actually running crookedly as areality.

K: So you're saying, aslong as man is sane, healthy, whole and
rational, histhread is aways straight.

Dr B: Yes, his consciousnessis on a straight thread. Therefore
hisreadlity -

K: - isdifferent from the reality of a man whose thread is
crooked, who isirrational, who is neurotic.

Dr B: Very different. Perhaps the latter is even insane. Y ou can
see with insane people how different it is - they sometimes cannot
even see the sameredlity at al.

K: And the sane, healthy, whole, holy man, what is his
relationship to truth?

Dr B: If you accept the meaning of the word, if you say truth is
that which is, aswell as being true to that which is, then you have
to say that heisall this.

K: So you would say the man who is sane, whole, is truth?

Dr B: Heistruth, yes.

K: Such aman istruth. He may think certain things which
would be redlity, but heistruth. He can't think irrationally.

Dr B: Well, | wouldn't say quite that, I'd say that he can make a
mistake.

K: Of course.

Dr B: But he doesn't persist in it. In other words, there is the
man who has made a mistake and acknowledges it, changesiit.

K: Yes, quite right.

Dr B: And thereis also the man who has made a mistake but his

mind is not straight and therefore he goes on with it. But we have



to come back to the question: does truth go beyond any particular
man; does it include other men, and Nature as well?

K: Itincludesall that is.

Dr B: Yes, so the truth is one. But there are many different
thingsin the field of reality. Each thing is conditioned, the whole
field of redlity is conditioned. But clearly, truth itself cannot be
conditioned or dependent on things.

K: What then is the relationship to reality of the man who is
truth?

Dr B: He sees all the things and, in doing this, he comprehends
reality. What the word "comprehends' meansisto hold it all
together.

K: He doesn't separate reality. He says, "I comprehend it, | hold
it, | seeit".

Dr B: Yes, it'sall onefield of reality, himself and everything.
But it has thingsin it which are conditioned and he comprehends
the conditions.

K: And because he comprehends conditioning, heis free of
conditioning.

Dr B: It seems clear then that all our knowledge, being based on
thought, is actually a part of this one conditioned field of reality.

K: Now another question. Suppose | am a scholar, I'm full of
such conditioned and conditioning knowledge. How am | to
comprehend truth in the sense of holding it all together?

Dr B: | don't think you can comprehend truth.

K: Say | have studied all my life, I've devoted all my lifeto
knowledge, which isreality.

Dr B: Yes, and it is also about a bigger reality. K: And suppose



you come along and say, "Truth is somewhere elsg, it's not that". |
accept you, because you show it to me, and so | say, "Please help
me to move from here to that".

Dr B: Yes.

K: Because once | get that, | comprehend it. If | live here, then
my comprehension is always fragmented.

Dr B: Yes.

K: Therefore my knowledge tellsme, "Thisisredlity but it is
not truth". And suppose you come along and say, "No, it is not".
And | ask: please tell me how to move from here to that.

Dr B: Well, we've just said we can't move...

K: I'm putting it briefly. What am | to do?

Dr B: | think | have to see that this whole structure of
knowledge isinevitably false, because my redlity is twisted.

K: Would you say the content of my consciousnessis
knowledge?

Dr B: Yes.

K: How am | to empty that consciousness and yet retain
knowledge which is not twisted - otherwise | can't function - and
reach a state, or whatever it is, which will comprehend redlity. |
don't know if I'm making myself clear.

Dr B: Yes.

K: What I'm asking is: my human consciousnessis its content,
which is knowledge; it's a messy conglomeration of irrational
knowledge and some which is correct. Can that consciousness
comprehend, or bring into itsalf, truth?

Dr B: No, it can't. K: Therefore, can this consciousness go to
that truth? It can't either. Then what?



Dr B: There can be a perception of the falsenessin this
consciousness. This consciousnessis false, in the sense that it does
not run true. Because of the confused content it does not run true.

K: It's contradictory.

Dr B: It muddles things up.

K: Not,"muddles things up; it isamuddle.

Dr B: It isamuddle, yes, in the way it moves. Now then, one of
the main points of the muddle is that when consciousness reflects
on itself, the reflection has this character: it'sasif there were a
mirror and consciousness were looking at itself through a mirror
and the mirror is reflecting consciousness as if it were not
consciousness but an independent reality.

K: Yes,

Dr B: Now therefore, the action which consciousnesstakesis
wrong, because it tries to improve the apparently independent
reality, whereas in fact to do thisisjust a muddle.

| would like to put it thisway: the whole of consciousnessis
somehow an instrument which is connected up to a deeper energy.
And as long as consciousness is connected in that way, it maintains
its state of wrong action.

K: Yes.

Dr B: So on seeing that this consciousness s reflecting itself
wrongly as independent of thought, what is needed is somehow to
disconnect the energy of consciousness. The whole of
consciousness has to be disconnected, so it would, asit were, lie
there without energy.

K: You're saying, don't feed it. My consciousness is a muddle, it
Is confused, contradictory, and all therest of it. And itsvery



contradiction, its very muddle, givesits own energy.

Dr B: Well, | would say that the energy is not actually coming
from consciousness, but that as long as the energy is coming,
consciousness keeps the muddle going.

K: From where does it come?

Dr B: We'd have to say that perhaps it comes from something
deeper.

K: If it comes from something deeper, then we enter into the
whole field of gods and outside agency and so on.

Dr B: No, | wouldn't say the energy comes from an outside
agency. | would prefer to say it comes from me, in some sense.

K: Then the "me" is this consciousness?

Dr B: Yes.

K: So the content is creating its own energy. Would you say
that?

Dr B: In some senseit is, but the puzzle isthat it seems
impossible for this content to create its own energy. That would be
saying that the content is able to create its own energy.

K: Actually, the content is creating its own energy. Look, I'min
contradiction and that very contradiction gives me vitdlity. | have
got opposing desires. When | have opposing desires | have energy,
| fight. Therefore that desire is creating the energy - not God, or
something profounder - it is still desire. Thisisthe trick that so
many played. They say there is an outside agency, a deeper energy
- but then one's back in the old field. But | realize the energy of
contradiction, the energy of desire, of will, of pursuit, of pleasure,
al that which is the content of my consciousness - whichis

CONSCIoUSNESs - IS creating its own energy. Reality isthis; redlity is



creating its own energy. | may say, "l derive my energy deep
down", but it's still redlity.

Dr B: Yes, suppose we accept that, but the point is that seeing
the truth of this...

K: ...that'swhat | want to get at. Is this energy different from the
energy of truth?

Dr B: Yes.

K: Itisdifferent.

Dr B: But let'stry to put it like this: reality may have many
levels of energy.

K: Yes,

Dr B: But acertain part of the energy has gone off the straight
line. Let's say the brain feeds energy to all the thought processes.
Now, if somehow the brain didn't feed energy to the thought
process that is confused, then the thing might straighten out.

K: That'sit. If this energy runs along the straight thread it isa
reality without contradiction. It's an energy which isendless
because it has no friction. Now is that energy different from the
energy of truth?

Dr B: Yes. They are different, and as we once discussed, there
must be a degper common source.

K: I'm not sure. Y ou are suggesting that they both spring out of
the same root.

Dr B: That'swhat | suggest. But for the moment there is the
energy of truth which can comprehend the reality and -

K: - the other way it cannot.

Dr B: No, it cannot; but there appears to be some connection in
the sense that when truth comprehends reality, reality goes straight.



So there appears to be a connection at least one way.

K: That's right, a one-way connection - truth loves this, this
doesn't love truth.

Dr B: But once the connection has been made, then reality runs
true and does not waste energy or make confusion.

K: You seg, that's where meditation comes in. Generally,
meditation is from here to there, with practice and all the rest of it.
To move from this to that.

Dr B: Move from onereality to another.

K: That'sright. Meditation is actually seeing what is. But
generally meditation is taken as moving from one reality to

another.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART | CHAPTER 2

3RD DISCUSSION WITH PROF. DAVID BOHM

BROCKWOOD PARK 31ST MAY 19/5'INSIGHT

AND TRUTH. GULF BETWEEN REALITY AND
TRUTH®

Krishnamurti: | am concerned with trying to find out if thereis an
action which is not a process of thought, an action which is of truth
- if | can put it that way - an insight which acts instantly. | want to
inquire into that question.

Dr Bohm: Perhaps one action that acts instantly isto see
falseness.

K: Yes. It'sdifficult to take examples. | have an insight into the
fact that people believe in God - I'm taking that as an example.

Dr B: What is the nature of your insight, then?

K: Theinsight into the fact that God is their projection.

Dr B: Yes, and therefore false.

K: I haveaninsight. If | had abelief in God it would drop
instantly. So it is not a process of thought, it isan insight into truth.

Dr B: Or into falseness.

K: Or into falseness, and that action is complete, it's over and
done with. | don't know if I'm conveying it: that action is whole,
there is no regret, there is no personal advantage, thereis no
emotion. It is an action which is complete. Whereas the action
brought about by thought, the investigation of an analysis whether
thereisa God or no God, is aways incomplete.

Dr B: Yes, | understand that. Then there is another action in

which you do use words, where you try to realize the insight



Let's say, you talk to people. Isthat action complete or
incomplete? Say you have discovered about God. Other people are
still calling this afact, and therefore...

K: But the man speaks from an insight.

Dr B: He speaks from an insight, but at the sametime he starts a
process of time.

K: Yes, to convey something.

Dr B: To change things. Let's now consider that just to get it
clear. It's starting from an insight but it's conveying truth.

K: Yes, but it's always starting from an insight.

Dr B: And in doing that you may have to organise...

K: ...reasonable thinking and so on, of course. And the action of
reasoned thought is different from the action of insight.

Dr B: Now what is the difference when insight is conveyed
through reasoned thought? To come back again to your insight
about God: you have to convey it to other people, you must put it
into a reasonable form.

K: Yes,

Dr B: And therefore isn't there still some of the quality of the
insight, as you convey it? Y ou must find a reasonable way to
convey it. Therefore in doing that, some of the truth of the insight
is still being communicated in thisform. And in some sensethat is
thought. K: No, when conveying to another that insight verbally,
one's action will be incomplete unless he has insight.

Dr B: That's right. So you must convey what will give someone
an insight.

K: Can you give an insight?

Dr B: Not really, but whatever you convey must somehow do



something which perhaps cannot be further described.

K: Yes. That can only happen when you yourself have dropped
the belief in God.

Dr B: But there is no guarantee that it will happen.

K: No, of course not.

Dr B: That depends on the other person, whether he is ready to
listen.

K: So we come to this point: is there a thinking which is non-
verbal ? Would this be what communicates insight?

Dr B: | would say thereisakind of thinking that communicates
insight. The insight is non-verbal, but the thinking itself is not non-
verbal. Thereisthe kind of thinking which is dominated by the
word and there is another kind of thinking whose order is
determined, not by the word, but by the insight.

K: Istheinsight the product of thought?

Dr B: No, but insight works through thought. Insight is never
the product of thought.

K: Obviously not.

Dr B: But it may work through thought. | wanted to say that the
thought through which insight is working has a different order
from the other kind of thought. | want to distinguish those two.

Y ou once gave an example of adrum vibrating from the emptiness
within. | took it to mean that the action of the skin was like the
action of thought. Isthat right?

K: Yes, that's right. Now, how does insight take place? Because
if it is not the product of thought, not the process of organized
thought and all the rest of it, then how does thisinsight come into

being?



Dr B: It's not clear what you mean by the question.

K: How do | have an insight that God is a projection of our own
desires, images and so on? | see the falseness of it or the truth of it;
how does it take place?

Dr B: | don't see how you could expect to describeit.

K: I have afeeling inside that thought cannot possibly enter into
an areawhere insight, where truth is, although it operates anywhere
else. But truth, that area, can operate through thought.

Dr B: Yes.

K: But thought cannot enter into that area.

Dr B: That seems clear. We say that thought is the response of
memory. It seems clear that this cannot be unconditioned and free.

K: I would like to go into this question, if | may: how does
insight take place? If it is not the process of thought, then what is
the quality of the mind, or the quality of observation, in which
thought doesn't enter? And because it doesn't enter, you have an
insight. We said, insight is complete. It is not fragmented as
thought is. So thought cannot bring about an insight.

Dr B: Thought may communicate the insight. Or it may
communicate some of the data which lead you to an insight. For
example, people told you about religion and so on, but eventually
the insight depends on something which is not thought.

K: Then how does that insight come? Is it a cessation of
thought?

Dr B: It could be considered as a cessation.

K: Thought itself realizes that it cannot enter into a certain area.
That is, the thinker is the thought, the observer, the experiencer, all
therest of it; and thought itself realizes, becomes aware, that,it can



only function within a certain area.

Dr B: Doesn't that itself require insight? Before thought realizes
that, there must be an insight.

K: That'sjust it. Does thought realize that there must be insight?

Dr B: | don't know, but I'm saying there would have to be
insight into the nature of thought before thought would realize
anything. Because it seems to me that thought by itself cannot
realize anything of this kind.

K: Yes,

Dr B.: But in some way, we said, truth can operate in thought,
in reality.

K: Truth can operate in the field of reality. Now how does one's
mind see the truth? Is it a process?

Dr B: You're asking whether there is a process of seeing. There
IS No process, that would be time.

K: That's right.

Dr B: Let's consider a certain point, that there is an insight about
the nature of thought, that the observer is the observed and so on.
K: That's clear.

Dr B: Now in some sense thought must accept that insight,
carry it, respond to it.

K: Or theinsight is so vital, so energetic, so full of vitality, that
it forces thought to operate.

Dr B: All right, then there is the necessity to operate.

K: Yes, the necessity.

Dr B: But you see, generaly speaking it doesn't have that
vitality. So in some indirect way thought has rejected the insight, at
least it appears to be so.



K: Most people have an insight, but habit is so strong they reject

Dr B: I'm trying to get to the bottom of it, to see if we can break
through that rejection.

K: Break through the rgjection, break through the habit, the
conditioning, which prevents the insight. Though one may have an
insight, the conditioning is so strong, you reject theinsight. Thisis
what happens.

Dr B: | looked up the word "habit" and it says, "A settled
disposition of the mind", which seems very good. The mind is
disposed in a certain fixed way which resists change. Now we get
caught in the same question: how are we going to break that "very
settled disposition™?

K: I don't think you can break it, | don't think thought can break

Dr B: We are asking for that intense insight which necessarily
dissolvesit.

K: So, to summarize: one has an insight into truth and reality.
One's mind is disposed in a certain way, it has formed habitsin the
world of reality - it lives there.

Dr B: It'svery rigid.

K: Now suppose you come along and point out the rigidity of it.
| catch a glimpse of what you're saying - which is nonthinking -
and | seeit.

Dr B: Inaglimpse only.

K: Inaglimpse. But this conditioning is so strong | reject it.

Dr B: | don't do it purposely; it just happens.

K: It has happened because you helped to create that happening.



Isthat glimpse, first of al, strong enough to dissolve this? If itis
not so strong, then it goes on. Can this conditioning dissolve? Y ou
see, | must have an insight into the conditioning, otherwise | can't
dissolveit.

Dr B: Maybe we could look at it like this: conditioning isa
reality, avery solid reality, which is fundamentally what we think
about.

K: Yes.

Dr B: Aswe said in the previous dialogue, it's actual. Ordinary
reality isnot only what | think about, but it fits actuality to some
extent - the actual fact. That's the proof of itsreality. Now, at first
sight it seems that this conditioning isjust as solid as any redlity, if
not more solid.

K: Much more solid. Is that conditioning dissolved, does it
come to an end through thing?

Dr B: It won't because thinking iswhat it is.

K: So thinking won't dissolve it. Then what will?

Dr B: We're back again. We see that it's only truth, insight. K: |
think something takes place. | see I'm conditioned and | separate
myself from the conditioning, | am different from the conditioning.
And you come along and say "No, it isn't like that, the observer is
the observed". If | can see, or have an insight, that the observer is
the observed, then the conditioning beginsto dissolve.

Dr B: Because it's not solid.

K: The perception of that is the ending of the conditioning. The
truth is, when there is the realization that the observer isthe
observed. Then in that realization, which is truth, the conditioning
disappears. How does it disappear? What is necessary for the



crumbling of that structure?

Dr B: Theinsight into the falseness of it.

K: But | can have an insight into something that is false and yet
| go on that way, accept the false and live in the false.

Dr B: Yes.

K: Now | don't know if | can convey something. | want to bring
thisinto action in my life. | have accepted reality astruth, | livein
that - my gods, my habits, everything - | livein that. Y ou come
along and say "L ook, truth is different from reality” and you
explainit to me. How will | put away that tremendous weight, or
break that tremendous conditioning? | need energy to break that
conditioning. Does the energy come when | see, "the observer is
the observed"? Aswe've said, | see the importance, rationally, that
the conditioning must break down, | see the necessity of it: | see
how it operates, the division, the conflict and all the rest of what is
Involved. Now when | realize that the observer is the observed, a
totally different kind of energy comesinto being. That's all | want
to get at.

Dr B: Yes, it's not the energy of readlity then. | see it better when
| say, "the thinker isthe thought". It's actually the same thing.

K: Yes, the thinker is the thought. Now, isthat energy different
from the energy of conditioning and the activity of the conditioning
and reality? Is that energy the perception of truth? - and therefore it
has quite a different quality of energy.

Dr B: It seemsto have the quality of being free of, not being
bound by the conditioning.

K: Yes. Now | want to make it practical to myself. | seethis
whole thing that you have described to me. | have got afairly good



mind, | can argue, explain it, all the rest of it, but this quality of
energy doesn't come. And you want me to have this quality, out of
your compassion, out of your understanding, out of your
perception of truth. You say, "Please, see that". And | can't seeiit,
because I'm always living in the realm of redlity. You areliving in
the realm of truth and | can't. There is no relationship between you
and me. | accept your word, | seethe reason for it, | seethe logic of
it, | seethe actuality of it, but | can't break it down.

How will you help - I'm using that word hesitantly - how can
you help meto break this down? It's your job, because you see the
truth and | don't. You say, "For God's sake, see this'. How will you
help me? Through words? Then we enter into the realm with which
| am quite familiar. Thisis actually going on, you understand? So
what is one to do? What will you do with me, who refusesto see
something which isjust there? And you point out that as long as
we livein thisworld of redlity, there is going to be murder, death -
everything that goes on there. There is no answer in that realm for
any of our problems. How will you convey thisto me? | want to
find out, I'm very keen, | want to get out of this.

Dr B: It's only possible to communicate the intensity. We
already discussed all the other factors that are communicated. K:

Y ou see, what you say has no system, no method, because they are
al part of the conditioning. Y ou say something totally new,
unexpected, to which | haven't even given a single moment of
thought. Y ou come along with a basketful and | do not know how
to receive you. This has been really a problem; to the prophets, to
every...

Dr B: It seems nobody has really succeeded init.



K: Nobody has. It's part of education that keeps us constantly in
the realm of reality.

Dr B: Everyoneis expecting a path marked out in the field of
reality.

K: Youtalk of atotaly different kind of energy from the energy
of reality. And you say that energy will wipe all this out, but it will
use thisreadlity.

Dr B: Yes, it will work through it.

K: It'sall words to me, because society, education, economics,
my parents, everything is herein reality. All the scientists are
working here, all the professors, all the economists, everybody is
here. And you say "Look", and | refuse to look.

Dr B: It's not even that one refuses, it's something more
unNconscious perhaps.

K: So in discussing this, is there athinking which is not in the
realm of reality?

Dr B: One might ask whether there is such thought, in the sense
of the response of the drum to the emptiness within.

K: That's agood simile. Because it is empty, it is vibrating.

Dr B: The material thing is vibrating to the emptiness.

K: The material thing is vibrating. Wait - is truth nothingness?
Dr B: Reality is some thing, perhaps every thing. Truth is no thing.
That iswhat the word "nothing" deeply means. So truth is " no-
thingness".

K: Yes, truth is nothing.

Dr B.: Because if it's not reality it must be nothing - no thing.

K: And therefore empty. Empty being - how did you once

describe it?



Dr B: Leisureisthe word - leisure means basically "empty".
The English root of "empty" means at leisure, unoccupied.

K: So you are saying to me, "Y our mind must be unoccupied".
It mustn't be occupied by reality.

Dr B: Yes, that's clear.

K: So it must be empty, there mustn't be athing in it which has
been put together by reality, by thought - no thing. Nothing means
that.

Dr B: It's clear that things are what we think about, therefore we
have to say the mind must not think about anything.

K: That's right. That means thought cannot think about
emptiness.

Dr B: That would make it into a thing.

K: That'sjust it. You see, Hindu tradition says you can come to

Dr B: Yes, but anything you come to must be by a path which is
marked out in the field of reality.

K: Yes. Now, | have aninsight into that, | seeit. | see my mind
must be unoccupied, must have no inhabitants, must be an empty
house. What is the action of that emptinessin my life? - because |
must live here; | don't know why, but | must on the other side you
do have to take care of your real material needs.

K: That's understood.

Dr B: There arises a conflict because what you are proposing
appears to be reasonable, but it doesn't seem to take care of your
material needs. Without having taken care of these needs you're not
secure.

K: Therefore they call the world of reality "maya".



Dr B: Why isthat? How do you make the connection?

K: Because they say, to live in emptiness is necessary and if you
live there you consider the world as maya.

Dr B: You could say al that stuff isillusion, but then you would
find you werein real danger...

K: Of course.

Dr B: So you seem to be calling for a confidence that
nothingness will take care of you, physically and in every way. In
other words, from nothingness, you say, there is security.

K: No, in nothingness there is security.

Dr B: And this security must include physical security.

K: No, | say, psychological security...

Dr B: Y es, but the question amost immediately arises...

K: How am | to be secure in the world of reality?

Dr B: Y es, because one could say: | accept that it will remove
my psychological problems, but | still have to be physically secure
aswell inthe world of redlity.

K: Thereis no psychological security in reality, but only
complete security in nothingness. Then if that is so, to me, my
whole activity in the world of redlity isentirely different. Dr B: |
see that, but the question will always be raised: isit different
enough to...

K: Ohyes, it would be totally different, because I'm not
nationalistic, I'm not "English”, | am nothing. Therefore our whole
world is different. | don't divide...

Dr B: Let's bring back your example of one who understands
and the one who wants to communicate to the other. Somehow

what doesn't communicate is the assurance that it will take care of



all that.

K: It won't take care of all that. | have to work here.

Dr B: Well, according to what you said, there isa certain
implication that in nothingness we will be completely securein
every way.

K: That is so, absolutely.

Dr B: Yes, but we have to ask: what about the physical
Security?

K: Physical security in reality? At present there is no security. |
am fighting all my life, battling economically, socially, religiously.
If | am inwardly, psychologically, completely secure, then my
activity in the world of reality is born of complete intelligence.
This doesn't exist now, because that intelligence is the perception
of the whole and so on. Aslong asI'm "English” or "something", |
cannot have security. | must work to get rid of that.

Dr B: | can see you'd become more intelligent, you'd become
more secure - of course. But when you say "complete security"
there is always the question: isit complete?

K: Oh, it is complete, psychologically.

Dr B: But not necessarily physically. K: That feeling of
complete security, inwardly, makes me...

Dr B: It makes you do the right thing.

K: The right thing in the world of redlity.

Dr B: Yes, | seethat. You can be as secure as you can possibly
be if you are completely intelligent, but you cannot guarantee that
nothing is going to happen to you.

K: No, of course not. My mind is rooted, or established, in
nothingness, and it operates in the field of reality with intelligence.



That intelligence says, "There you cannot have security unless you
do these things".

Dr B: I've got to do everything right.

K: Everything right according to that intelligence, which is of
truth, of nothingness.

Dr B: And yet, if something does happen to you, nevertheless
you still are secure.

K: Of course - if my house burns down. But you see we are
seeking security here, in the world of readlity.

Dr B: Yes, | understand that.

K: Therefore there is no security.

Dr B: Aslong as one feels that the world of redlity isall there
IS, you have to seek it there.

K:Yes.

Dr B: One can see that in the world of readlity thereisin fact no
security. Everything depends on other things which are unknown,
and so on. That's why there is thisintense fear.

K: Y ou mention fear. In nothingness there is compl ete security,
therefore no fear. But that sense of no fear has atotally different
kind of activity in the world of redlity. | have no fear - | work. |
won't be rich or poor - | work. | work, not as an Englishman, a
German, an Arab - all therest of that nonsense - | work there
intelligently. Therefore | am creating security in the world of
reality. You follow?

Dr B: Yes, you're making it as secure asit can possibly be. The
more clear and intelligent you are, the more secureitis.

K: Because inwardly I'm secure, | create security outwardly.

Dr B: On the other hand, if | feel that | depend inwardly on the



world of reality, then | become disorganised inwardly.

K: Of course.

Dr B: Everybody does feel that he depends inwardly on the
world of reality.

K: So the next thing is: you tell methisand | don't seeit. | don't
see the extraordinary beauty, the feeling, the depth of what you are
saying about complete inward security. Therefore | say, "L ook,

how are you going to give the beauty of that to me?"



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART | CHAPTER 3
6TH DISCUSSION WITH PROF. DAVID BOHM
BROCKWOOD PARK 28TH MAY 1975'THE
SEED OF TRUTH'

Krishnamurti: If aseed of truth is planted it must operate, it must
grow, it must function, it has alife of its own.

Dr Bohm: Many millions of people may have read or heard
what you say. It may seem that alarge number of them haven't
understood. Do you fedl that they are al going eventually to seeit?

K: No, but it's going on, they are worried about it, they ask,
"What does he mean by this?' The seed is functioning, it's
growing, it isn't dead. Y ou can say something false and that also
operates.

Dr B: Yes, but now we have a struggle between those two and
we cannot foresee the outcome of this struggle; we can't be sure of
the outcome.

K: You plant in me the seed that, "Truth is a pathless land".
Also aseed is planted in my consciousness that says, "Thereisa
way to truth, follow me". Oneisfalse, oneistrue. They are both
embedded in my consciousness. So there is a struggle going on.
The true and the fal se, both are operating, which causes more
confusion, more misery and agreat deal of suffering, if | am
sensitive enough. If | don't escape from that suffering what takes
place?

Dr B: If you don't escape, then it's clear what will take place.
Then you will have the energy to see what istrue.

K: That'sright. Dr B: But now let's take the people who do



escape, who seem to be alarge number.

K: They are out, quite right, millions are out. But still, the
struggle is going on.

Dr B: Yes, but it is creating confusion.

K: That iswhat they are all doing.

Dr B: Yes, but we don't know the outcome of that.

K: Oh yes, we do; dictatorship, deterioration.

Dr B: | know, it gets worse. But now we want to get i; clear. In
afew people who face the suffering, the energy comes to perceive
the truth. And in alarge number, who escape from suffering, things
get worse.

K: And they rule the world.

Dr B: Now what is the way out of that?

K: They say there is no answer to that, get away fromit.

Dr B: That also won't do.

K: They say you can't solve this problem, go away into the
mountains or join a monastery, become a monk - but that doesn't
solve anything. All one can do isto go on shouting.

Dr B: Yes, then we have to say we don't know the outcome of
the shouting.

K: If you shout in order to get an outcome, it is not the right
kind of shouting.

Dr B: Yes, that isthe situation.

K: You talk, you point out. If nobody wants to pay attention it's
their business, you just go on. Now | want to go further. Y ou see,
there is amystery; thought cannot touch it. What is the point of it?

Dr B: Of the mystery? | think you could seeit like this: that if

you look into the field of thought and reason and so on, you finally



see it has no clear foundation. Therefore you see that "what is’
must be beyond that. "What is" is the mystery.

K: Yes.

Dr B: | mean, you cannot livein thisfield of reality and
thought, because of all we said.

K: No, of course not. But | don't mind, | have no fears.

Dr B: Y ou don't mind because you have psychological security.
Even if something happens to you, it does not deeply affect you.

K: I livein thefield of redlity, that ismy life. There| am
consciously aware, and | struggle and keep going in that field. And
| can never touch the other. | cannot say, "l can touch it; thereis no
"I" to touch it when you really touch it.

Y ou say to me, "Thereis amystery which passes all
understanding”. Because | am caught in this, | would like to get
that. Y ou say thereis amystery, because to you it is an actuality,
not an invention, not a superstition, not self-deception. It istruth to
you. And what you say makes a tremendous impression on me,
because of your integrity. You point it out to me and | would like
to get it. Somehow | must get it. What is your responsibility to me?

Y ou understand the position? Y ou say words cannot touch it,
thought cannot touch it, no action can touch it, only the action of
truth; perhaps it will give you afeeling of that. And I, because | am
amiserable human being, would like to get some of that. But you
say, "Truth is a pathless |land, don't follow anybody" - and | am
| eft.

| realize, | am consciously aware of the limitation of thought, of
al the confusion, misery, and all the rest of it. Somehow | can't get

out of it. Isyour compassion going to help me? You are



compassionate, because part of that extraordinary mystery is
compassion. Will your compassion help me? - obviously not.

So what am | to do? | have a consuming desire for that, and you
say, "Don't have any desire, you can't have that, it isn't your
personal property". All you say to meis: put order into the field of
reality.

Dr B: Yes, and do not escape suffering.

K: If you actually put order into the field of reality then
something will take place. And also you say to me, it must be done
instantly.

|s that mystery something everybody knows? - knowsin the
sense that there is something mysterious. Not the desire that creates
mysteries, but that there is something mysteriousin life apart from
my suffering, apart from my death, from my jealousy, my anxiety.
Apart from al that, thereis afeeling that thereis agreat mystery in
life. Isthat it? - that there is a mystery which each one knows?

Dr B: | should think that in some sense everybody knowsit.
Probably oneis born with that sense and it gradually gets dimmed
through the conditioning.

K: And has he got the vitality, or the intensity, to put away all
that? Y ou see, that means "God iswithin you" - that is the danger
of it.

Dr B: Not exactly, but there is some sort of intimation of this. |
think probably children have it more strongly when they are young.

K: Do you think that modern children have that?

Dr B: | don't know about them, probably less. You seg, living in
amodern city must have abad effect. Dr B: There are many

causes. Oneislack of contact with nature; | think any contact with



nature gives that sense of mystery.

K: Yes,

Dr B: If you look at the sky at night, for example.

K: But you see the scientists are explaining the stars.

Dr B: Yes, | understand that.

K: Cousteau explains the ocean; everything is being explained.

Dr B: Yes, the feeling has been created that in principle we
could know everything.

K: So knowledge is becoming the curse. Y ou see, perception
has nothing to do with knowledge. Truth and knowledge don't go
together; knowledge cannot contain the immensity of mystery.

Dr B: Yes, | think if we start with alittle child, he may place the
mystery in some part that he doesn't know. He could put it at the
bottom of the ocean, or somewhere else outside, far away from
where heis, and then he learns that people have been everywhere.
Therefore the whole thing is made to appear non-existent.

K: Yes. Everything becomes so superficial.

Dr B: That's the danger of our modern age, that it gives the
appearance that we know more or less everything. At least that we
have a general idea of the scheme, if not of the details.

K: The other night | was listening to Bronowski, "The Ascent of
Man". He explains everything. Dr B: The original impulse was to
penetrate into this mystery, that was the impulse of science. And
somehow it has gone astray. It gives the appearance of explaining
it.

K: May | ask, do you as atrained scientist get the feeling of this
mystery.

Dr B: | think so, yes. But I've always had some of that, you see.



K: But in talking now, do you get more of the intensity of it?
Not because | fedl intense, that's atotally different thing, that then
becomes influence and all that. But in talking about something we
open adoor.

Dr B: Yes. | think that my particular conditioning has a great
dedl init to resist this notion of mystery, although | think that
science is now going in awrong direction.

K: But even the scientists admit that there is a mystery.

Dr B: Yes, to some extent. The general view isthat it could be
eventually cleared up.

K: Cleared up in the sense of explained away.

Dr B: My own feeling is that every particular scientific
explanation will be a certain part of thisfield of reality, and
therefore will not clear away the mystery.

K: No, but it clearsit away because | listen to you explaining
everything, and then | say, "Thereis nothing".

Dr B: That isthe main point of distinguishing between truth and
reality, because we could say, in the field of reality we may explain
more and more broadly without limit.

K: That iswhat the present day Communists are doing.

Dr B: Not only the Communists. K: Of course not, I'm taking
that as an example.

Dr B: | think you could say, anything in the field of reality can
be explained, we can penetrate more deeply and broadly, thereis
limitless progress possible. But the essence is not explained.

K: No, | am asking a different question, I'm asking you, in
talking like this, do you have an intimation of that mystery. Being a

scientist, a serious person, perhaps you had an intimation long ago.



In talking now, do you fed it's no longer an intimation but a truth?

Dr B: Yes, it isatruth.

K: Soit's no longer an intimation?

Dr B: | think it's been atruth for some time now. Because it's
implied in what we have been doing here at Brockwood.

K: Yes. You seethere is something interesting: the truth of that
mystery makes the mind completely empty, doesn't it ?it's
completely silent. Or because it is silent, the truth of that mystery
iS.

| don't know if I'm conveying anything. When the mind is
completely silent, not in use, not meditated upon, and because it
has put order inredlity it isfree from that confusion, thereisa
certain silence, the mind is just moving away from confusion.
Realizing that is not silence, not moving away from that realization
but staying with it, means negating that which order has produced.

Dr B: You say, first you produce order. Why isit necessary to
produce the order first and then negate it?

K: To negateis silence.

Dr B: Thisiswhy it hasto take place in that sequence. K:
Because when | remove disorder there is a certain mathematical
order, and as aresult of that order my mind is quiet.

Dr B: You say that is not atrue silence.

K: No. Realizing that is not true silence | negate the false
silence, for the moment. So in the negation of that silence | don't
want any other silence. There is no movement towards greater
silence. Then thistotal silence opens the door to that. That is, when
the mind, with all the confusion, is nothing - not athing - then
perhaps there is the other.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART II CHAPTER 4
1ST PUBLIC TALK BROCKWOOD PARK 6TH
SEPTEMBER 19/5'RIGHT ACTION'

WE MUST ALL be very concerned with what is going on in the
world. The disintegration, the violence, the brutality, the wars and
the dishonesty in high political places. In the face of this
disintegration what is correct action? What is one to do to survive
in freedom and be totally religious? We are using the word
"religious’ not in the orthodox sense, which is not religious. The
meaning of that word is: gathering together all energy to find out
what is the place of thought and where are its limitations and to go
beyond it. That is the true significance and the meaning of that
world "religious’. So what is one to do in this disintegrating,
corrupt, immoral world, as a human being - not an individual,
because there is no such thing as the individual - we are human
beings, we are collective, not individual, we are the result of
various collective influences, forces, conditioning and so on. As
human beings, whether we live in this country, or in Americaor in
Russiaor in India, which is going through terrible times, what is
one to do? What is the correct, right action? To find this out, if one
isat all serious - and | hope we are serious here, otherwise you
wouldn't have come - what is one to do? Isthere an action that is
total, whole, not fragmented, that is both correct and accurate, that
IS compassionate, religious in the sense we are using that word?
This has nothing whatsoever to do with belief, dogma, ritual, or the
conditioning of a certain type of religious enquiry. What isa

human being confronted with this problem to do?



To find an answer, not imaginary, fictitious or pretended, to find
the true, the right answer one must enquire into the whole
movement of thought. Because all our conditioning, all our
activity, al our political, economic, social, moral and religiouslife
is based on thought. Thought has been our chief instrument in all
the fields of life, in al the areas, religious, moral, political,
economic, social, and in personal relationships: | think that isfairly
obvious. Please, if | may point out, we are talking this over
together. We are enquiring into this together, sharing it, your
responsibility isto shareit, not just merely listen to afew ideas,
agree or disagree, but to share it; which means you must give
attention to it, you must care for it, this problem must be serious,
this problem must be something that touches your mind, your
heart, everything in life - otherwise there is no sharing, thereisno
communion, there is no communication except verbally or
intellectually and that has very little value. So we are together
enquiring into this question.

What is the responsibility of thought? - knowing its limitation,
knowing that whatever it doesiswithin alimited area; and in that
limited areais it possible to have correct, accurate response and
action? At what level does one find for oneself, as a human being,
the right action? If it isimaginary, personal, according to an idea, a
concept, or an ideal, it ceases to be correct action. | hope we are
understanding each other. Theideal, the conclusion is still the
movement of thought astime, as measure. And thought has created
al our problems; in our personal relationships, economicaly,
socialy, morally, religioudly, thought has not found an answer.

And we are trying to find out if we can, thismorning - and in the



next two or three talks - what is the action which is whole, non-
traditional, non-mechanistic, which is not a conclusion, a prejudice,
abelief. That is, | want to find out, if | am at all serious, how am |
to act? An action in which there is no pretension, an action that has
Nno regrets, an action that does not breed further problems, an action
that will be whole, complete and answer every issue, whether at the
personal level, or at the most complex social level. | hopethisis
your problem. Unless we solve this problem very deeply, talking
about meditation, about what is God, what is truth and all the rest
of it, has very little meaning. One must lay the foundation,
otherwise one cannot go very far. One must begin as close as
possible to go very far, and the nearnessis you, as a human being
living in this monstrous, corrupt society. And one must find for
oneself an action that is whole, non-fragmented, because the world
IS becoming more and more dangerousto livein, it is becoming a
desert and each one of us hasto be an oasis. To bring about that -
not an isolated existence - but atotal human existence, our enquiry
isinto the problem of action.

Can thought solve our problems, thought being the response of
memory, experience and knowledge? Memory is a material
process; thought is material and chemical - the scientists agree
about this. And the things that thought has created in the world and
in ourselvesisthe world of reality, the world of things. Reality
means the thing that exists. And to find out what truth is one must
be very clear where the limitations of reality are, and not let it flow
into the world that is not real.

One observesin the world and in oneself, thought has created

an extraordinary complex problem of existence. Thought has



created the centre asthe "me" and the "you". And from that centre
we act. Please look at it, observeit, you will seeit for yourself; you
are not accepting something the speaker is talking about, don't
accept anything. Y ou know, when one begins to doubt everything,
then from that doubt, from that uncertainty grows certainty, clarity;
but if you start with imagination, belief, and live within that area
you will end up always doubting. Here we are trying to investigate,
enquire, look into things that are very close to us. which is our
daily life, with al its misery, conflict, pain, suffering, love and
anxiety, greed, envy, al that.

Aswe said, thought has created the "me", and so thought in
itself being fragmentary makes the me into a fragment. When you
say "I", "me", "I want, | don't want, | am this, | am not that", itis
the result of thought. And thought itself being fragmentary, thought
is never the whole, so what it has created becomes fragmentary.
"My world", "my religion", "my belief", "my country", "my god"
and yours, so it becomes fragmentary. Thought intrinsically isa
process of time, measure, and therefore fragmentary. | wonder if
you see this? If you see this once very clearly, then we will be able
to find out what is action, a correct, accurate action in which there
IS No imagination, no pretension, nothing but the actual.

We are trying to find out what is action that is whole, that is not
fragmentary, that is not caught in the movement of time, not
traditional and therefore mechanical. One wantsto live alife
without conflict and live in a society that doesn't destroy freedom,
and yet survive. As the societies and governments throughout the
world are becoming more and more centralised, more and more

bureaucratic, our freedom is getting less and less. Freedom is not



what one likes to do, what one wantsto do, that is not freedom.
Freedom means something entirely different. it means freedom
from this constant battle, constant anxiety, uncertainty, suffering,
pain, all the things that thought has created in us.

Now isthere an action which is not based on the mechanical
process of memory, on arepetition of an experience and therefore a
continuing in the movement of time as past, present and future? Is
there an action that is not conditioned by environment? Y ou know
the Marxists say that if you control the environment then you will
change man, and that has been tried and man has not changed. Man
remains primitive, vulgar, cruel, brutal, violent and all the rest of it,
though they are controlling the environment. And there are those
who say don't bother about the environment, but believe in some
divinity and that will guide you; and that divinity is the projection
of thought. So we are back again in the same field. Realizing all
thiswhat is a human being to do?

Can thought, which isamaterial, a chemical process, athing,
which has created all this structure, can that very thought solve our
problems? One must very carefully, dill - gently, find out what are
the limitations of thought. And can thought itself realize its
limitation and therefore not spill over into the realm which thought
can never touch? Thought has created the technological world, and
thought has also created the division between "you" and "me".
Thought has created the image of you and the "me" and these
images separate each one of us. Thought can only function in
duality, in opposites, and therefore al reactionisadivisive
process, a separative process. And thought has created division

between human beings, nationalities, religious beliefs, dogmas,



political differences, opinions, conclusions, al that isthe result of
thought. Thought has also created the division between you and me
as form and name; and thought has created the centre which isthe
"me" as opposed to you, therefore there is a division between you
and me. Thought has created this whole structure of social
behaviour, which is essentially based on tradition, whichis
mechanical. Thought has also created the religious world, the
Christian, the Buddhist, the Hindu, the Mudlim, with al the
divisions, all the practices, all the innumerable gurus that are
springing up like mushrooms. And thought has created what it
considersislove. Is compassion the result of "love", the result of
thought? That is our problem, those are al our problems.

Y et we are trying to solve al these problems through thought.
Can thought see itself as the mischief maker, seeitself asa
necessary instrument in the creation of a society which is not
immoral ? Can thought be aware of itself? Please do follow this.
Can your thought become conscious of itself? And if it does, is that
consciousness part of thought? One can be aware of the activities
of thought, and one can choose between those activities as good
and bad, worthwhile and not worthwhile, but the choiceis still the
result of thought. And therefore it is perpetuating conflict and
duality. Can thought be attentive to its own movements? Or is there
an entity outside the field of thought which directs thought? | can
say | am aware of my thoughts, | know what | am thinking, but that
entity which says, "I know what | am thinking", that "I" isthe
product of thought. And that entity then begins to control,
subjugate, or rationalize thinking. So there is an entity, we say,
which is different from thought: but it is essentially thought. What



we are trying to explain is: thought is tremendoudly limited, it
plays all kinds of tricks, it imagines, it createsit.

So our problem then is : can thought realize for itself whereitis
essential to operate, where it is accurate in its operation, and yet
totally limited in every other direction? That means, one hasto go
into this question of human consciousness. This sounds very
philosophical, very complicated, but it isn't. Philosophy means the
love of truth, not love of words, not love of ideas, not love of
gpeculations, but the love of truth. And that means you have to find
out for yourself where reality is and that reality cannot become
truth. Y ou cannot go through reality to come to truth. Y ou must
understand the limitations of reality, which is the whole process of
thought. Y ou know, when you look into yourself, knowing your
consciousness, why you think, what your motives are, what your
purposes are, your beliefs, your intentions, your pretensions, what
your imaginations are, all that is your consciousness,; and that
consciousness essentially is the consciousness of the world. Please
do see this. Y our consciousness is not radically different from the
consciousness of a Muslim, aHindu, or anybody else, because
your consciousness isfilled with anxiety, hope, fear, pleasure,
suffering, greed, envy, competition; that is cons- ciousness. Y our
beliefs and your gods, everything isin that consciousness. The
content of that makes up your consciousness, and the content of
that is thought - thought that has filled consciousness with the
thingsit has created. Look into yourself and you will see how
extraordinary obviousit is.

And from this content, which is conditioned, which is the

tradition, which is the result of thought, we are trying to find away



to act within that area - within that area of consciousness which
thought has filled with the things of thought. And one asks: if
thought cannot solve al our human problems - other than
technologica or mathematical problems - then how can it limit
itself and not enter into the field of the psyche, into the field of the
Spirit? - we can use that word for the moment. Aslong aswe
function within that area we must always suffer, there must always
be disorder, there must always be fear and anxiety. So my question
Is: can |, can a human being bring about order in the world of
reality? And when thought has established order in the world of
reality, then it will realize its own tremendous limitations. | wonder
if you see this? Welivein aworld of disorder, not only outwardly
but inwardly. And we have not been able to solve this disorder. We
try everything - meditation, drugs, accepting authority, denying
authority, pursuing freedom and denying freedom - we have done
everything possible to bring about order - through compulsion,
through fear - but we still livein disorder. And a disordered mind
isnow trying to find out if there is a correct action - you follow? A
disordered mind istrying to find out if there is aright, accurate,
correct action. And it will find an action which isincorrect,
disorderly, not whole. Therefore in the world of reality in which
we live we must bring about order. | wonder if you see this?

Order is not the acceptance of authority. Order is not what one
wants to do. Order is not something according to a blueprint. Order
must be something highly mathematical, the greatest mathematical
order isthe total denial of disorder, and so within oneself, within
the human being. Can you look at your disorder, be aware of it, not

choosing particular forms of disorder, accepting some and denying



others, but see the whole disorder? Disorder implies conflict, self-
centred activity, the acceptance of a conclusion and living
according to that conclusion, the ideal and the pursuit of the ideal
which denies the actual; can you totally deny all that? It is only
when you deny totally all that, that there is order, the order that is
not created by thought in the world of reality. Y ou understand? We
are separating reality and truth. We say reality is everything that
thought has created; and in that area, in that field, thereis total
disorder, except in the world of technology. In that field human
beings live in complete disorder and this disorder is brought about,
as we have explained, by conflict, by the pursuit of pleasure, fear,
suffering, all that. Can you become aware of al that and totally
deny it - walk away from it? Out of that comes order in the world
of reality.

In that world of reality behaviour is something entirely
different. When you have denied all that, denied the "me", which is
the product of thought, which creates the division, the thought that
has created the "me" and the super-conscious, all the imaginations,
the pretensions, the anxieties, the acceptance and the denial. That is
the content which is so traditional; to deny that tradition is to have
order. Then we can go into the question of what truth is, not
before; otherwise it becomes pretentious, hypocritical, nonsensical.
In that one has to understand the whole question of fear, how
human beings live in fear, and that fear is now becoming more and
more acute, because the world is becoming so dangerous a place,
where tyrannies are increasing, political tyrannies, bureaucratic
tyrannies, denying freedom for the mind to understand, to enquire.

So can we as human beings, living in this disorderly,



disintegrating world, become actually, not in theory or
imagination, an oasis in aworld that is becoming adesert? Thisis
really avery serious question. And can we human beings educate
ourselvestotally differently? We can do that only if we understand
the nature and the movement of thought as time, which means
really understanding oneself as a human being. To look at
ourselves not according to some psychologist, but to look at
ourselves actually as we are and discover how disorderly alife we
lead - alife of uncertainty, alife of pain, living on conclusions,
beliefs, memories. And becoming aware of it, that very awareness
washes away aU this.

For the rest of this morning can we talk over together, by
guestion and enquiry, what we have talked about? Please, you are
asking questions not of me, not of the speaker. We are asking
guestions of ourselves, saying it aloud so that we can all | share it
because your problem is the problem of everybody share. Y our
problem is the problem of the world, you are the world. | don't
think we realize that. Y ou are actually in the world, in the very
deepest essence - your manners, your dress, your hame and your
form may be different - but essentially, deep down, you are the
world, you have created the world and the world is you. So if you
ask a question you are asking it for the whole of mankind. | don't
know if you see that? - which doesn't mean that you mustn't ask
guestions, on the contrary. Questioning then becomes avery
serious matter, not a glib question and a glib answer, some
momentary question and forget it till another day. If you ask, ask
about areally human problem.

Questioner: Did you say that by walking away from the disorder



of traditions we create order? Is that what you meant ?

Krishnamurti: Yes, that is what | meant. Now just a minute, that
needs a great deal of explanation of what you mean by tradition,
what you mean by walking away, what you mean by order. Q: In
addition to that question, the seeing of this disorder already implies
that the “see-er' has gone, that you have walked away.

K: There are three thingsinvolved in this: order, walking away,
and the observation of disorder. Walking away from disorder, the
very act of moving away from it, is order. Now first, how do you
observe disorder? How do you observe disorder in yourself? Are
you looking at it as an outsider looking in, as something separate
and there is therefore adivision, you and the thing which you are
observing? Or are you looking at it, if | may ask, not as an outsider,
without the outsider, without the observer who says, "l am
disorderly"? Let us put it round the other way. When you look at
something, those trees and that house, there is a space between you
and that tree and that house. The space is the distance and you must
have a certain distance to ook, to observe. If you are too close you
don't see the whole thing. So if you are an observer looking at
disorder, there is a space between you and that disorder. Then the
problem arises, how to cover that space, how to control that
disorder, how to rationalize the disorder, how to suppressit, or
whatever you do. But if there is no space you are that disorder. |
wonder if you see that?

Q: How can | walk away from it?

K: | am going to show it to you; | am going to go into that. Y ou
understand my question?

When you observe your wife, your husband, aboy or agirl -



nowadays they don't marry - or your friend, how do you observe
him or her? Watch it please. Go into it, it isvery ssimple. Do you
observe directly, or do you observe that person through an image,
through a screen, from a distance? Obvioudly, if you havelived
with a person - it doesn't matter if it'sfor aday or ten years - there
IS an image, adistance. Y ou are separate from her or him. And
when you observe dis- order you have an image of what order is;
or an image which says, "this disorder is ugly". So you are looking
at that disorder from a distance, which istime, which is tradition,
which isthe past. And is that distance created by thought? Or does
this distance actually exist? When you say, "l am angry", is anger
different from you? No, so you are anger. Y ou are disorderly: not
you separate from disorder. | think that is clear.

So you are that disorder. Any movement - please follow this -
any movement of thought away from that disorder is still disorder.
Because that disorder is created by thought. That disorder isthe
result of your self-centred activity, the centre that says, "l am
different from somebody else" and so on. All that produces
disorder. Now can you observe that disorder without the observer?

Q: Then you will find in yourself what you are criticizing in the
other?

K: No, no. | am not talking about criticizing the others. That has
very little meaning criticizing others.

Q: No, what you found in the other, you will find it in yourself.

K: No, madam. The other is me; essentially the other isme. He
has his anxieties, hisfears, his hopes, his despairs, his suffering, his
pain, hisloneliness, his misery, hislack of love and all the rest of

it; that man or women is me. If that is clear, then | am not



criticizing another, | am aware of myself in the other.

Q: That iswhat | meant.

K: Good. So is there an observation without the past, the past
being the observer? Can you look at me, or ook at another, without
al the memories, all the chicanery, all the things that go on - just
look? Can you look at your husband, wife and so on, without a
single image? Can you look at another without the whole past
springing up? Y ou do, when there is an absolute crisis. When there
Is atremendous challenge you do look that way. But we live such
sloppy lives, we are not serious, we don't work.

Q: How can you live permanently at crisis pitch?

K: I'll answer that question, sir, after we have finished this.

So the walking away from it isto be totally involved in that
which you observe. And when | observe this disorder without all
the reactions, the memories, the things that crop up in one's mind,
then in that total observation, that very total observation is order. |
wonder if you see this? Which raises the question, have you ever
looked at anything totally? Have you looked at your political
leaders, your religious beliefs, your conclusions, the whole thing
on which we live, which is thought, have you looked at it
completely? And to look at it completely means no division
between you and that which looks. | can look at a mountain and the
beauty of it, the line of it, the shadows, the depth, the dignity, the
marvellous isolation and beauty of it, and it is not a process of
identification. | cannot become the mountain, thank God! That is a
trick of the imagination. But when | observe without the word
"mountain”, | seethereis aperception of that beauty entirely. A

passion comes out of that. And can | observe another, my wife,



friend, child, whoever it is, can | observe totally? That means can |
observe without the observer who is the past? Which means
observation implies total perception. Thereis only perception, not
the perceiver. Then thereis order.

Q: If thereis only perception and no perceiver, what is it that
looks? If | seethat | am disorder, what isit that seesit?

K: Now gointoit, sir. Disorder isalarge word, let us ook at it.
When you see that you are violent and that violence is not different
from you, that you are that violence - what takes place? Let us|ook
at it round the other way.

What takes place when you are not the violence? Y ou say
violence is different from "me", what happens then? In that thereis
division, in that thereistrying to control violence, in that thereisa
projection of a state of non-violence, the ideal, and conformity to
that ideal; therefore further conflict, and so on. So when thereisa
division between the observer and the observed, the sequenceisa
continuous conflict in different varieties and shapes; but when the
observer isthe observed, that is when the observer says, "I am
violent, the violence is not separate from ‘me"', then atotally
different kind of activity takes place. Thereis no conflict, thereis
no rationalization, there is no suppression, control, there is no non-
violence as an idedl: you are that. Then what takes place? | don't
know if you have ever gone into this question.

Q: Then what is"you"? One cannot speak without "you".

K: No, madam, that is away of speaking. Look, please. Y ou see
the difference between the observer and the observed. When there
is a difference between the observer and the observed there must

be conflict in various forms because there is division. When there



isapolitical division, when there isanational division there must
be conflict; asis going on in the world. Where thereis division
there must be conflict; that is law. And when the observer isthe
observed, when violence is not separate from the observer, then a
totally different action takes place. The word "violence" is already
condemnatory; it isaword we use in order to strengthen violence,
though we may not want to, we strengthen it by using that word,
don't we? So the naming of that feeling is part of our tradition. If
you don't name it then there is atotally different response. And
because you don't name it, because there is no observer different
from the observed, then the feeling that arises, which you call
violence, is non-existent. You try it and you will seeit. You can
only act when you test it. But mere agreement is not testing it. Y ou
have to act and find out. The next question was about challenge.
Must we always live with challenge?

Q: | sad crisis.

K: Crigis, it isthe same thing. Aren't you living in crisis? There
isapolitical crisisin this country, an economic crisis, crisiswith
your wife or your husband; crisis means division, doesn't it? Which
means crisis apparently becomes necessary for those people who
live in darkness, who are asleep. If you had no crisis you would all
go to sleep. And that is what we want - "For God's sake leave me
alone!” - to wallow in my own little pond, or whatever it is. But
crisiscomes al the time.

Now amuch deeper questionis: isit possible to live without a
single crisis and keep totally awake? Y ou understand? Crisis,
challenge, shock, disturbance exist when the mind is sluggish,

traditional, repetitive, unclear. Can the mind become completely



clear, and therefore to such amind there is no challenge? Is that
possible?

That means, we have to go deeper still. We live on experiences
to change our minds, to further our minds, to enlarge our minds;
experiences, we think will create, will open the door to clarity. And
we think a man who has no experience is asleep, or dull or stupid.
A man who has no experience, but is fully awake, has an innocent
mind, therefore he sees clearly. Now isthat possible? Don't say yes
or no.

Q: When you say he has no experience, do you mean in the
sense that he isignorant of basic life?

K: No, no. Sir, look. We are conditioned by the society in which
we live, by the food we eat, clothes, climate. We are conditioned
by the culture, by the literature, by the newspapers, our mind is
shaped by everything, consciously, or unconsciously. When you
call yourself a Christian, a Buddhist, or whatever it is, that is your
conditioning. And we move from one conditioning to another. |
don't like Hinduism so | jump into Christianity, or into something
else. If | don't like one guru | just follow another guru. So we are
conditioned. Isit possible to uncondition the mind so that it is
totally free? That meansisit possible to be aware of your total
conditioning - not choose which conditionings you like, but total
conditioning, which is only possible when there is no choice and
when there is no observer. To see the whole of that conditioning,
which is at both the conscious level aswell as at the unconscious
level, the totality of it! And you can see the totality of something
only when there is no distance between you and that - the distance

created as movement of thought, time. Then you see the whole of



it. And when there is a perception of the whole, then the
unconditioning comes into being. But we don't want to work at that
kind of thing. We want the easiest way with everything. That is
why we like gurus. The priest, the politician, the authority, the
speciaist, they know, but we don't know; they will tell us what to
do, which is our traditional acceptance of authority.

Q: A question about true action. Actually, aswe are, every
action is a self-centred activity. So when you see that, you are
afraid to act because everything has no significance. That isa
reality, there is no choice or imagination. Y ou are facing aterrible
void and you...

K: | understand the question...

Q: Even material activity.

K: When there is an observation and you see you can't do
anything, then you say thereisavoid. just hold on to that sentence,
to that phrase. There is an observation, you realize you can't do
anything and therefore thereisavoid. Isthat so? When | seethat |
have been able to do something before, there was no void. You
understand? | could do something about it, join the Libera Party,
become a neurotic or whatever it is- sorry! (Laughter). Before |
could do something and | thought by doing something there was no
void. Because | had filled the void by doing something, whichis
running away from that void, that loneliness, that extraordinary
sense of isolation. And now when | see the falseness of this doing,
a doing about something - which doesn't give a significance or an
answer - then | say to myself, "I observe that | am the observer, and
| am left naked, stark naked, void. | can't do anything. Thereisno

significance to existence." Before, you gave significance to



existence, which is the significance created by thought, by aU
kinds of imaginings, hope and all the rest of it, and suddenly you
realize that thought doesn't solve the problems and you see no
meaning in life, no significance. So you want to give significance
to life - you understand? Y ou want to giveit. (Laughter). No, don't
laugh, thisis what we are doing. Living itself has no meaning for
most of us now. When we are young we say, "Well at least I'll be
happy" - sex and all the rest of it. Aswe grow older we say, "My
God, it issuch an empty life", and you fill that emptiness with
literature, with knowledge, with beliefs, dogmas, ritual, opinions,
judgements, and you think that has tremendous significance. Y ou
have filled it with words, nothing else but words. Now when you
strip yourself of words you say, "l am empty, void".

Q: These are still words.

K: Still words, that iswhat | am saying. Still words. So when
you see that thought has created what you considered to be
significance, now when you see the limitation of thought, and that
what it has created has no significance, you are left empty, void,
naked. Why? Aren't you still seeking something? Isn't thought still
in operation? When you say, | have no significance, thereis no
significance to life", it is thought that has made you say thereisno
significance, because you want significance. But when thereis no
movement of thought, lifeisfull of significance. It has tremendous
beauty. Y ou don't know of this. Q: Thought is afraid not to think.

K: So thought is afraid not to think. We will go into that
tomorrow: the whole problem of thought creating fear and toying
to give significance to life. If one actually examines one's life,

thereis very little meaning, is there? Y ou have pleasant memories



or unpleasant memories, which isin the past, dead, gone, but you
hold on to them. Thereisall thisfear of death. Y ou have worked
and worked and worked - God knows why - and there is that thing
waiting for you. And you say, "Isthat all?' So we have to go into

this question of the movement of thought as time and measure.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART Il CHAPTER 5
2ND PUBLIC TALK BROCKWOOD PARK 7TH
SEPTEMBER 19/5'THE PROBLEM OF FEAR'

WE MUST BE seriousin facing what we haveto do in life, with
al the problems, miseries, confusion, violence and suffering. Only
those live who are really ernest, but the others fritter their life away
and waste their existence. We were going to consider this morning
the whole complex problem of fear.

The human mind has lived so long, so many centuries upon
centuries, putting up with fear, escaping from it, trying to
rationalize it, trying to forget it, or completely identifying with
something that is not fear - we have tried all these methods. And
oneasksif itisat al possible to be free totally, completely of fear,
psychologically and from that physiologically. We are going to
discussthis, talk it over together, and find out for ourselvesif it is
at all possible.

First, we must consider energy, the quality of energy, the types
of energy, and the question of desire; and whether we have
sufficient energy to delve deeply into this question. We know the
energy and friction of thought; it has created most extraordinary
things in the world technologically. But psychologically we don't
seem to have that deep energy, drive, interest to penetrate
profoundly into this question of fear.

We have to understand this question of thought bringing about
its own energy and therefore afragmentary energy, an energy
through friction, through conflict. That is all we know: the energy

of thought, the energy that comes through contradiction, through



opposition in duality, the energy of friction. All that isin the world
of redlity, reality being the things with which we live daily, both
psychologically and intellectually and so on.

| hope we can communicate with each other. Communication
implies not only verbal understanding, but actually sharing what is
being said, otherwise there is no communion. Thereisnot only a
verbal communication but acommunion which is non-verbal. But
to come to that non-verbal communion, one must understand very
deeply whether it is possible to communicate with each other at a
verbal level, which means that both of us share the meaning of the
words, have the same interest, the same intensity, at the same level,
so that we can proceed step by step. That requires energy. And that
energy can come into being only when we understand the energy
of thought and itsfriction, in which we are caught. If you
investigate into yourself you will see that what we know, or
experience, isthe friction of thought in its achievement, inits
desires, inits purposes - the striving, the struggle, the com.
petition. All that isinvolved in the energy of thought.

Now we are asking if thereis any other kind of energy, whichis
not mechanistic, not traditional, non-contradictory, and therefore
without the tension that creates energy. To find that out, whether
there is another kind of energy, not imagined, not fantastic, not
superstitious, we have to go into the question of desire.

Desireisthe want of something, isn't it? That is one fragment of
desire. Then thereis the longing for something, whether it be
sexual longing or psychological longing, or so-called spiritual
longing. And how does this desire arise? Desire is the want of

something, the lack of something, missing something; then the



longing for it, either imaginatively, or actual want, like hunger; and
there is the problem of how desire arisesin one. Because, in
coming face to face with fear, we have to understand desire - not
the denial of desire, but insight into desire. Desire may be the root
of fear. The religious monks throughout the world have denied
desire, they have resisted desire, they have identified that desire
with their gods, with their saviours, with their jesus, and so on. But
it isstill desire. And without the full penetration into that desire,
without having an insight into it, one's mind cannot possibly be
free from fear.

We need adifferent kind of energy, not the mechanistic energy
of thought, because that has not solved any of our problems; on the
contrary, it has made them much more complex, more vast,
impossible to solve. So we must find a different kind of energy,
whether that energy is related to thought or is independent of
thought, and in enquiring into that one must go into the question of
desire. You are following this? - not somebody else's desire, but
your own desire. Now how does desire arise? One can see that this
movement of desire takes place through perception, then sensation,
contact and so desire. One sees something beautiful, the contact of
it, visual and physical, sensory, then sensation, then from that the
feeling of thelack of it. And from that desire. That isfairly clear.

Why does the mind, the whole sensory organism, lack? Why is
there this feeling of lacking something, of wanting something? |
hope you are giving sufficient attention to what is being said,
becauseit isyour life. Y ou are not merely listening to words, or
ideas, or formulas, but actually sharing in the investigating process

so that we are together walking in the same direction, at the same



speed, with the same intensity, at the same level. Otherwise we
shan't meet each other. That is part of love also. Loveis that
communication with each other, at the same level, at the same
time, with the same intensity.

So why isthere the sense of lacking or wanting in oneself? | do
not know if you have ever gone into this question at all’? Why the
human mind, or human beings, are always after something - apart
from technological knowledge, apart from learning languages and
so on and so on, why is there this sense of wanting, lacking,
pursuing something all the time? - which is the movement of
desire, which is also the movement of thought in time, astime and
measure. All that isinvolved.

We are asking, why thereis this sense of want. Why there is not
a sense of complete self-sufficiency? Why isthere this longing for
something in order to fulfil or to cover up something? Isit because
for most of usthereis a sense of emptiness, loneliness, a sense of
void? Physiologically we need food, clothes and shelter, that one
must have. But that is denied when thereis political, religious,
economic division, nationalistic division, which is the curse of this
world, which has been invented by the Western world, it did not
exist in the Eastern world, this spirit of nationality; it has come
recently into being there too, this poison. And when thereis
division between peoples, between nationalities and between
beliefs, dogmas, security for everybody becomes almost
impossible. The tyrannical world of dictatorship istrying to
provide that, food for everybody, but it cannot achieve it. We know
all that, we can move from that. So what is it that we lack?

Knowledge? - knowledge being the accumulation of experience,



psychological, scientific and in other directions, which is
knowledge in the past. Knowledge is the past. Is this what we
want? Is thiswhat we miss? Is this what we are educated for, to
gather al the knowledge we can possibly have, to act skilfully in
the technological world? Or is there a sense of lack, want,
psychologically, inwardly? Which means you will try to fill that
inward emptiness, that lack, through or with experience, which is
the accumulated knowledge. So you are trying to fill that
emptiness, that void, that sense of immense loneliness, with
something which thought has created. Therefore desire arises from
thisurgeto fill that emptiness. After all, when you are seeking
enlightenment, or self-realization as the Hindus call it, itisaform
of desire. This sense of ignorance will be wiped away, or put aside,
or dissipated by acquiring tremendous knowledge, enlightenment.
It is never the process of investigating "what is", but rather of
acquiring; not actually looking at "what is', but inviting something
which might be, or hopeful of a greater experience, greater
knowledge. So we are always avoiding "what is'. And the "what
IS' is created by thought. My loneliness, emptiness, sorrow, pain,
suffering, anxiety, fear, that is actually "what is'. And thought is
incapable of facing it and tries to move away from it.

So in the understanding of desire - that is perception, seeing,
contact, sensation, and the want of that which you have not, and so
desire, the longing for it - that involves the whole process of time. |
have not, but | will have. And when | do have it is measured by
what you have. So desire is the movement of thought in time as
measure. Please don't just agree with me. | am not interested in

doing propaganda. | don't care if you are here or not here, if you



listen or don't listen. But asitisyour life, asit is so urgently
important that we be deadly serious - the world is disintegrating -
you have to understand this question of desire, energy, and the
enquiry into adifferent kind of non-mechanical energy. And to
come to that you must understand fear. That is, does desire create
fear? We are going to enquire together into this question of fear,
what isfear? Y ou may say, "Well let's forget about energy and
desire and please help me to get rid of my fear" - that istoo silly,
they are al related. Y ou can't take one thing and approach it that
way. Y ou must take the whole packet.

So what isfear, how doesit arise? Isthere afear at one level
and not at another level? Isthere fear at the conscious level or at
the unconscious level? Or is there afear totally? Now how does
fear arise? Why does it exist in human beings? And human beings
have put up with it for generations upon generations, they live with
it. Fear distorts action, distorts clear perceptive thinking, objective
efficient thinking, which is necessary, logical sane healthy
thinking. Fear darkens our lives. | do not know if you have noticed
it? If there isthe dightest fear there is a contraction of al our
senses. And most of uslive, in whatever relationship we have, in
that peculiar form of fear.

Our question is, whether the mind and our whole being can ever
be free completely of fear. Education, society, governments,
religions have encouraged this fear; religions are based on fear.
And fear aso is cultivated through the worship of authority - the
authority of abook, the authority of the priest, the authority of
those who know and so on. We are carefully nurtured in fear. And
we are asking whether it is at al possible to be totally free of it. So



we have to find out what is fear. Isit the want of something? -
which isdesire, longing. Isit the uncertainty of tomorrow? Or the
pain and the suffering of yesterday? Isit this division between you
and me, in which thereis no relationship at all? Isit that centre
which thought has created as the "me" - the me being the form, the
name, the attributes - fear of loosing that "me"? Is that one of the
causes of fear? Or isit the remembrance of something past,
pleasant, happy, and the fear of losing it? Or the fear of suffering,
physiologically and psychologically? | s there a centre from which
all fear springs? - like atree, though it has got a hundred branches
it has a solid trunk and roots, and it is no good merely pruning the
branches. So we have to go to the very root of fear. Because if you
can betotally free of fear, then heaven is with you.

What isthe root of it?Isit time? Please we are investigating,
guestioning, we are not theorizing, we are not coming to any
conclusion, because there is nothing to conclude. The moment you
see the root of it, actually, with your eyes, with your feeling, with
your heart, with your mind - actually seeit - then you can deal with
it; that isif you are serious. We are asking: isit time? - time being
not only chronological time by the watch, as yesterday, today and
tomorrow, but also psychological time, the remembrance of
yesterday, the pleasures of yesterday, and the pains, the grief, the
anxieties of yesterday. We are asking whether the root of fear is
time. Time to fulfil, time to become, time to achieve, timeto
realize God, or whatever you like to call it. Psychologically, what
istime? Isthere such athing - please listen - as psychological time
at all? Or have we invented psychological time? Psychologically is

there tomorrow? If one says there is no time psychologically as



tomorrow, it will be a great shock to you, won't it? Because you
say, "Tomorrow | shall be happy; tomorrow | will achieve
something; tomorrow | will become the executive of some
business; tomorrow | will become the enlightened one; tomorrow
the guru promises something and I'll achieveit". To ustomorrow is
tremendously important. And is there atomorrow psychologically?
We have accepted it: that is our whole traditional education, that
there is atomorrow. And when you look psychologicaly,
investigate into yourself, is there atomorrow? Or has thought,
being fragmentary in itself, projected the tomorrow? Please, we
will go into this, it is very important to understand.

One suffers physically, thereisagreat deal of pain. And the
remembrance of that pain is marked, is an experience which the
brain contains and therefore there is the remembrance of that pain.
And thought says, "I hope | never have that pain again: that is
tomorrow. There has been great pleasure yesterday, sexual or
whatever kind of pleasure one has, and thought says, "Tomorrow |
must have that pleasure again”. Y ou have a great experience - at
least you think it is agreat experience - and it has become a
memory; and you realize it isamemory yet you pursue it
tomorrow. So thought is movement in time. Is the root of fear
time? - time as comcomparison with you, "me" more important
than you, "me" that is going to achieve something, become
something, get rid of something.

So thought as time, thought as becoming, is the root of fear. We
have said that time is necessary to learn alanguage, timeis
necessary to learn any technique. And we think we can apply the

same process to psychological existence. | need several weeksto



learn alanguage, and | say in order to learn about myself, what |
am, what | have to achieve, | need time. We are questioning the
whole of that. Whether thereistime at all psychologically,
actually; or isit an invention of thought and therefore fear arises?
That is our problem; and consciously we have divided
consciousness into the conscious and the hidden. Again division by
thought. And we say, "l may be able to get rid of conscious fears,
but it is almost impossible to be free of the unconscious fears with
their deep rootsin the unconscious'. We say that it is much more
difficult to be free of unconscious fears, that isthe racial fears, the
family fears, the tribal fears, the fears that are deeply rooted,
instinctive. We have divided consciousness into two levels and
then we ask: how can a human being delve into the unconscious?
Having divided it then we ask this question.

It issaid it can be done through careful analysis of the various
hidden fears, through dreams. That is the fashion. We never |ook
into the whole process of analysis, whether it be self-introspective,
or professional. In analysisisimplied the analyser and the
analysed. Who is the analyser? Is he different from the analysed, or
is the analyser the analysed? And therefore it is utterly futile to
anayse. | wonder if you see that? If the analyser isthe analysed,
then there is only observation, not analysis. But the analyser as
different from the analysed - that iswhat you all accept, all the
professionals, all the people who are trying to improve themselves
- God forbid! - they all accept that there is adivision between the
analysed and the analyser. But the analyser is afragment of
thought which has created that thing to be analysed. | wonder if

you follow this? So in analysisis implied adivision and that



division implies time. And you have to keep on analysing until you
die.

So where analysisistotally false - | am using the word "false"
in the sense of incorrect, having no value - then you are only
concerned with observation. To observe! - we have to understand
what is observation. Y ou are following all this? We started out by
enquiring if thereisadifferent kind of energy. | am sorry we must
go back so that it isin your mind - not in your memory, then you
could read a book and repeat it to yourself, which is nothing. So we
are concerned with, or enquiring into energy. We know the energy
of thought which is mechanical, a process of friction, because
thought in its very nature is fragmentary, thought is never the
whole. And we have asked if there is a different kind of energy
altogether and we-are investigating that. And in enquiring into that
we see the whole movement of desire. Desire is the state of
wanting something, longing for something. And that desireisa
movement of thought as time and measure: "l have had this, and |
must have more". And we said in the understanding of fear, the
root of fear may be time as movement. If you go into it you will
seethat it istheroot of it: that isthe actual fact. Then, isit possible
for the mind to be totally free of fear? For the brain, which has
accumulated knowledge, can only function effectively when there
IS compl ete security - but that security may be in some neurotic
activity, in some belief, in the belief that you are the great nation;
and all belief is neurotic, obviously, because it is not actual. So the
brain can only function effectively, sanely, rationally, when it feels
completely secure, and fear does not give it security. To be free of
that fear, we asked whether analysis is necessary. And we see that



analysis does not solve fear. So when you have an insight into the
process of analysis, you stop analysing. And then thereis only the
guestion of observation, seeing. If you don't analyse, what are you
to do? You can only look. And it is very important to And out how
to look.

What does it mean to look? What does it mean to look at this
guestion of desire as movement in time and measure?

How do you seeit? Do you seeit as an idea, as aformula,
because you have heard the speaker talking about it? Therefore you
abstract what you hear into an idea and pursue that idea - whichis
still looking away from fear. So when you observe, it isvery
important to find out how you observe.

Can you observe your fear without the movement of escaping,
suppressing, rationalizing, or giving it aname? That is, can you
look at fear, your fear or not having a job tomorrow, of not being
loved, a dozen forms of fear, can you look at it without naming,
without the observer? - because the observer is the observed. |
don't know if you follow this? So the observer isfear, not "he" is
observing "fear".

Can you observe without the observer? - the observer being the
past. Then isthere fear? Y ou follow? We have the energy to look
at something as an observer. | look at you and say, "You are a
Christian, aHindu, Buddhist”, whatever you are, or | look at you
saying, "l don't likeyou", or "I like you". If you believe in the same
thing as | believe in you are my friend; if | don't believe the same
thing as you do, you are my enemy. So can you look at another
without all those movements of thought, of remembrance, of hope,
al that, just look? Look at that fear which is the root of time. Then



isthere fear at al? Y ou understand? Y ou will And this out only if
you test it, if you work at it, not just play with it.

Then there is the other form of desire, which not only creates
fear but also pleasure. Desireisaform of pleasure. Pleasureis
different from joy. Pleasure you can cultivate, which the modem
world is doing, sexually and in every form of cultural
encouragement - pleasure, tremendous pleasure and the pursuit of
pleasure. And in the very pursuit of pleasure there must be fear
also, because they are the two sides of the same coin. joy you
cannot invite; if it happens then thought takes charge of it and
remembers it and pursues that joy which you had ayear ago, or
yesterday, and which becomes pleasure. And when thereis
enjoyment - seeing a beautiful sunset, alovely tree, or the deep
shadow of alake - then that enjoyment isregistered in the brain as
memory and the pursuit of that memory is pleasure. Thereisfear,
pleasure, joy. Isit possible - thisis a much more complex problem
- iIsit possible to observe a sunset, the beauty of a person, the
lovely shape of an ancient tree in a solitary field, the enjoyment of
it, the beauty of it - observe it without registering it in the brain,
which then becomes memory, and the pursuit of that tomorrow?
That is, to see something beautiful and end it, not carry it on.

There is another principle in man. Besides fear and pleasure,
there is the principle of suffering. Isthere an end to suffering? We
want suffering to end physically, therefore we take drugs and do all
kinds of yogatricks and all that. But we have never been able to
solve this question of suffering, human suffering, not only of a
particular human being but the suffering of the whole of humanity.

There isyour suffering, and millions and millions of peoplein the



world are suffering, through war, through starvation, through
brutality, through violence, through bombs. And can that suffering
in you as a human being end? Can it cometo an end in you,
because your consciousness is the consciousness of the world, is
the consciousness of every other human being? Y ou may have a
different peripheral behaviour but basicaly, deeply, your
consciousness is the consciousness of every other human being in
the world. Suffering, pleasure, fear, ambition, all that is your
consciousness. So you are the world. And if you are completely
free of fear you affect the consciousness of the world. Do you
understand how extraordinarily important it is that we human
beings change, fundamentally, because that will affect the
consciousness of every other human being? Hitler, Stalin affected
all the consciousness of the world, what the priests have achieved
in the name of somebody has affected the world. So if you as
human beings radically transform, are free of fear, you will
naturally affect the consciousness of the world.

Similarly, when there is freedom from suffering thereis
compassion, not before. Y ou can talk about it, write books about it,
discuss what compassion is, but the ending of sorrow isthe
beginning of compassion. The human mind has put up with
suffering, endless suffering, having your children killed in wars,
and willingness to accept further suffering by future wars.
Suffering through education-modern education to achieve a certain
technologica knowledge and nothing else - that brings great
sorrow. So compassion, which islove, can only come when you
understand fully the depth of suffering and the ending of suffering.

Can that suffering end, not in somebody else, but in you? The



Christians have made a parody of suffering - sorry to use that word
- but it is actually so. The Hindus have made it into an intellectual
affair: what you have donein apast life you are paying for it the
present life, and in the future there will be happinessif you behave
properly now. But they never behave properly now; so they carry
on with this belief which is utterly meaningless. But aman who is
serious is concerned with compassion and with what it means to
love; because without that you can do what you like, build all the
skyscrapers in the world, have marvellous economic conditions
and social behaviour, but without it life becomes a desert.

S0 to understand what it means to live with compassion, you
must understand what suffering is. There is suffering from physical
pain, physical disease, physical accident, which generally affects
the mind, distorts the mind - if you have had physical pain for
sometime it twists your mind; and to be so aware that the physical
pain cannot touch the mind requires tremendous inward awareness.
And apart from the physical, there is suffering of every kind,
suffering in loneliness, suffering when you are not loved, the
longing to be loved and never finding it satisfactory; because we
make love into something to be satisfied, we want love to be
gratified. There is suffering because of death; suffering because
there is never amoment of complete wholeness, a complete sense
of totality, but always living in fragmentation, which is
contradiction, strife, confusion, misery. And to escape from that we
go to temples, and to various forms of entertainment, religious and
non-religious, take drugs, group therapy, and individual therapy.

Y ou know all those tricks we play upon ourselves and upon others

- if you are clever enough to play tricks upon others. So thereis



this immense suffering brought by man against man. We bring
suffering to the animals, we kill them, we eat them, we have
destroyed species after species because our loveis fragmented. We
love God and kill human beings.

Can that end? Can suffering totally end so that there is complete
and whole compassion? Because suffering means, the root
meaning of that word is to have passion - not the Christian passion,
not lust, that is too cheap, easy, but to have compassion, which
means passion for all, for al things, and that can only come when
there istotal freedom from suffering.

Y ou know it isavery complex problem, like fear and pleasure,
they are al interrelated. Can one go into it and see whether the
mind and the brain can ever be free completely of all psychological
suffering, inward suffering. If we don't understand that and are not
free of it we will bring suffering to others, as we have done, though
you believe in God, in Christ, in Buddha, in all kinds of beliefs -
and you have killed men generation after generation. Y ou
understand what we do, what our politicians do in India and here.
Why isit that human beings who think of themselves as
extraordinarily alive and intelligent, why have they allowed
themselves to suffer? There is suffering when there is jeal ousy;
jealousy isaform of hate. And envy is part of our structure, part of
our nature, which isto compare oursel ves with somebody else; and
can you live without comparison? We think that without
comparison we shall not evolve, we shall not grow, we shall not be
somebody. But have you ever tried - really, actually tried - to live
without comparing yourself with anybody? Y ou have read the lives

of saintsand if you are inclined that way, as you get older you



want to become like that; not when you are young, you spit on all
that. But as you are approaching the grave you wake up.

There are different forms of suffering. Can you look at it,
observe it without trying to escape from it? - just remain solidly
with that thing. When my wife - | am not married - runs away from
me, or looks at another man - by law she belongsto me and | hold
her - and when she runs away from me | am jealous; because |
possess, and in possession | feel satisfied, | feel safe; and alsoitis
good to be possessed, that also gives satisfaction. And that
jealousy, that envy, that hatred, can you look at it without any
movement of thought and remain with it? Y ou understand what |
am saying? Jealousy is areaction, areaction which has been named
through memory as jealousy, and | have been educated to run away
from it, to rationalize it, or to indulge in it, and hate with anger and
al therest of it. But without doing any of that, can my mind solidly
remain with it without any movement? Y ou understand what | am
saying? Do it and you will see what happens.

In the same way when you suffer, psychologically, remain with
it completely without a single movement of thought. Then you will
see out of that suffering comes that strange thing called passion.
And if you have no passion of that kind you cannot be creative.
Out of that suffering comes compassion. And that energy differs

totally from the mechanistic energy of thought.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART |II CHAPTER 6
1ST PUBLIC DIALOGUE BROCKWOOD PARK
O9TH SEPTEMBER 1975

Krishnamurti: Thisisin the nature of a dialogue between two
friends, talking over their problems, who are concerned not only
with their own personal affairs, but also with what is happening in
the world. Being serious, these two friends have the urge to
transform themselves and see what they can do about the world
and all the misery and confusion that is going on. So could we this
morning spend some time together having afriendly conversation,
not trying to be clever, nor opposing one opinion against another
opinion or belief, and together examine earnestly and deeply some
of the problems that we have? In this, communication becomes
rather important; and any one question is not only personal but
universal. So if that is understood, then what shall we talk over
together this morning?

Questioner: The compilation of your biography has caused
much confusion and quite alot of questions. | have boiled them
downto afew. May | at least hand them over to you.

K: Do you want to discuss the biography written by Mary
L utyens? Do you want to go into that?

Q: No.

K: Thank God! (laughter).

Q(2): Briefly and then finish with it. Q(2): | would propose that
you go into the question of correct and incorrect thinking: that isa
problem. Both kinds of thought, or thinking processes, are
mechanical processes.



K: | see. Can we discuss this? Do you want to talk over the
biography - have many of you read it? Some of you. | was just
looking at it this morning (laughter). Most of it | have forgotten
and if you want to talk over some of the questions that have been
given me, shall we do that briefly?

Basically the question is: what is the relationship between the
present K and the former K? (laughter). | should think very little.
The basic question is, how was it that the boy who was found
there, "discovered" asit was called, how was it that he was not
conditioned at all from the beginning, though he was brought up in
avery orthodox, traditional Brahmin family with its superstitions,
arrogance and extraordinary religious sense of morality and so on?
Why wasn't he conditioned then? And also later during those
periods of the Masters, Initiations and so on - if you have read
about it - why wasn't he conditioned? And what is the relationship
between that person and the present person? Are you really
interested in all this?

Audience: Yes.

K: | am not. The past is dead, buried and gone. | don't know
how to tackle this. One of the questions is about the Masters, as
they are explained not only in Theosophy but in the Hindu tradition
and in the Tibetan tradition, which maintain that thereis a
Bodhisattva; and that he manifests himself and that is called in
Sanskrit Avatar, which means manifestation. This boy was
discovered and prepared for that manifestation. And he went
through all kinds of things. And one question that may be asked is,
must others go through the same process. Christopher Columbus

discovered Americawith sailing boats in dangerous seas and so on,



and must we go through all that to go to America? Y ou understand
my question? It is much simpler to go by air! That is one question.
How that boy was brought up is totally irrelevant; what is relevant
IS the present teaching and nothing else.

Thereisavery ancient tradition about the Bodhisattva that there
IS a state of consciousness, let me put it that way, which isthe
essence of compassion. And when the world is in chaos that
essence of compassion manifestsitself. That isthe whole idea
behind the Avatar and the Bodhisattva. And there are various
gradations, initiations, various Masters and so on, and aso thereis
the idea that when he manifests al the others keep quiet. Y ou
understand? And that essence of compassion has manifested at
other times. What isimportant in al this, if one may talk about it
briefly, is: can the mind passing through all kinds of experiences,
either imagined or real - because truth has nothing to do with
experience, one cannot possibly experience truth, it is there, you
can't experience it - but going through all those various imagined,
illusory, or real states, can the mind be left unconditioned? The
guestion is, can the mind be unconditioned always, not only in
childhood. | wonder if you understand this question? That is the
underlying problem or issue in this.

So aswe say, al that isirrelevant. | do not know if you know
anything about the ancient tradition of Indiaand Tibet and of
China and Japan, about the awakening of certain energy, called
Kundalini. There are now all over America, and in Europe, various
groups trying to awaken their little energy called Kundalini. Y ou
have heard about all this, haven't you? And there are groups

practising it. | saw one group on television where a man was



teaching them how to awaken Kundalini, that energy, doing all
kinds of tricks with all kinds of words and gestures - which all
becomes so utterly meaningless and absurd. And thereis
apparently such an awakening, which | won't go into, because it is
much too complex and probably it is not necessary or relevant. So |
think | have answered this question, haven't 1?

The other question asked was: |s there a non-mechanistic
activity? is there a movement - movement meanstime - isthere a
state of mind, which is not only mechanical but not in the field of
time? That is what the question raised involves. Do you want to
discuss that, or something else? Somebody also sent a written
guestion, "What does it mean to be aware? |s awareness different
from attention? |s awareness to be practised systematically or does
it come about naturally?' That is the question. Are there any other
guestions?

Q(1): Would you go into the question of what it means, finding
one's true will?

Q(2): What is the difference between denia and suppression?

Q(3): When being together with another person | lose al my
awareness,; not when | am alone.

K: Can we discuss awareness, begin with that and explore the
whole thing, including the will of one's own destiny?

Q: What about earnestness and effort?

K: Earnestness and effort, yes. We are now discussing
awareness. Does choice indicate freedom? | choose to belong to
this society or to that society, to that cult, to a particular religion or
not, | choose a particular job - choice. Does choice indicate

freedom? Or does freedom deny choice? Please let ustalk this over



together.

Q: Freedom means that no choice is needed.

K: But we choose, and we think because we have the capacity
to choose that we have freedom. | choose between the Liberal
Party and the Communist party. And in choosing | feel | am free.
Or | choose one particular guru or another, and that gives me a
feeling that | am free. So does choice lead to awareness? Q: No.

K: Go slowly.

Q: Choiceisthe expression of conditioning, isit not?

K: That iswhat | want to find out.

Q: It seemsto me that one either reacts out of habit, or one
responds without thinking.

K: We will cometo that. We will go into what it means to
respond without choice. We are used to choosing; that is our
conditioning.

Q: Likeand didike.

K: All that isimplied in choice. | chose you as my friend, | deny
my friendship to another. One wants to find out if awareness
includes choice. Or is awareness a state of mind, a state of
observation in which there is no choice whatsoever? | s that
possible? One is educated from childhood to choose and that is our
tradition, that is our habit, that is our mechanical, instinctive
reaction. And we think, because we choose there is freedom. What
does awareness mean: to be aware? It implies, doesn't it, not only
physical sensitivity, but also sensitivity to the environment, to
nature, sensitivity to other people's reactions and to my own
reactions. Not, | am sensitive, but to other people | am not

sensitive: that is not sensitivity.



So awareness implies, doesn't it, atotal sensitivity: to colour, to
nature, to all my reactions, how | respond to others, all that is
implied in awareness, isn't it? | am aware of this tent, the shape of
it and so on. One is aware of nature, the world of nature, the beauty
of trees, the silence of the trees, the shape and beauty and the depth
and the solitude of trees. And one is aware also of one's
relationship to others, intimate and not intimate. In that awareness
isthere any kind of choice? - in atotal awareness, neurologically,
physically, psychologically, to everything around one, the
influences, to all the noises and so on. |s one aware? - not only of
one's own beliefs but those of others, the opinions, judgements,
evaluations, the conclusions, al that isimplied - otherwise oneis
not aware. And can you practise awareness by going to a school or
college, or going to a guru who will teach you how to be aware? Is
that awareness? Which means, is sensitivity to be cultivated
through practice?

Q: That becomes selfishness, concentration on oneself.

K: Yes, that is, unlessthere istotal sensitivity, awareness
merely becomes concentration on oneself.

Q: Which excludes awareness.

K: Yes, that isright. But there are so many schools, so many
gurus, so many ashramas, retreats, where this thing is practised.

Q: When itispractised it isjust the old trick again.

K: Thisis so obvious. One goesto India or japan to learn what
it meansto be aware - Zen practice, al that. Or is awareness a
movement of constant observation? Not only what | feel, what |
think, but what other people say about me - to listen, if they say it

in front of me - and to be aware of nature, of what isgoing on in



the world. That istotal awareness. Obvioudly it can't be practised.

Q: It isanon-movement, isn't it?

K: No, it ismovement in the sense of, "alive".

Q: It isaparticipation.

K: Participation implies action. If there is action through choice,
that is one kind of action; if thereis an action of total awareness,
that is atotally different kind of action, "being aware"? Y ou
understand? To be aware of the people around one, the colour,
their attitudes, their walk, the way they eat, the way they think -
without indulging in judgement.

Q: Isit something to do with motive? If you have a motive...

K: Of course. Motive comes into being when there is choice;
that isimplied. When | have a motive then choice takes place. |
chose you because | like you, or you flatter me, or you give me
something or other; another doesn't, therefore there is choice and
so on. So isthis possible? - this sense of total awareness,

Q: Isthere a degree of awareness?

K: That is, is awareness a process of time?

Q: Can one man be more aware than another?

K: Why should | enquire if you are more aware than | am? just
aminute, let us go into it. Why this comparision? Is this not also
part of our education, our socia conditioning, which says we must
compare to progress? - compare one musician with another, one
painter with another and so on. And we think by comparing we
begin to understand. Comparing means measurement, which
implies time, thought, and isit possible to live without comparing
at all? Y ou understand? One is brought up, educated in schools,

colleges and universities to compare oneself with"A", whois



much cleverer than myself, and to try to reach hislevel - this
constant measurement, this constant comparison, and therefore
constant imitation, which is mechanical! So can we find out for
ourselves whether it is possible to be totally sensitive and therefore
aware?

Q: Can you know if you are totally aware or not? Can we be
aware of our awareness?

K: No (laughter). Q: Y ou can be aware when you are not aware.

K: Watch it in yourself; verbally it becomes speculative. When
you are aware do you know you are aware?

Q: No.

K: Find out. Test it, madam, test it. Do you know when you are
happy? The moment you are aware that you are happy it isno
longer happiness.

Q: You know when you have got a pain.

K: That isadifferent matter. When | have pain | am aware of it
and | act, do something about it. That is one part of being aware,
unless | am paralysed - most people are, in other directions!

So we are asking ourselves, not asking somebody elseto tell us,
but one is asking onesalf if thereisthat quality of awareness? Does
one watch the sky, the evening stars, the moon, the birds, people's
reactions, the whole of it? And what is the difference between that
awareness and attention? In awareness is there a centre from which
you are aware? When | say, "l am aware", then | move from a
centre, | respond to nature from a centre, | respond to my friends,
to my wife, husband or whatever it is - that centre being my
conditioning, my prejudices, my desires, my fears and all the rest

of it. In that awareness there is a centre. In attention thereis no



centre at all. Now please listen to this for two minutes. You are
now listening to what is being said and you are giving total
attention. That means you are not comparing, you do not say, "l
aready know what you are going to say", or, "l have read what you
have said etc. etc". All that has gone, you are completely attentive
and therefore there is no centre and that attention has no border. |
don't know if you have noticed?

S0, by being aware one discovers that one responds from a
centre, from a prejudice, from a conclusion, from a belief, from a
conditioning, which is the centre. And from that centre you react,
you respond. And when there is an awareness of that centre, that
centreyields and in that there is atotal attention. | wonder if you
understand this? And this you cannot practise; it would be too
childish, mechanical. So we go to the next question, which is: "Is
there an activity which is not mechanistic?' That means, isthere a
part of the brain which is non-mechanical. Do you want to go into
this? No, no, please, thisisn't agame. First of all one hasto go into
the question of what is a mechanical mind.

|s the brain, which has evolved through millennia, is that totally
mechanical? Or isthere a part of the brain which is not mechanical,
which has never been touched by the machine of evolution? |
wonder if you see.

Q: What do you mean by mechanical?

K: We are going to discuss that, sir. Part of this mechanical
process is functioning within the field of conditioning. That is,
when | act according to a pattern - Catholic, Protestant,
Communist, Hindu, whatever it is, a pattern set by society, by my
reading, or other influences, and accept that pattern or belief - then



that is part of the mechanical process. The other part of the
mechanical processis, having had experiences of innumerable
kinds which have left memories, to act according to those
memories. that is mechanical. Like a computer, which is purely
mechanical. Now they are trying to proveit is not so mechanical,
but let's leave that alone for the moment.

Mechanical action is accepting tradition and following tradition.
One of the aspects of that tradition is acceptance and obedience to
a government, to priests. And the mechanical part of the brainis
following consciously or unconsciously aline set by thought as the
goal and purpose. All that and more is mechanical; and we live that
way.

Q: Isthought of itself mechanical? K: Of course, that isthe
whole point. One has to discover this for oneself, not be told by
others, then it becomes mechanical. If we discover for ourselves
how mechanical our thinking, our feeling, our attitudes, our
opinions are, if oneis aware of that, it means thought is invariably
mechanistic - thought being the response of memory, experience,
knowledge, which is the past. And responding according to the
pattern of the past is mechanical, which is thought.

Q: All thought?

K: All thought, of course. Whether noble, ignoble, sexual, or
technological thought, it isall thought.

Q: Thought of the great genius also?

K: Absolutely. Wait, we must go into the question of what is a
genius. No, we won't go into that yet.

If all thought is mechanical, the expression which you often use,

"clear thinking", seems to be a contradiction.



K: No, no. Clear thinking isto see clearly, clear thinking isto
think clearly, objectively, sanely, rationally, wholly.

Q: Itistill thought.

K: Itistill thought, of courseit is.

Q: So what isthe use of it? (laughter).

K: If there was clear thought | wouldn't belong to any political
party! | might create aglobal party - that is another matter.

Q: Can we get back to your question as to whether thereisa
part of the brain which is untouched by conditioning?

K: That'sright, sir; thisrequires very careful, hesitant, enquiry.
Not saying, "Yes, thereis', or, "No, thereisn't". "l have
experienced a state where there is no mechanicalness' - that istoo
silly. But to really enquire and find out, you need a great deal of
subtlety, great attentive quality to go step by step into it, not jump.

So we say most of our lives are mechanical. The pursuit of
pleasure is mechanical - but we are pursuing pleasure. Now, how
shall we find out if thereis a part of the brain that is not
conditioned? This avery serious question, it is not for
sentimentalists, romantic people, or emotional people; thisrequires
very clear thinking. When you think very clearly you see the
limitation of thinking.

Q: Arewe going to look very clearly at the barriers which
interfere with an unconditioned mind?

K: No, we are trying to understand, or explore together, the
mechanical mind first. Without understanding the totality of that
you can't find out the other. We have asked the question: "Isthere a
part of the brain, part of our total mind - in which isincluded the

brain, emotions, neurological responses - which is not completely



mechanical?' When | put that question to myself | might imagine
that it is not all mechanical because | want the other; therefore |
decelve mysdlf. | pretend that | have got the other. So | must
completely understand the movement of desire. Y ou follow this?
Not suppress it, but under. stand it, have an insight into it - which
me;ms fear, time, and all that we talked about the day before
yesterday. So we are now enquiring whether our total activity is
mechanistic? That meansam |, are you, clinging to memories? The
Hitlerian memories and all that, the memories of various
pleasurable and painful experiences, the memories of sexual
fulfilment and the pleasures and so on. That is: isoneliving in the
past?

Q: Always, | am.

K: Of course! So all that you areisthe past, whichis
mechanical. So knowledge is mechanical. | wonder if you see this?
Q: Why isit so difficult to see this?

K: Because we are not aware of our inward responses, of what
actually is going on within ourselves - not to imagine what is going
on, or speculate about it, or repeat what we have been told by
somebody else, but actually to be aware of what is going on.

Q: Aren't we guided to awareness by experience?

K: No. Now wait a minute. What do you mean by experience?
The word itself means, "to go through" - to go through, finish, not
retain. Y ou have said something that hurts me, that has left a mark
on the brain, and when | meet you that memory responds.
Obvioudy. Andisit possible when you hurt me, say something
cruel, or justified, or violent, to observe it and not register it? Try
it, Sir; you try it, test it out.



Q: It isvery difficult because the memory has aready been hurt;
we never forget it.

K: Do go into this. From childhood we are hurt, it happens to
everybody, in school, at home, at college, in universities, the whole
of society isaprocess of hurting others. One has been hurt and one
livesin that conscioudly or unconsciously. So there are two
problems involved: the past hurt retained in the brain, and not to be
hurt; the memory of hurts, and never to be hurt; Now is that
possible?

Q: If "you" are not there.

K: Gointoit. You will discover it for yourself and find out.
That is, you have been hurt.

Q: The image of myself...

K: Gointo it dowly. What is hurt? The image that you have
built about yourself, that has been hurt. Why do you have an image
about yourself? Because that is the tradition, part of our education,
part of our social reactions. There is an image about myself, and
there is an image about you in relation to my image. So | have got
half a dozen images and more. And that image about myself has
been hurt. You call me afool and | shrink: it has been hurt. Now,
how am | to dissolve that hurt and not be hurt in the future,
tomorrow, or the next moment? Y ou follow the question? There
are two problems involved in this. One, | have been hurt and that
creates agreat deal of neurotic activity, resistance, self protection,
fear; al that isinvolved in the past hurt. Second, how not to be hurt
any more.

Q: One hasto betotally involved.

K: Look at it and you will see. Y ou have been hurt, haven't you



- | am not talking to you personally - and you resist, you are afraid
of being hurt more. So you build awall round yourself, isolate
yourself, and the extreme form of that isolation is total withdrawal
from all relationship. And you remain in that but you haveto live,
you have to act. So you are always acting from a centre that is hurt
and therefore acting neurotically. Y ou can see this happening in the
world, in oneself. And how are those hurts to be totally dissolved
and not leave amark? Also in the future how not to be hurt at al?
The question isclear, isn't it.

Now how do you approach this question? How to dissolve the
hurts, or how not to be hurt at al? Which is the question you put to
yourself, which do you want answered? Dissolve all the hurts, or
no more hurts? Which isit that comesto you naturally?

Q: No more hurts.

K: So the question is: "Is it possible not to be hurt?' Which
meansisit possible not to have an image about yourself?

Q: If weseethat imageisfase... K: Not false or true. Don't you
see, you are already operating in the field of thought? Is it possible
not to have an image at all about yourself, or about another,
naturally? And if thereis no image, isn't that true freedom? Ah,
you don't seeiit.

Q: Sir, if what happens to you is of no importance to you, then
it doesn't matter and it won't hurt you. If you have managed to get
rid of your self-importance...

K: The gentleman says if you can get rid of your self-
importance, your arrogance, your vanity, then you won't be hurt.
But how am | to get rid of al that garbage which | have collected?
(laughter).



Q: | think you can get rid of it by being entirely aware of the
relationship between yourself and your physical body and your
thinking. How you control your physical body and...

K: I don't want to control anything, my body, my mind, my
emotions. That isthe traditional, mechanistic response. Sorry!
(laughter). Please go into this alittle bit and you will see. First of
al, theidea of getting rid of an image impliesthat there is an entity
who is different from the image. Therefore he can kick the image.
But is the image different from the entity who says, "I must get rid
of it"? They are both the same, therefore there is no control. |
wonder if you see that. When you see that you are no longer
functioning mechanically.

Q: Surely by destroying one image we are immediately building
another one?

K: Weare going to find out if it is possible to be free of al
images, not only the present ones but the future ones. Now why
does the mind create an image about itself? | say | am a Christian,
that isan image. | believe in the saviour, in Christ, in al the ritual,
why? Because that is my conditioning. Go to India and they say,
"What are you talking about, Christ? | have got my own gods, as
good as yours, if not better" (laughter). So that istheir
conditioning. If | am born in Russia and educated there | say, "|
believe in neither. The State is my god and Marx isthe first
prophet and so on and so on. So the image formation is brought
about through propaganda, conditioning, tradition.

Q: Isthat related to the fact that out of fear one behavesin a
certain way which is not natural for one to behave; and therefore
oneis not being oneself? And that is making the image you are



talking about.

K: Theimageiswhat we call ourself: "I must express myself",
"I must fulfil myself”. "Myself" is the image according to the
environment and culture in which one has been born. | believe
there was a tribe in America, among the Red Indians, where
anybody who had an image about himself was killed (laughter),
was liquidated, because it led to ambition and all the rest of it. |
wonder what would happen if they did it to all of us. It would be a
lovely world, wouldn't it? (laughter).

Soisit possible not to createimages at all? That is, | am aware
that | have an image, brought about through culture, through
propaganda, tradition, the family, the whole pressure.

Q: We cling to the known.

K: That is the known, tradition is the known. And my mind is
afraid to let that known go, to let the image go, because the
moment it letsit go it might lose a profitable position in society,
might lose status, might lose a certain relationship; so it is
frightened and holds on to that image. The image is merely words,
it has no reality. It is a series of words, a sense of responses to
those words, a series of beliefs which are words. | believein Marx,
in Christ, or in Krishna or whatever they believein India. They are
just words ideologically clothed. And if | am not a slave to words,
then | begin to lose the image. | wonder if you see how significant
deeply rooted words have become.

Q: If oneislistening to what you say and realizes that one has
an image about oneself, and that there is alarge discrepancy
between the image one has of oneself and the ideal of freedom...

K: Itisnot anidedl...



Q:.. freedom itself... then knowing that there is a discrepancy,
can one think of freedom, knowing that it isjust an idea?

K: Isfreedom an abstraction, aword, or areality?

Q: It isbeing free of relationship, isit not?

K: No please, we are jumping from one thing to another. Let us
go step by step. We began by asking whether there is any part of
the brain, any part of the total entity, that is not conditioned? We
said conditioning means image-forming. The image that gets hurt
and the image that protects itself from being hurt. And we said
thereis only freedom - the actuality of that state, not the word, not
the abstraction - when there is no image, which is freedom. When |
am not a Hindu, Buddhist, Christian, Communist, Socialist, | have
no label and therefore no label inside. Now isit possible not to
have an image at all’? And how does that come about?

Q: Isn't it al to do with the activity...

K: Look, we come to a point and go off after something else.
One wants to find out whether it is possible to live in thisworld
without a single image.

Q: When there is no observer there is nothing observed, and yet
one comes across something in this silence...

K: Madam, isthis an actual fact that there is no observer in your
life - not only occasionally. Isit possible to be free of the image
that society, the environment, culture, education has built in one?
Because one is af| that; you are the result of your environment, of
your culture, of your knowledge, of your education, of your job, of
your pleasure, you are all that.

Q: What happens to one's sense of orientation without a centre.

K: All that comes alittle later, please.



Q: If you are aware of your conditioning does that free you?

K: Now, are you actually aware - not theoretically or in the
abstract - actually aware that you are conditioned this way, and
therefore you have got an image?

Q: If you don't have the image then you don't know what your
placeis.

K: "If you have no image then you do not know what your place
is." Listen to that carefully. If you have no image, you have no
place in the world. Which means if you have no image you are
insecure. Go step by step. Now are you, having a place in the
world, secure?

Q: No.

K: Beactual.

Q: When you see that the image that you have built, which you
are attached to, when you see that it isjust aload of words...

K: You are finding security in aword: and it is not security at
al. We have lived in words and made those words something
fantastically real. So if you are seeking security, it isnot in an
image; it is not in your environment, in your culture. One must
have security, that is essential, food, clothes, and shelter; one must
have it otherwise one can't function. Now that is denied totally
when | belong to asmall group. When | say | am a German, or a
Russian, or an Englishman, | deny complete security. | deny
security because the words, the label s have become important, not
security. Thisiswhat is actually happening, the Arabs and the
|sraelis both want security, and both are accepting words and all
the rest of it.

Now we come to the point. Isit possible to livein thisworld,



not to go off into some fantastic realm of illusion, or to some
monastery, and to live in this world without a single image and be
totally secure.

Q: How can we be secure in asick society?

K: | am going to go into this, madam, I'll show it to you.

Q: It iscompetitive, it isvicious.

K: Please go with me. I'll show you that there is complete
security, absolute security, not in images.

Q: To be totaly aware every moment, then your conditioning
does not exist.

K: Not if you are aware. Are you aware that you have an image
and that image has been formed by the culture, the society? Are
you aware of that image? Y ou discover that image in relationship,
don't you? Now we are asking ourselves whether it is possible to be
free of images. That means, when you say something to methat is
vulgar, hurting, at the moment to be totally aware of what you are
saying and how | am responding. Totally aware, not partially, but
to be totally aware of both the pleasurable image and the
displeasurable image. To be aware totally at the moment of the
reaction to your insult or praise. Then at that moment you don't
form an image. There is no recording in the brain of the hurt, the
insult or the flattery, therefore there is no image. That requires

* See Discussion about security, pages 39-43. tremendous
attention at the moment, which demands a great inward perception,
which is only possible when you have looked at it, watched it,
when you have worked. Don't just say, "Well, tell me all about it; |
want to be comfortable".

Q: Who watches all this?



K: Now, who watches al this? If there is awatcher, then the
image is continuous. If there is no watcher thereisno image. In
that state of attention the hurt and the flattery are both observed,
not reacted to. Y ou can only observe when there is no observer,
who isthe past. It is the past observer that gets hurt. Where thereis
only observation when there is flattery or insult, then it is finished.
And that isreal freedom.

Now follow it. In thisworld, if | have no image, you say | shall
not be secure. One has found security in things, in ahouse, in
property, in a bank account, that is what we call security. And one
has also found security in belief. If | am a Catholic living in Italy, |
believe that; it is much safer to believe what ten thousand people
believe. There | have aplace. And when my belief is questioned |
resist.

Now can there be atotal awareness of al this? The mind
becomes tremendoudly active, you understand? Not just saying, "
must be aware", "I must learn how to be attentive". You are
tremendously active, the brain is alive. Then we can move from
that to find out if thereisin the brain a part that has not been
conditioned at all, a part of the brain which is non-mechanistic. |
am putting afalse question, | don't know if you see that. Do see it
quickly, do seeit. Please just listen for two minutes, | am on fire!

If there is no image, which is mechanical, and there is freedom
from the image, then there is no part of the brain that has been
conditioned. Full stop! Then my whole brain is unconditioned.

Q: Itisonfire! K: Yes, therefore it is non-mechanistic and that
has atotally different kind of energy; not the mechanistic energy. |

wonder if you see this. Please don't make an abstraction of it



because then it becomes words. But to see this, that your brain has
been conditioned through centuries, saying survival isonly
possible if you have an image, which is created by the circlein
which you live and that circle gives you complete security. We
have accepted that as tradition and we live in that way. | am an
Englishman, | am better than anybody else, or a Frenchman, or
whatever it is. Now my brain is conditioned, | don't know whether
it isthe whole or part, | only know that it is conditioned. There can
be no enquiry into the unconditioned state until the conditioning is
non-existent. So my whole enquiry isto find out whether the mind
can be unconditioned, not to jump into the other, because that is
too silly. So | am conditioned by belief, by education, by the
culturein which | have lived, by everything, and to be totally
aware of that, not discard it, not suppressit, not control it, but to be
totally aware of it. Then you will find if you have gone that far
there is security only in being nothing.

Q: What about images in racial prejudices? Do you belong to a
community? | quite agree with you. Y ou don't want any
psychological image but you must have a physical image for your
physical survival... even if you want to drop it everyone forces it
on youl.

K: Sir, if one wants to survive physically, what is preventing it?
All the psychological barriers which man has created. So remove
all those psychological barriers and you have complete security.

Q: No, because the other oneinvolves you in it, not yourself.

K: Nobody can put you into prison.

Q: They kill you. K: Then they kill you, all right (laughter).
Then you will find out how to meet death (laughter). Not imagine



what you are going to feel when you die - which is another image.
Oh, | don't know if you see all this.

So nobody can put you psychologically into prison. You are
aready there (laughter). We are pointing out that it is possible ato
be totally free of images, which isthe result of our conditioning.
And one of the questions about the biography is about that very
point. How was that young boy, whatever he was, how was he not
conditioned right through? | won't go into that because it isavery
complex problem. If oneis aware of one's own conditioning then
the whole thing becomes very ssmple. Then genius is something
entirely different. And that |eaves the question: What is creation?
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Questioner (1): Y ou were going to speak on what is creation; could
you say something about creative intelligence 1.

Q(2): Isthere any redlity in the belief in reincarnation? And
what is the nature and quality of the meditative mind?

Q(3): What is the difference between denial and suppression of
habits?

Q(4): You were saying that for the mind to function sanely one
must have great security, food and shelter. This seemslogical. But
it seems that in order to try and find away to having this security
one encounters the horrors and the difficulties which make things
so hard and impossible sometimes. What is the right action in this
connection?

Krishnamurti: | don't quite follow this.

Q: How are weto live to have this basic security without taking
part in al the horrorsthat are involved init.

K: You are asking, what is correct action in aworld that is
chaotic, where there is no security and yet one must have security.
What is one to do? Is that the question?

Q(5): I have aquestion which, when | ask it of myself, | aways
come up against awall. | say, "l am the observer, and | would like
to see the whole of the observer. | cannot see the whole of the
observer because | can only see in fragments. So how isthe
observer to see the whole of the observer unlessthereisno

observer? How can the observer see the observer with no observer?



K: How can one see the whole of the observer and can the
observer watch himself as the observer. Is that the question?

Q(6) Thisis about the state of mind in observation. Now when a
situation occurs, what holds one to the observation that the
observer is not different from what is observed? There seems a
lack of attention at the moment, at that point; but that attention
requires atremendous vitality that we don't have.

K: Have | understood the question rightly? We do not have
enough energy to observe whally. Isthat it?

Q: Yes.

K: Now which of these questions shall we talk over together?

Q(7): May | ask a question? Can an act of willpower - | think
you call it an act of friction - can this generate the vitality or the
passion?

K: Can will generate sufficient energy to see clearly? Would
that be right?

Q: Yes.

Q(8): What happens to the brain and the process of thought
during hypnosis? For medical reasons we use hypnosis. What is the
process of thought in that particular case?

K: We have got so many questions. What shall we begin with?
The observer?

Q: Yes. K: To see the whole of the observer one needs energy
and how isthat energy to be derived? How is that energy to be
acquired? And will that energy reveal the totality of the nature and
structure of the observer? Should we discuss that? And what is the
guality of the mind that has this meditative process? How is one to

observe the whole of something, psychologically? How is one to



be aware of oneself totally? Can we begin with that?

Q: Surely one can only be aware of the totality if one loses
oneself.

K: Yes, gir. Isit possible to see the totality of one's reactions,
the motives, the fears, the anxieties, the sorrows, the pain, the
totality of all that? Or must one see it in fragments, in layers? Shall
we discuss that? How is one to be aware of the content of one's
CONSCiousness?

What is consciousness? What do you think is consciousness -
under hypnosis, as well as when one is not hypnotized? Most of us
are hypnotised - by words, by propaganda, by tradition, by all the
things that we believe in. We are hypnotized not only by externa
influence, but also we have our own peculiar process of
hypnotizing ourselves into believing something, or not believing
and so on. Can one see the totality of one's consciousness? Let us
enquireinto this.

Q: The observer cannot seeit.

K: Don't let us say one can, one cannot, itisso, it isnot so. Let's
enquire.

Q: One has the feeling one has got to begin!

K: We are going to begin, sir (laughter). How shall | begin,
from where shall | begin? To be aware of myself, myself being all
the beliefs, the dogmas, conclusions, the fears, the anxieties, the
pain, the sorrow, the fear of death, the whole of that - where shall
we begin to find out the content of this? Q: Y ou just asked what
CONSCiousness was.

K: We are going into that.

Q: If oneisgoing to observe, isit true that one has to stand



outside the things that one is observing?

K: Madam, | am asking, if I may, how shall | begin to enquire
into the whole structure of myself. If | am interested, if | am
serious, where shall | begin?

Q: Isthe question, "Who am | ?"'

K: That becomesintellectual, verbal. | begin to know myself in
my relationship to others - do let's face that fact. | cannot know
myself in abstraction. Whereas if | could observe what my
reactions are in relationship to another, then | begin to enquire.
That is much closer, more accurate and revealing. Can we do that?
That is, in my relationship to nature, to the neighbour and so on, |
discover the nature of myself. So how do | observe my reactionsin
my relationship with another?

Q: Eachtime | see something about myself in areaction it
becomes knowledge, it becomes something retainable.

K: I wonder if we are aware what takes place in our relationship
with another. Y ou all seem to be so vague about this matter.

Q: When | am very interested in some relationship | notice that
| can't really observe. When | am angry in my relationship | see
immediately that | really can't observe what is going on.

K: What do we mean by relationship?

Q: When we seem to want something...

K: Look at the word first, the meaning of the word.

Q: I like to compare myself with the other person. K: We are
asking the meaning of the word itself, relationship.

Q(1): Communication.

Q(2): It means you are relating to that person.

K: When | say | am related to my wife, or to my husband,



father, son, neighbour, what does that mean?

Q(2): | carefor the person.

Q(2): The whole human race is on€e's brother.

Q(3): I'd rather you told us.

K: Ah! (laughter). Relationship means - | am enquiring please, |
am not stating it - doesn't relationship mean to respond accurately.
To be related, the meaning in the dictionary is, to respond -
relationship comes from that word. Now how do | respond in my
relationship to you, or to my wife, husband and all the rest of it?
Am | responding according to the image | have about you? Or are
we both free of the images and therefore responding accurately?

Q: lsn't it largely subconscious?

K: First let us see what the word in itself means.

Q: What do you mean by accurate?

K: Accurate means care - the word accurate means to have great
care. If you care for something you act accurately. If you care for
your motor you must be very well acquainted with it, you must
know all the mechanical processes of it. Accurate meansinfinite
care; we are using that word in that sense. When thereisa
relationship with another, either intimate, or distant, the response
depends on the image you have about the other, or the image the
other has about you. And when we act or respond according to that
Image, it isinaccurate, it is not with complete care. Q: What isa
love and hate relationship?

K: We will cometo that. | have an image about you and you
have an image about me. That image has been put together through
pleasure, fear, nagging, domination, possession, various hurts,

impatience and so on. Now when we act or respond according to



that image, then that action, being incomplete, 1-s inaccurate, or
without care, which we generally call love. Are you aware that you
have an image about another? And having that image you respond
according to the past, because the image has been put together and
has become the past.

Q: And also it is according to one's selfish desires.

K: | said that, fear, desire, selfishness.

Q: You can't think of another person without an image; how can
you write a letter without an image?

K: How quickly you want to resolve everything, don't you? First
of al, can we be aware that we have an image, not only about
ourselves but about another?

Q: Thetwo images are in relation, images of the other arein
relation with the image of yourself.

K: Y ou see what you are saying - there is athing different from
the image.

Q: Theimage of the other is made from the image of yourself.

K: That iswhat we said.

Q: Would anything practical help?

K: Thisisthe most practical thing if you listen to this. The
practical thing isto observe clearly what we are and act from there.
|s one aware that one has an image about another? And is one
aware that one has an image about oneself? Are you aware of that?
Thisisasimplething. | injure you, | hurt you, and you naturally
have an image about me. | give you pleasure and you have an
image about me. And according to that hurt or pleasure you react,
and that reaction, being fragmentary, must be inaccurate, not

whole. Thisis simple. Can we go on from there.



Now what do you do with the image you have built about
another? | am aware that | have an image about myself and | have
an image about you, so | have got two images. Am | conscious of
this? Now if | have an image, why has this image been put
together? And who isit that has put the image together? Y ou
understand the question?

Q(1): Isit fear that creates the image?

Q(2): Is experience a necessary imaginative process?

Q(3): Previous images.

Q(4): Lack of attention.

K: How does it come? Not through lack of something, but how
does it come? Y ou say through experience, through various
incidents, through words...

Q: Retaining it all as memory.

K: Which isall the movement of thought, isn't it? So thought as
movement, which istime, put this image together, created this
Image. It doesit because it wants to protect itself. Am | inventing,
or fabricating this, or isthis actual?

Q: Actual.

K: That means "what is". Actuality means"what is'. (Sorry, |
am not teaching you English!)

Q: It meansthat it then can see itself.

K: No, no. You have an image about me, haven't you?

Q: Wdll, it ischanging. K: Wait, go slow (laughter). Y ou have
an image about me, haven't you, if you are honest, look into
yourself, you see you have an image. How has that image been
brought about? Y ou have read something, you have listened to

something, there is areputation, alot of talk about it, some articles



in the papers and so on. So all this has influenced thought and out
of that you have created an image. And you have an image, not
only about yourself but about the other. So when you respond
according to an image about the speaker you are responding
inaccurately; in that there is no care. We said care implies
attention, affection, accuracy. That means to act according to "what
IS'. Now let's move from there.

Q: Isnot an image a thought form?

K: We said that, a thought.

Q: Thought has created images and it seemsto imply that
thought has created thought so...

K: Wait, we will get very far if we go slowly. So thought has
built this image through time. It may be one day or fifty years. And
| seein my relationship to another this image plays a tremendous
part. If | become conscious, if | don't act mechanically, | become
aware and see how extraordinarily vital thisimageis. Then my
next question is: isit possible to be free of the image? | have an
image as a Communist, believing in all kinds of ideas, or asa
Catholic - you follow. Thiswhole cultural economic, socia
background has built thisimage also. And | react according to that,
there is areaction according to that image. | think thisis clear.

Now is one aware of it? Then one asks: isit necessary? If itis
necessary one should keep it, one should have the image. If it is not
necessary how is oneto be free of it? Now, isit necessary?

Q: Images form the whole chaos in the world where we live, so
it isnot necessary. K: He says this whole image-making is bringing
about chaos in the world.

Q: Aren't we making alot of judgements?



K: Are we making alot of judgements?

Q: In making an image thereis alot of judgement.

K: Yes, but we are asking alittle more. We are asking whether
it IS necessary to have these images?

Q: No, we can be free of it.

K: Isit necessary? First let us see that.

Q: No.

K: Theniif it is not necessary why do we keep it? (laughter).

Q: | have afeeling, being what we are, we can hardly help it.

K: We are going to find out whether it is possible to be free of
thisimage, and whether it is worth while to be free of thisimage,
and what does it mean to be free of the image.

Q: What isthe relation with the chaos? Isit judging that is
wrong?

K: No, no, sir. Look, | have an image about myself asa
Communist and | believe in Marx, his economic principles, | am
strongly committed to that. And | reject everything else. But you
think differently and you are committed to that. So thereisa
division between you and me, and that division invariably brings
conflict | believe that | am Indian and | am committed to Indian
nationalism, and you are a committed Muslim and thereis division
and conflict. So thought has created this division, thought has
created these images, these labels, these beliefs and so thereis
contradiction and division, which brings conflict and therefore
chaos. That isafact. So you think lifeis aprocess of infinite
conflicts, neverending conflicts, then you must keep these images.
| don't say it is, we are asking. | believe there have been more than

five thousand wars within the last two thousand years and we have



accepted that. To have our sons killed because we have these
images. And if we seethat is not necessary, that it isreally a
tremendous danger to survival, then | must find out how to be free
of the images.

Q: | think something elseisinvolved in this, because you say
we always react from the past, but what difference does it make -
the past is a cyclic phenomenon that repeats so you can't prevent
yourself, you know it is afact that you will repeat it in the same
way all the time.

K: We are talking about the necessity ...

Q: (interrupting) Y ou are pitting yourself against necessity ...

K:.. of having an image, or not having an image. If we are clear
that these images are areal danger, really a destructive process,
then we want to get rid of them. But if you say: | keep my little
image and you keep your little image, then we are at each other's
throat. So if we can see very clearly that these images, |abels,
words, are destroying human beings...

Q: Krishnamurti, doesn't spiritual commitment give us the
penetration or energy? | mean if | am a committed Buddhist and |
channel my energy in that direction, it doesn't necessarily mean
that | am in conflict with those who aren't Buddhists.

K: Just examine that please. If | am a committed human being,
committed to Buddhism, and another is committed to the Christian
dogma, and another to Communism...

Q: That is not my concern.

K: Isn't thiswhat is happening in life? Don't say it is not my
business if you are a Communist. It is my business to see if we can

live in security, in peace in the world, we are human beings,



supposed to be intelligent. Why should | be committed to
anything?

Q: Because it gives energy, the power of penetration.

K: No, no.

Q: The danger is that we are moving away from the central fact.

K: Yes, we are always moving away from the central fact.

Q: We are doing that right now: the image is not necessary.

K: People think it is necessary to be an Englishman, a German,
aHindu, a Catholic, they think it isimportant. They don't see the
danger of it.

Q:1: Some people think it is not necessary.

Q:2: Why don't we see the danger?

K: Because we are so heavily conditioned, it is so profitable.
My job depends on it. | might not be able to marry my son to
somebody who is a Catholic. All that stuff. So the point is: if one
sees the danger of these images, how can the mind free itself from
them?

Q: Can"I" be there when no image is formed?

K: Images, whether they are old or new, are the same images.

Q: Yes, but when animage isformed can | be aware?

K: We arefirst of all going to go into that. How is an image
formed? Isit formed through inattention? Y ou get angry with me
and if at that moment | am totally attentive to what you say thereis
no anger. | wonder if you realize this?

Q: So the image and the image-former must be the same in that
case. K: Keep it very simple. | say something that doesn't give you
pleasure. Y ou have an image instantly, haven't you? Now at that

moment, if you are completely aware, is there an image?



Q: If you don't have that new image, all the other images are
gone.,

K: Yes, that is the whole point. Can one be attentive at the
moment of listening? Y ou are listening now, can you be totally
attentive? And when someone called you by an unpleasant name,
or gives you pleasure, at that moment, at that precise moment, can
you be totally aware? Have you ever tried this? Y ou can test it out,
because that is the only way to find out, not accept the speaker's
words. You can test it out. Then if thereis no image-forming, and
therefore no image, then what is the relationship between the two.
Y ou have no image about me, but | have an image about you; then
what is your relationship to me? Y ou have no image because you
see the danger of it, but | don't see the danger of it, | have my
Images and you are related to me, as wife, husband, father,
whatever it is. | have the image and you have not. Then what is
your relationship to me? And what is my relationship to you?

Q: Thereisabarrier somewhere.

K: Of course thereis abarrier, but we are asking what is that
relationship. You are my wife; and | am very ambitious, greedy,
envious, | want to succeed in thisworld, make alot of money,
position, prestige, and you say, "How absurd all that is, don't be
like that, don't be silly, don't be traditional, don't be mechanical,
that isjust the old pattern being repeated”. What happens between
you and me?

Q: Division.

K: And we talk together about love. | go off to the office here |
am brutal, ambitious, ruthless, and | come home and am very
pleasant to you - because | want to slegp with you. What isthe



relationship?

Q(1): No good.

Q(2): No relationship.

K: Norelationship at all. At last ! And yet thisiswhat we call
love.

So what is the relationship between you and me when | have an
Image and you have no image? Either you leave me, or welivein
conflict. You don't create conflict but | create conflict because |
have an image. So isit possible in our relationship with each other
to help each other to be free of images? Y ou understand my
guestion? | am related to you by some misfortune, sexual demands
and so on and so on. | am related to you and you are free of the
images and | am not, and therefore you care infinitely. | wonder if
you see that? To you it is tremendously important to be free of
images - and | am your father, wife, husband or whatever it is.
Then will you abandon me?

Q: No.

K: Don't say "no" so easily. You care, you have affection, you
feel totally differently. So what will you do with me?

Q: Thereis nothing you can do.

K: Why can't you do something with me? Do go into it, don't
theorize about it. You are al in that position. Lifeisthis.

Q(1): It dependsiif this person has the capacity to see what the
truth of the matter is.

Q(2): Seethrough it all and don't take any notice of it (laughter).
K: When | am nagging you all the time? Y ou people just play with
words. Y ou don't take actuality and look at it.

Q: Surely if you have no image in yourself and you look at



another person, you won't see their image either.

K: If | have noimage | see very clearly that you have an image.
Thisis happening in the world, thisis happening in every family,
in every situation in relationship - you have something free and |
have not and the battle is between us.

Q: | think that situation isin everything.

K: That iswhat | am saying. What do you do?just drop it and
disappear and become a monk? Form a community? Go off in
meditation and all therest of it? Here is atremendous problem.

Q(2): I tell you how | fedl, first of all.

Q(2): But surely thisisfictitious, because we are trying to
imagine.

K: | have said that if you have an image and | have an image,
then we live very peacefully because we are both blind and we
don't care.

Q: That situation you have created for us because you want us
to be free of images!

K: Of course, of course, | want you to be free of images because
otherwise we are going to destroy the world.

Q: | seethat.

K: The situation is not being created for you: it isthere. Look at

Q: | have an image about you, and | have had it for along time.
And there are different kinds of images. | have been trying to get
rid of those images because | have read that they have created
problems for me. Now every time | try to work it out with you; and
yet it hasn't helped.

K: I'll show you how to get rid of it, how to be free of images.



Q: | don't believeyou, sir.

K: Then don't believe me (laughter).

Q: All thetime you are just sitting there talking. Abstractions
and abstractions. Me having an image about you means you are
sitting up on the platform being an enlightened person | am here as
alistener, let's say adisciple or apupil. Now | feel very strongly
that is not actuality or reality because we are two human beings.
But still you are the king of gurus, you are the one who knows
and... (laughter).

K: Please don't laugh, sirs, be quiet, he istelling you some
thing, please listen. May | show you something?

If that image of the guru has not created a problem you would
live with that guru happily, wouldn't you? But it has created a
problem, whether it is the guru, the wife, or the husband - it isthe
same thing. Y ou have got the image about the speaker as the
supreme guru (Krishnamurti and others laugh) - the word means,
one who dispels ignorance, one who dispels the ignorance of
another. But generally the gurus impose their ignorance on you.

Y ou have an image about me as the guru, or you have an image
about another as a Christian and so on. If that pleasesyou, if that
gives you satisfactlon you will hold onto it - won't you? That is
simple enough. If it causes trouble then you say, "It isterrible to
have this' and you move away, form another relationship which is
pleasant; but it is the same image-making. So one asks: isit
possible to be free of images. The speaker sits on the platform
because it is convenient, so you can all see; | can equally sit on the
ground but you will have the same image. So the height doesn't

make any difference. The question is, whether the mind - the mind



being part of thought, and thought has created these images - can
thought dispel these images? Thought has created it and thought
can dispel it because it is unsatisfactory and create another image
which will be satisfactory. Thisiswhat we do. | don't like that guru
for various reasons and | go to another because he praises me,
gives me garlands and says, "My dear chap, you are the best
disciple | have". So thought has created this image. Can thought
undo the image?

Q: Not if you are looking at it intellectually. But looking at it
intellectually, you are not using your senses.

K: | am asking that first. Look at it. Can the intellect, reasoning,
dispel the image?

Q: No.

K: Then what will?

Q: Thething that stands in the way is merely self, the"1". If you
overcome this...

K: I know; but | don't want to go into the much more complex
problem of the"I".

Q: You say theimage is what he means by the "I", but what do
you mean by the "["?

K: Of course, of course. How does thought get rid of the image
without creating another image?

Q: If the guru causes trouble and it feels uncomfortable with the
Image, if one can see the trouble then perhaps that guru can help?

K: You arenot going into it at al, you are just scratching on the
surface.

Q: Thought cannot get rid of the image.

K: If that is so, then what will? Q: Understanding.



K: Don't use words like understanding. What do you mean by
understanding?

Q: Getting rid of the thoughts.

K: Now who is going to get rid of thought?

Q: Isit aquestion of time? Could it be that our energies are all
in the past, and we need to think now?

K: All theimages are in the past. Why can't | drop all that and
live in the now?

Q: That iswhat | meant.

K: Yes. How can I? With the burden of the past, how to get rid
of the past burden? It comes to the same thing.

Q: if onelivesin the present, do the past images still come
through?

K: Can you live in the present? Do you know what it means to
live in the present? That means not a single memory, except
technological memories, not a single breath of the past. Therefore
you have to understand the totality of the past, which isall this
memory, experience, knowledge, imagination, images. Y ou go
from one thing to another, you don't pursue one thing steadily.

Q(1): Please keep going with one having no image and the other
having an image.

Q(2): Yes, but we don't answer it.

K: I'll answer it, all right. Y ou have no image and | have an
image. What happens? Aren't we eternally at war with each other?

Q: What am | going to do with you?

K: We are living on the same earth, in the same house, meet-
ing often, living in the same community, what will you do with

me?



Q: I would try to explain to him what |'ve learned.

K: Yes, you have explained it to me, but | like my image
(laughter).

Q: Sir, we cannot know because we have these images of
urselves.

K: Thatisall | am saying! You areliving in images and you
don't know how to be free of them. These are all speculative
guestions.

So let's begin again. Are you aware that you have images? I
you have images that are pleasant and you cling to them, and
discard those which are unpleasant, you still have images. The
guestion really is, can you be free of them?

Q: Go and listen to some music.

K: The moment that music stops you are back to those images.
Thisisall so childish. Take drugs, that also creates various images.

Q: Isn't there division between wanting to hold on to the images
and wanting to let them go.

K: What istheline, the division? The division isdesire, isn't it?
Listen, sir. | don't like that image, | am going to let it go. But | like
thisimage, | am going to hold onto it. Soitisdesire, isn't it?

Q: | feel thereis a pleasure-motive evenin...

K: Of course. You don't stick to one thing, sir.

Q: If I have no image, then the other has no image at all.

K: How inaccurate that is. Because | am blind therefore you are
also blind! Thisissoillogical; do think clearly. What should | do
so that there is no image-forming at al? Let us think together.

Q: | think most people - | am sorry - | think most people here

are looking for consolation in your words, rather than anything



ese..

K: | am aware that | have images, | know. Thereis no question
of it, | know | have images. | have an image about myself and |
have an image about you - that isvery clear. If | am satisfied with
you and we have the same images, then we are both satisfied. That
is, if you think as | think - you like to be ambitious, | like to be
ambitious - then we are both in the same boat, we don't quarrel, we
accept it, and we live together, work together, are both ruthlessly
ambitious. But if you are free of the image of ambition and | am
not, the trouble begins. What then will you do, who are free of that
image, with me? You can't just say, "Well it isnot my business" -
because we are living together, we are in the same world, in the
same community, in the same group and so on. What will you do
with me? Please just listen to this. Will you discard me, will you
turn your back on me, will you run away from me, will you join a
monastery, learn how to meditate? Do afl kinds of thingsin order
to avoid me? Or will you say, "Yes, heisherein my house". What
will you do with regard to me, who has an image?

Q: First | would ask you politely to listen.

K: But | won't listen. Haven't you lived with people who are
adamant in their beliefs. Y ou are like that.

Q: It is best not to waste one's time.

K: Weare going to find out, sir. You seethisisredly a
hypothetical question because you have got images and you livein
those images, and the other person livesin images. That is our
difficulty. Suppose | have no images, and | haven't, | have worked
at thisfor fifty years, so | have no image about myself, or about
you. What is our relationship? | say please listen to me, but you



won't. | say please pay attention, which means care, to attend
means infinite care. Will you listen to me that way? That means
you really want to learn - not from me, but learn about yourself.
That means you must infinitely care and watch yourself, not
selfishly, but care to learn about yourself - not according to me, or
to Freud, or Jung, or to the latest psychologist, but learn about
yourself. That means, watch yourself; and you can only do that in
your relationship with each other. Y ou say, "Y ou are sitting on that
platform and you have gradually assumed, at least in my eyes, a
position of authority, you have become my guru”. And | say to
you, "My friend just listen. | am not your guru. | won't be aguru to
anybody." It ismonstrous to be aguru. Areyou listening when |
say this? Or do you say, "I can't listen to you because my mindis
wandering'. So when you listen, listen with care, with affection,
with attention, then you begin to learn about yourself, actually as
you are. Then, from there we can move, we can go forward; but if
you don't do that, but keep on repeating, "Oh | have got my image,
| don't know how to get rid of it" and so on, then we don't move
any further.

Now you have an image with regard to sex, that you must have
aqgirl or aboy. We are so conditioned in this. | say to you please
listen, are you aware that you are conditioned - don't choose parts
of the conditioning: be totally aware of your whole conditioning.
We are conditioned much more at the deeper levels than at the
superficial levels - isthat clear? Oneis conditioned very deeply,
and superficialy less so. listening with your heart, not with your
little mind, with your heart, with the whole of your being, isit

possible to be totally aware of al this, the whole of consciousness?



To be totally aware implies no observer. The observer isthe past
and therefore when he observes he brings about fragmentation.
When | observe from the past, what | observe brings about a frag-
mentary outlook. | only see parts, | don't see the whole. Thisis
simple. So | have an insight that says, "Don't look from the past”.
That means, don't have an observer who is al the time judging,
evaluating, saying, "Thisright, thisiswrong", "I am a Christian, |
am a Communist" - al that is the past, Now can you listen to that,
which isafact, which is actual, which is not theoretical? Y ou are
facing actually what is. Are you facing in yourself what actually is
going on? And can you observe another without the past - without
al the accumulated memories, insults, hurts - so that you can look
at another with clear eyes? If you say, "l don't know how to do it",
then we can go into that.

Aswe said, any form of authority in this matter is the reaction
of submission to somebody who says he knows. That is your
image. The professor, the teacher knows mathematics, geography, |
don't, so | learn from him, and gradually he becomes my authority.
He knows, | don't know. But here, psychologically, | think | don't
know how to approach myself, how to learn about it, therefore |
look to another - the same process. But the other is equally
ignorant as me, because he doesn't know himself. He is tradition-
bound, he accepts obedience, he becomes the authority, he says he
knows and you don't know: "Y ou become my disciple and | will
tell you". The same process. But it is not the same process
psychologically. Psychologically the guruis"me". | wonder if you
see that? He is asignorant as myself. He has got alot of Sanskrit

words, alot of ideas, alot of superstitions; and | am so gullible |



accept him. Here we say there is no authority, no guru, you have to
learn about yourself. And to learn about yourself, watch yourself,
how you behave with another, how you walk. Then you find that
you have an image about yourself, atremendous image. And you
see these images create great harm, they break up the world - the
K'rishna-conscious group, the Transcendental group, or some other
group. And your own group; you have your own ideas, you must
have sex, you must have agirl, you must have a boy, and all the
rest of it, change the girl, change the boy, every week. You live
like that and you don't see the tremendous danger and wastage of
life.

Now we come to the point: how am | to be free of all image-
making? That isthe real question. Isit possible? | will not say it is,
or itisnot, | am going to find out. | am going to find out by
carefully watching why images are made. | realize images are
made when the mind is not giving its attention at the moment. At
the moment something is said that gives pleasure, or something
that brings about displeasure, to be aware at that moment, not
afterwards. But we become aware afterwards and say, "My god, |
must pay attention, terrible, | seeit isimportant to be attentive and
| don't know how to be attentive; | lose it and when the thing takes
placeit is so quick; and | say to myself | must be attentive". So |
beat myself into being attentive - | wonder if you see this- and
therefore | am never attentive. So | say to myself, "'l am not
attentive at the moment something is said which gives pleasure or
pain", | seethat | am inattentive. | have found that my whole mind,
make-up, isinattentive, to the birds, to nature, to everything, | am
inattentive - when | walk, when | eat, when | speak, | am



inattentive. So | say to myself, | am not going to be concerned with
attention, but inattention”. Do you get this?

Q: Yes.

K: I am not going to be concerned with being attentive, but | am
going to see what is inattention. | am watching inattention, and |
see | am inattentive most of the time. So | am going to pay
attention to one thing at atime, that is, when | walk, when | eat, |
am going to walk, eat, with attention. | am not going to think about
something else, but | am going to pay attention to every little thing.
So what has been inattention becomes attention. | wonder if you
see that? So | am now watching inattention. That is, | am watching
that | am not attentive. | look at abird and never ook at it, my
thoughts are all over the place - | am now going to look at that
bird; it may take me a second but | am going to look at it. When |
walk | am going to watch it. So that out of inattention, without any
effort, there istotd attention. When there is total attention, then
when you say something pleasant or unpleasant there is no image-
forming because | am totally there. My whole mind, heart, brain,
all the responses are completely awake and attentive. Aren't you
very attentive when you are pursuing pleasure? Y ou don't have to
talk about attention, you want that pleasure. Sexually, when you
want it, you are tremendousdly attentive, aren't you? Attention
implies amind that is completely awake, which means it doesn't
demand challenge. It is only when we have images that challenges
come. | wonder if you see this. Because of those images challenges
come and you respond to the challenge inadequately. Therefore
there is a constant battle between challenge and response, which

means the increase of images; and the more it increases the more



challenges come, and so there is always the strengthening of
images. | wonder if you see this? Haven't you noticed people when
they are challenged about their Catholicism or whatever it is, how
they become more strong in their opinions? So by being
completely attentive there is no image formation, which means

conditioning disappears.
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SEPTEMBER 1975 'SUFFERING; THE MEANING
OF DEATH®

May we go on with what we were discussing the other day? We
were saying that the crisisin the world is not outward but the crisis
IS in consciousness. And that consciousnessiis its content: all the
things that man has accumulated through centuries, hisfears, his
dogmas, his superstitions, his beliefs, his conclusions, and all the
suffering, pain and anxiety. We said unless there is aradical
mutation in that consciousness, outward activities will bring about
more mischief, more sorrow, more confusion. And to bring about
that mutation in consciousness a totally different kind of energy is
required; not the mechanical energy of thought, of time and
measure. When we were investigating into that we said there are
three active principles in human beings: fear, pleasure and
suffering. We talked about fear at some length. And we also went
into the question of pleasure, which is entirely different from joy,
enjoyment, and the delight of seeing something beautiful and so
on. And we also touched upon suffering.

| think we ought this morning to go into that question of
suffering. It isanice morning and | am sorry to go into such a dark
subject. Aswe said, when there is suffering there can bc no
compassion and we asked whether it is at all possible for human
minds, for human beings right throughout the world, to put an end
to suffering. For without that ending to suffering welivein

darkness, we accept all kinds of beliefs, dogmas, escapes, which



bring about much more confusion, more violence and so on. So we
are going this morning to investigate together into this question of
suffering, whether the human mind can ever be free from it totally;
and also we are going to talk about the whole question of death.

Why do we accept suffering, why do we put up with it
psychologically? Physical suffering can be controlled or put up
with; and it isimportant that such physical suffering does not
distort clarity of thought. We went into that. Because for most of
us, when there is physical pain, a continued suffering, it distorts
our thinking, it prevents objective thinking, which becomes
personal, broken up, distorted. If oneisnot actively aware of this
whole process of physical suffering, whether remembered in the
past, or the fear of having it again in the future, then neurotic
habits, neurotic activities take place. We spoke of that briefly the
other day.

We are asking if it isat all possible for human beings to end
suffering at al levels of their existence, psychological suffering.
And when we go into it in ourselves deeply, we see one of the
major factors of this suffering is attachment - attachment to ideas,
to conclusions, to ideologies, which act as security; and when that
security isthreatened there is a certain kind of suffering. Please, as
we said the other day, we are sharing this together, we are looking
into this question of suffering together. Y ou are not merely
listening to atalk, if | may point out, and gathering a few ideas and
agreeing or disagreeing, but rather we are in communication,
sharing the problem, examining the question, the issue, actively;
and so it becomes our responsibility, yours as well as the speaker's,
to go into this question.



Thereis also attachment to persons; in our relationships thereis
agreat deal of suffering. That is, the one may be free from this
conditioning of fear and so on, and the other may not be and hence
thereisatension. The word attachment means "holding on", not
only physically but psychologically, depending on something. In a
relationship, one may be free and the other may not be free and
hence the conflict; one may be a Catholic and the other may not be
a Catholic, or a Communist and so on. Hence the conflict that
breeds continuous strain and suffering.

Then there is the suffering of the unknown, of death; the
suffering of losing something that you were attached to in the past,
as memory. | do not know if you have not noticed all these things
in yourself? And isit possible to live in complete relationship with
another without this tension, which is brought about through self-
interest, through self-centred activity, desire pulling in different
directions, and live in arelationship in which there may be
contradictions, for one may be free, the other may not be? To live
in that situation demands not only what is called tolerance - that
absurd intellectual thing that man has created - but it demands a
much greater thing, which is affection, love, and therefore
compassion. We are going to go into that.

We are asking whether man can end suffering. There are
various explanations. how to go beyond it, how to rationalize it,
how to suppressit, how to escape from it. Now we are asking
something entirely different: not to suppressit, not to evade it, nor
rationalize it, but when there is that suffering to remain totally with
it, without any movement of thought, which is the movement of

time and measure.



One suffers. one loses one's son, or wife, or she runs away with
somebody else; and the things that you are attached to, the house,
the name, the form, all the accumulated conclusions, they seem to
fade away, and you suffer. Can one look at that suffering without
the observer? We went into that question of what the observer is.
We said the observer is the past, the accumulated memory,
experience and knowledge. And with that knowledge, experience,
memory, one observes the suffering, so one dissociates oneself
from suffering: oneis different from suffering and therefore one
can do something about it. Whereas the observer is the observed.

Thisrequires alittle care and attention, the statement that, "the
observer isthe observed". We don't accept it. We say the observer
is entirely different; and the observed is something out there
separate from the observer. Now if one looks very closely at that
guestion, at that statement that the observer is the observed, it
seems so obvious. When you say you are angry, you are not
different from anger, you are that thing which you call anger.
When you are jealous, you are that jealousy. The word separates,
that is, through the word we recognise the feeling and the
recognition isin the past; so we look at that feeling through the
word, through the screen of the past, and so separate it. Therefore
there is a division between the observer and the observed.

So we are saying that when there is this suffering, either
momentary, or a continuous endless series of causes that bring
about suffering, to look at it without the observer. Y ou are that
suffering; not, you are separate from suffering. Totally remain with
that suffering. Then you will notice, if you go that far, if you are
willing to observe so closely, that something totally different takes



place: amutation. That is, out of that suffering comes great
passion. If you have doneit, tested it out, you will find it. It is not
the passion of abelief, passion for some cause, passion for some
idiotic conclusion. It istotally different from the passion of desire.
It is something which is of atotally different kind of energy; not
the movement of thought, which is mechanical.

We have agreat deal of sufferinginwhat is called love. Love,
aswe know it now, is pleasure, sexual, the love of a country, the
love of anidea, and so on - all derived from pleasure. And when
that pleasure is denied thereis either hatred, antagonism, or
violence. Can there be love, not just something personal between
you and me or somebody else, but the enormous feeling of
compassion - passion for everything, for everybody. Passion for
nature, compassion for the earth on which we live, so that we don't
destroy the earth, the animals, the whole thing... Without love,
which is compassion, suffering must continue. And we human
beings have put up with it, we accept it as normal. Every religion
has tried to find away out of this, but organized religions have
brought tremendous suffering.

Religious oganizations throughout the world have done a great
deal of harm, there have been religious wars endless persecution,
tortures, burning people, especialy in the West - it wasn't the
fashion in those days in the East. And we are speaking of - not the
acceptance of suffering, or the putting up with suffering - but
remaining motionless with that suffering; then there comes out of it
great compassion. And from that compassion arises the whole
guestion of creation.

What is creation, what is the creative mind? Isit amind that



suffers and through that suffering has learnt a certain technique and
expresses that technique on paper, in marble, with paint - that is, is
creativeness the outcome of tension? Is it the outcome of a
disordered life? Does creativeness come through the fragmentary
activity of daily life? | don't know if you are following all this? Or
must we give atotally different kind of meaning to creativeness,
which may not need expression at all?

So one has to go into this question within oneself very deeply,
because one's consciousness is the consciousness of the world. | do
not know if you realize that? Fundamentally your consciousnessis
the consciousness of the speaker, of the rest of the world, basically.
Because in that consciousness there is suffering, thereis pain, there
is anxiety, thereis fear of tomorrow, fear of insecurity, which
every man goes through wherever he lives. So your consciousness
IS the consciousness of the world, and if there isamutation in that
consciousness it affects the total consciousness of human beings. It
iIsafact. So it becomes tremendously important that human beings
bring about a radical transformation, or mutation in themselves, in
their consciousness.

Now we can go into this thing called death, which is one of the
major factors of suffering. Aswith everything elsein life we want
aquick, definite answer, an answer which will be comforting,
which will be totally satisfactory, intellectually, emotionally,
physically, in every way. We want immortality, whatever that may
mean, and we want to survive, both physically and
psychologically. We avoid death at any price, put it asfar away as
possible. So we have never been able to examine it closely. We

have never been able to face it, understand it, not only verbally,



intellectually, but completely. We wait until the last moment,
which may be an accident, disease, old age, when you can't think,
when you can't look, you are just "gaga’. Then you become a
Catholic, a Protestant, believein this or that. So we are trying this
morning to understand, not verbally, but actually what it means to
die - which doesn't mean we are asking that we should commit
suicide. But we are asking, what is the total significance of this
thing called death, which is the ending of what we know aslife.

In enquiring into this we must find out whether time has a stop.
The stopping of time may be death. It may be the ending and
therefore that which ends has a new beginning, not that which has
acontinuity. So first can there be an ending to time, can time stop?
- not chronological time by the watch, as yesterday, today, and
tomorrow, the twenty-four hours, but the whole movement of time
as thought and measure. That movement, not chronological time,
but that movement as thought, which is the whole process of
comparing, of measurement, can all that process stop? Can
thought, which is the response of memory, and can experience as
knowledge - knowledge is always in the past, knowledge is the past
- can that whole momentum come to an end? Not in the
technological field, we don't even have to discuss that, that is
obvious. Can this movement come to an end? Time as hope, time
as something that has happened to which the mind clings,
attachment to the past, or a projection from the past to the future as
aconclusion, and time as a movement of achievement from alpha
to omega - this whole movement in which we are caught. If one
said there is no tomorrow, psychologically, you would be shocked,

because tomorrow is tremendously important: tomorrow you are



going to be happy, tomorrow you will achieve something,
tomorrow will be the fulfilment of yesterday s hopes, or today's
hopes, and so on. Tomorrow becomes extraordinarily significant -
the tomorrow which is projected from the past as thought.

So we are asking, can al that momentum come to an end? Time
has created, through centuries, the centre which isthe "me". Time
Is not only the past as attachment, hope, fulfilment, the evolving
process of thought until it becomes more and more refined. But
also that centre around which all our activities take place, the "me",
the mine, we and they, both politically, religiously, economically
and so on. So the "me" is the conclusion of time, adding to itself
and taking away from itself, but there is always this centre which is
the very essence of time. We are asking, can that movement come
to an end. Thisisthe whole problem of meditation, not sitting
down and repeating some mantra, some words, and doing some
tricks - that is all silly nonsense. | am not being intolerant but it is
just absurd. And it becomes extraordinarily interesting to find this
out, enquireinto this,

Then what is death? Can that be answered in terms of words, or
must one look at it not only verbally but non-verbally? Thereis
death, the organism dies, by misuse, by abuse, by overindulgence,
drink, drugs, accident, all the things that the fleshisheir to - it dies,
comes to an end, the heart stops, the brain with all its marvellous
machinery comes to an end. We accept it - we are not afraid of the
physical organism coming to an end but we are afraid of something
totally different. And being afraid of that basically, we want to
resolve that fear through various beliefs, conclusions, hopes.

The whole of the Asiatic world believes in reincarnation, they



have proof for it - they say so at least. That is- watch this, itis
extraordinary - the thing that has been put together by time asthe
"me", the ego, that incarnates till that entity becomes perfect andis
absorbed into the highest principle, which is Brahman, or whatever
you liketo call it. Time has created the centre, the "me", the ego,
the personality, the character, the tendencies, and so on, and
through time you are going to dissolve that very entity, through
reincarnation. Y ou see the absurdity? Thought has created
something asthe "me", the centre, and through the evolutionary
process, which istime, you will ultimately dissolve that and be
absorbed into the highest principle. And yet they believe in this
tremendously. The other day | was talking to somebody who isa
great believer in this. He said, "If you don't believe it you are not a
religious man", and he walked out. And Christianity hasits own
form of continuity of the "me", the resurrection - Gabriel blowing
the trumpet and so on (laughter). When you believe in
reincarnation, what is important is that you are going to live
another life and you suffer in this life because of your past actions.
So what isimportant is, if oneis actually basically committed
wholly to that belief, it means that you must behave rightly,
accurately, with tremendous care now. And we don't do that. That
demands superhuman energy.

There are several problemsinvolved in this. What is
immortality and what is eternity - which is atimeless state - and
what happens to human beings who are still caught in this
movement of time? We human beings live extraordinarily
complex, irresponsible, ugly, stupid lives, we are at each other's
throats, we are battling about beliefs, about authority, politically



and religioudly, and our daily lives are a series of endless conflicts,
And we want that to continue. And because our lives are so empty,
so full of meaningless words, we say there is a state where thereis
no death, immortality - which is a state where there is no
movement of time. That is, time through centuries has created the
idea of the self, of the "me" evolving. It has been put together
through time, which is a part of evolution. And inevitably thereis
death and with the ending of the brain cells thought comes to an
end. Therefore one hopes that there is something beyond the "me",
the super-consciousness, a spark of God, a spark of truth, that can
never be destroyed and that continues. And that continuity iswhat
we call immortality. That iswhat most of us want. If you don't get
it through some kind of fame, you want to have it sitting near God,
who is timeless. The whole thing is so absurd.

|s there something which is not of time, which has no beginning
and no end, and is therefore timeless, eternal? Our life being what
it is, we have this problem of death; and if I, a human being, have
not totally understood the whole quality of myself, what happens to
me when | die? Y ou understand the question? Is that the end of
me? | have not understood, if | have understood myself totally,
then that is a different problem, which we will cometo. If | have
not understood myself totally - I am not using the word
"understand" intellectually - but actually to be aware of myself
without any choice, all the content of my consciousness - if | have
not deeply delved into my own structure and the nature of
consciousness and | die, what happens?

Now who is going to answer this question? (laughter). No, | am
putting it purposefully. Who is going to answer this question?



Because we think we cannot answer it we look to someone else to
tell us, the priest, the books, the people who have said, "I know",
the endless mushrooming gurus. If one rejects all authority - and
one must, totally, all authority - then what have you left? Then you
have the energy to find out - because you have rejected that which
dissipates energy, gurus, hopes and fears, somebody to tell you
what happens - if you reject all that, which means all authority,
then you have tremendous energy. With that energy you can begin
to enquire what actually takes place when you have not totally
resolved the structure and the nature of the self, the self being time,
and therefore movement, and therefore division: the "me" and the
"not me" and hence conflict.

Now what happens to me when | have not ended that conflict?
You and | and the rest of the world, if the speaker has not ended it,
what happensto us? We are all going to die - | hope not soon but
sometime or other. What is going to happen? When we live, aswe
are living, are we so fundamentally different from somebody else?
Y ou may be cleverer, have greater knowledge or technique, you
may be more learned, have certain gifts, talents, inventiveness; but
you and another are exactly alike basically. Y our colour may be
different, you may betaller, shorter, but in essence you are the
same. So while you are living you are like the rest of the world, in
the same stream, in the same movement. And when you die you go
on in the same movement. | wonder if you understand what | am
saying? It is only the man who istotally aware of his conditioning,
his consciousness, the content of it, and who moves and dissipates
it, who isnot in that stream. Am | making thisclear? That is, | am

greedy, envious, ambitious, ruthless, violent - so are you. And that



isour daily life, petty, accepting authority, quarrelling, bitter, not
loved and aching to be loved, the agonies of loneliness,
irresponsible relationship - that is our daily life. And we are like
the rest of theworld, it isavast endlessriver. And when we die
we'll be like the rest, moving in the same stream as before when we
were living. But the man who understands himself radically, has
resolved all the problemsin himself psychologically, he is not of
that stream. He has stepped out of it.

The man who moves away from the stream, his consciousnessis
entirely different. He is not thinking in terms of time, continuity, or
immortality. But the other man or woman is till in that. So the
problem arises. what is the relationship of the man who is out to
the man who isin? What is the relationship between truth and
reality? Reality being, aswe said, al the things that thought has put
together. The root meaning of that word reality is, things or thing.
And living in the world of things, which isreality, we want to
establish arelationship with aworld which has no thing - which is
impossible.

What we are saying is that consciousness, with all its content, is
the movement of time. In that movement all human beings are
caught. And even when they die that movement goeson. It is so;
thisisafact. And the human being who sees the totality of this -
that is the fear, the pleasure and the enormous suffering which man
has brought upon himself and created for others, the whole of that,
and the nature and the structure of the self, the "me", the total
comprehension of that, actually - then he is out of that stream. And
that is the crisisin consciousness. We are trying to solve all our

human problems, economic, social, political, within the area of that



consciousnessin time. | wonder if you see this? And therefore we
can never solveit. We seem to accept the politician as though he
was going to save the world, or the priest, or the analyst, or
somebody else. And, as we said, the mutation in consciousnessis
the ending of time, which isthe ending of the "me" which has been
produced through time. Can this take place? Or isit just atheory
like any other?

Can a human being, can you actually do it? When you do it, it
affects the totality of consciousness. Which meansin the
understanding of oneself, which is the understanding of the world -
because | am the world - there comes not only compassion but a
totally different kind of energy. This energy, with its compassion,
has atotally different kind of action. That action iswhole, not
fragmentary.

We began by talking about suffering, that the ending of
suffering is the beginning of compassion; and this question of love,
which man has reduced to mere pleasure; and this great complex
problem of death. They are all interrelated, they are not separate. It
isn't that | am going to solve the problem of death, forgetting the
rest. The whole thing isinterrelated, inter-communicated. It isall
one. And to seethe totality of al that, wholly, is only possible
when there is no observer and therefore freedom from all that.

Questioner: 1'd like to ask a question. Y ou said towards the
beginning that it isimportant for each individual to transform his
consciousness. Isn't the fact that you say that it isimportant an
ideal, which isthe very thing to be avoided ?

Krishnamurti: When you see ahouse on fire, isn't it important
that you put it out? In that thereis no ideal. The house is burning,



you are there, and you have to do something about it. But if you are
asleep and discussing the colour of the hair of the man who has set
the house on fire...

Q: The house on fireisin the world of redlity, isn'tit?ltisa
fact. We are talking about the psychological world.

K: Isn't that also afactual world? Isn't it afact that you suffer?
Isn't it afact that one is ambitious, greedy, violent - you may not
be, but the rest - that is afact. We say the house is afact, but my
anger, my violence, my stupid activities are something different;
they are asreal asthe house. And if | don't understand myself,
dissolve all the misery in myself, the house is going to become the
destructive element.

Q: Sir, as| understand it, your message and the message of
Jesus Christ seem to reach towards the same thing, although stated
differently. | had always understood your message and Jesus
Christ's message to be quite different in content. About two years
ago | was a Christian, so it isvery difficult to get rid of statements
that Jesus made, such as, "No man cometh to the Father but by
me". Although | find more sense in your message at the moment,
how do you equate this?

K: Itisvery smple. | have no message. | am just pointing out.
That is not a message.

Q: But why are you doing it?

K: Why am | doing it? Why do we want a message? Why do we
want somebody to give us something? When everything isin you.

Q: It iswonderful.

K: No, it isnot wonderful (laughter). Please do look at it. Y ou

are the result of all the influences, of the culture, the many words,



propaganda, you are that. And if you know how to look, how to
read, how to listen, how to see, the art of seeing, everythingis
there, right in front of you. But we don't have the energy, the
inclination, or the interest. We want somebody to tell us what there
is on the page. And we make that person who tells usinto an
extraordinary human being. We worship him, or destroy him,
which isthe same thing. So it isthere. Y ou don't need a message.
Do look at it please. |s the book important, or what you find in the
book? What you find in the book, and after you have read it you
throw it away. Now in these talks, you listen, find out, go into it,
and throw away the speaker. The speaker is not at all important. It
is like atelephone.

The other question is, "Why do you speak?' Does that need
answering? Would you say to the flower on the wayside, "Why do
you flower?' It isthere for you to look, to listen, to see the beauty
of it and come back again to look at the beauty of it. That isall.

Q: (partly inaudible) We have the same message, the same
words, we have it in ourselves, the guru. Q: (repeating) We have a
guru in ourselves.

K: Have you? Guru means in Sanskrit, the root meaning of that
word means "heavy".

Q: He said heaven.

K: Heaven, it isthe same thing, sir. Have you aheaven in
yourself? My lord, | wish you had! (laughter). In yourself you are
so confused, so miserable, so anxious - what a set of words to use -
heaven! Y ou can substitute God into heaven, heaven as God and
you think you are quite different. People have believed that you

had God inside you, light inside you, or something else inside you.



But when you see actually that you have nothing, just words, then
if there is absolutely nothing there is complete security. And out of
that, everything happens, flowers.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART Il CHAPTER 9
4TH PUBLIC TALK BROCKWOOD PARK 14TH
SEPTEMBER 1975 'THE SACRED, RELIGION,
MEDITATION'

| would like this morning to talk about the question of what is
sacred, what is the meaning of religion and of meditation. First we
must examine what is reality and what is truth. Man has been
concerned throughout the ages to discover, or livein truth; And he
has projected various symbols, conclusions, images made by the
mind or by the hand and imagined what is truth. Or he has tried to
find out through the activity and the movement of thought. And |
think we should be wise if we would differentiate between reality
and truth and when we are clear what reality is then perhaps we
shall be able to have an insight into what is truth.

The many religions throughout the world have said that thereis
an enduring, everlasting truth, but the mere assertion of truth has
very little significance. One has to discover it for oneself, not
theoretically, intellectually, or sentimentally, but actually find out
if one can livein aworld that is completely truthful. We mean by
religion the gathering together of al energy to investigate into
something: to investigate if there is anything sacred. That isthe
meaning we are giving it, not the religion of belief, dogma,
tradition or ritual with their hierarchical outlook. But we are using
the word "religion” in the sense: to gather together all energy,
which will then be capable of investigating if there is atruth which
is not controlled, shaped, or polluted by thought.

The root meaning of the word reality isthing or things. And to



go into the question of what is reality, one must understand what
thought is. Because our society, our religions, our so-called
revelations are essentially the product of thought. It is not my
opinion or my judgement, but it isafact. All religions when you
look at them, observe without any prejudice, are the product of
thought. That is, you may perceive something, have an insight into
truth, and you communicate it verbally to me and | draw from your
statement an abstraction and make that into an idea; then | live
according to that idea. That is what we have been doing for
generations. drawing an abstraction from a statement and living
according to that abstraction as a conclusion. And that is generally
called religion. So we must find out how limited thought is and
what are its capacities, how far it can go, and be totally aware that
thought doesn't spill over into arealm in which thought has no
place.

| don't know if you can see this? Please, we are not only
verbally communicating, which means thinking together, not
agreeing or disagreeing, but thinking together, and therefore
sharing together; not the speaker gives and you take, but tder we
are sharing, therefore there is no authority. And also thereis anon-
verbal communication, which is much more difficult, because
unless we see very clearly the full meaning of words, how the mind
IS caught in words, how words shape our thinking, and can go
beyond that, then there is no non-verbal communication, which
becomes much more significant. We are trying to do both: to
communicate verbally and non-verbally. That means we must both
be interested at the same time, at the same level, with the same

intensity, otherwise we shan't communicate. It islike love; loveis



that intense feeling at the same time, at the same level. Otherwise
you and | don't love each other. So we are going to observe
together what isreadlity, what are the limitations of thought, and
whether thought can ever perceive truth. Or isit beyond the realm
of thought?

| think we all agree, at least most of us do, even the scientists,
that thought is a material process, isachemical process. Thought is
the response of accumulated knowledge as experience and
memory. So thought is essentially athing. Thereis no sacred
thought, no noble thought, it isathing. And itsfunction isin the
world of things, which is technology, learning, learning the art of
learning, the art of seeing and listening. And reality isin that area.
Unless we understand this rather complex problem we shall not be
able to go beyond it. We may pretend, or imagine, but imagination
and pretension have no place in a human being who is really
serious and is desirous to find out what is truth.

Aslong as there is the movement of thought, which istime and
measure, in that area truth has no place. Reality is that which we
think and the action of thought as an idea, asaprinciple, asan
ideal, projected from the previous knowledge into the future
modified and so on. All that isin the world of reality. Welivein
that world of reality - if you have observed yourself you will see
how memory plays an immense part. Memory is mechanical,
thought is mechanical, it isaform of computer, a machine, as the
brainis. And thought hasits place. | cannot speak if | have no
language; if | spoke I-n Greek you wouldn't understand. And
learning a language, learning to drive a car, to work in afactory

and so on, there thought is necessary. psychologically, thought has



created the redlity of the "me". "M€", "my", my house, my
property, my wife, my husband, my children, my country, my God
- all that is the product of thought. And in that field we have
established a relationship with each other which is constantly in
conflict. That isthe limitation of thought.

Unless we put order into that world of reality we cannot go
further. We live adisorderly lifein our daily activities; that isa
fact. Andisit possible to bring about order in the world of reality,
in the world of thought, socially, morally, ethically and so on? And
who is to bring about order in the world of reality?1 livea
disorderly life- if | do - and being disorderly, can | bring about
order in all the activities of daily life? Our daily lifeis based on
thought, our relationship is based on thought, because | have an
image of you and you have an image of me, and the relationship is
between those two images. The images are the product of thought,
which is the response of memory, experience and so on. Now can
there be order in the world of reality? Thisisreally avery
important question. Unless order is established in the world of
reality there is no foundation for further enquiry. In the world of
reality, isit possible to behave orderly, not according to a pattern
set by thought, which is till disorder? Isit possible to bring about
order in the world of reality? That is, no wars, no conflict, no
division. Order implies great virtue, virtue is the essence of order -
not following a blueprint, which becomes mechanical. So who isto
bring order in thisworld of reality? Man has said, "God will bring
it. Believe in God and you will have order. Love God and you will
have order." But this order becomes mechanical because our desire

IS to be secure, to survive, to find the easiest way of living - let us



put it that way.

So we are asking, who isto bring order in this world of redlity,
where there is such confusion, misery, pain, violence and so on.
Can thought bring about order in that reality - aworld of reality
which thought has created? Do you follow my question? The
Communists say control the environment, then there will be order
in man. According to Marx the State will wither away - you know
al that. They have tried to bring order but man isin disorder, even
in Russial So one hasto find out, if thought is not to bring about
order, then what will? 1 don’t know if thisis a problem to you, if it
really interests you? So one hasto ask, if thought, which has made
such amess of life, cannot bring clarity into thisworld of reality,
then is there an observation in the field of reality, or of the field of
reality, without the movement of thought. Are we meeting each
other about this? A human being has exercised thought, he says
there isdisorder, | will control it, | will shapeit, | will make order
according to certain ideas - it is al the product of thought. And
thought has created disorder. So thought has no place in order, and
how is this order to come about?

Now we will gointo it alittle bit. Can one observe this disorder
in which one lives, which is conflict, contradiction, opposing
desires, pain, suffering, fear, pleasure and all that, this whole
structure of disorder, without thought? Y ou understand my
guestion? Can you observe this enormous disorder in which we
live, externally as well asinwardly, without any movement of
thought? Because if there is any movement of thought, thenitis
going to create further disorder, isn't it? So can you observe this

disorder in yourself without any move, ment of thought as time and



measure - that is, without any movement of memory?

We are going to see whether thought as time can come to an
end. Whether thought as measure, which is comparison, as time,
from here to there - al that isinvolved in the movement of time -
whether that time can have a stop? Thisis the very essence of
meditation. Y ou understand? So we are going to enquire together if
time has a stop, that is, if thought as movement can come to an
end. Then only isthere order and therefore virtue. Not cultivated
virtue, which requirestime and is therefore not virtue, but the very
stopping, the very ending of thought is virtue. This means we have
to enquire into the whole question of what is freedom. Can man
live in freedom? Because that is what it comes to. If time comesto
an end it means that man is deeply free. So one hasto go into this
guestion of what is freedom. Is freedom relative, or absolute? If
freedom is the outcome of thought then it isrelative. When
freedom is not bound by thought then it is absolute. We are going
to go into that.

Outwardly, politically, thereisless and less freedom. We think
politicians can solve al our problems and the politicians, especially
the tyrannical politicians, assume the authority of God, they know
and you don't know. That iswhat is going on in India, freedom of
speech, civil rights, have been denied, likein all tyrannies.
Democratically we have freedom of choice, we choose between the
Liberal, Conservatives, Labour or something else. And we think
that having the capacity to choose gives us freedom. Choiceisthe
very denia of freedom. Y ou choose when you are not clear, when
there is no direct perception, and so you choose out of confusion,

and so there is no freedom in choice - psychologically, that is. | can



choose between this cloth and that cloth, and so on; but
psychologically we think we are free when we have the capacity to
choose. And we are saying that choice is born out of confusion, out
of the structure of thought, and therefore it is not free. We accept
the authority of the gurus, the priests, because we think they know
and we don't know. Now if you examine the whole idea of the
guru, which is becoming rather a nuisance in this country and in
America, the world over - | am sorry | am rather allergic to gurus
(laughter), I know many of them, they come to see me (laughter).
They say, "What you are saying is the highest truth" - they know
how to flatter! But we are dealing, they say, with people who are
ignorant and we are the intermediaries. we want to help them. So
they assume the authority and therefore deny freedom. | do not
know if you have noticed that not one single guru has raised his
voice against tyranny.

A man who would understand what freedom is must totally
deny authority, which is extraordinarily difficult, it demands great
attention. We may reject the authority of a guru, of apriest, of an
idea, but we establish an authority in ourselves - that is"l think it is
right, | know what | am saying, it is my experience. All that gives
one the authority to assert, which is the same thing as the guru and
the priest.

Can the mind be free of authority, of tradition, which means
accepting another as your guide, as somebody to tell you what to
do, except in the technological field? And man must be freeif heis
not to become a serf, aslave, and deny the beauty and depth of the
human spirit. Now can the mind put aside all authority in the

psychological sense? - if you put aside the authority of the



policeman you will bein trouble. That requires agreat deal of
inward awareness. One obeys and accepts authority becausein
oneself there is uncertainty, confusion, loneliness, and the desire to
find something permanent, something lasting. And is there
anything lasting, anything that is permanent, created by thought?
Or does thought give to itself permanency? The mind desires to
have something it can cling to, some certainty, some psychological
security. Thisiswhat happensin all our relationships with each
other. | depend on you psychologically - because in myself | am
uncertain, confused, lonely - and | am attached to you, | possess
you, | dominate you. So living in thisworld is freedom possible,
without authority, without the image, without the sense of
dependency? And isit freedom from something or freedom per se?

Now can we have freedom in the world of reality? You
understand my question? - can there be freedom in my relationship
with you? Can there be freedom in relationship between man and
woman, or is that impossible? - which doesn't mean freedom to do
what one likes, or permissiveness, or promiscuity. But can there be
arelationship between human beings of complete freedom? | do
not know if you have ever asked this question of yourself? Y ou
might say it is possible or not possible. The possibility or the
impossibility of it isnot an answer, but to find out whether
freedom can exist, absolute freedom in our relationships. That
freedom can only exist in relationship when there is order: order
not according to you, or another, but order in the sense of the
observation of disorder. And that observation is not the movement
of thought, because the observer is the observed; only then thereis
freedom in our relationship.



Then we can go to something else. Having observed the whole
nature of disorder, order comesinto being in our life. That isafact,
if you have gone into it. From there we can move and find out
whether thought can end, can realize its own movement, seeits
own limitation and therefore stop. We are asking, what place has
time in freedom. |Is freedom a state of mind in which thereis no
time? - time being movement of thought as time and measure.
Thought is movement, movement in time. That is, can the brain,
which is part of the mind - which has evolved through centuries
with all the accumulated memories, knowledge, experience - is
there a part of the brain which is not touched by time? Do you
understand my question? Our brain is conditioned by various
influences, by the pursuit of desires; and is there a part of the brain
that is not conditioned at al? Or is the whole brain conditioned and
can human beings therefore never escape from conditioning? They
can modify the conditioning, polish, refine it, but there will always
be conditioning if the totality of the brain islimited, and therefore
no freedom.

So we are going to find out if thereis any part of the brain that
is not conditioned. All thisis meditation, to find out. Can one be
aware of the conditioning in which one lives? Can you be aware of
your conditioning as a Christian, a Capitalist, a Socialist, aLiberal,
that you believe in this and you don't believe in that? - al that is
part of the conditioning. Can a human being be aware of that
conditioning? Can you be aware of your consciousness? - not as an
observer, but that you are that consciousness. And if you are aware,
who isit that isaware? Isit thought that isaware that it is
conditioned? Then it is still inthe field of reality, whichis



conditioned. Or isthere an observation, an awareness in which
there is pure observation? Is there an act, or an art of pure
listening?

Do listen to this alittle bit. The word "art" means to put
everything initsright place, where it belongs. Now can you
observe without any interpretation, without any judgement, without
any prejudice - just observe, see purely? And can you listen, as you
are doing now, without any movement of thought. It is only
possible if you put thought in the right place. And the art of
learning means not accumulating - then it becomes knowledge and
thought - but the movement of learning, without the accumulation.
So there isthe art of seeing, the art of listening, the art of learning -
which means to put everything where it belongs. And in that there
IS great order.

Now we are going to find out if time hasa stop. Thisis
meditation. Aswe said at the beginning, itisall in the field of
meditation. Meditation isn't something separate from life, from
daily life. Meditation is not the repetition of words, the repetition
of amantra, which is now the fashion and called transcendental
meditation, or the meditation which can be practised. Meditation
must be something totally unconscious. | wonder if you see this? If
you practise meditation, that is follow a system, a method, then it is
the movement of thought, put together in order to achieve aresult,
and that result is projected as a reaction from the past and therefore
still within the area of thought.

S0 can there be a mutation in the brain? It comes to that. We say
it ispossible. That is, amutation is only passible when thereisa

great shock of attention. Attention implies no control. Have you



ever asked whether you can live in this world without asingle
control? - of your desires, of your appetites, of the fulfilment of
your desires and so on, without a single breath of control? Control
implies a controller: and the controller thinks heis different from
that which he controls. But when you observe closely the controller
is the controlled. So what place has control? In the sense of
restraint, suppression, to control in order to achieve, to control to
change yourself to become something else - all that is the demand
of thought. Thought by its very nature being fragmentary, divides
the controller and the controlled. And we are educated from
childhood to control, to suppress, to inhibit - which does not mean
to do what you like; that isimpossible, that istoo absurd, too
immature. But to understand this whole question of control
demands that you examine the desire which brings about this
fragmentation; the desire to be and not to be. To find out whether
you can live without comparison, therefore without an ideal,
without afuture - all that isimplied in comparison. And where
there is comparison there must be control. Can you live without
comparison and therefore without control - do you understand?
Have you ever tried to live without control, without comparison?
Because comparison and control are highly respectable. The word
"respect” means to look about. And when we look about we see
that all human beings, wherever they live, have this extraordinary
desire to compare themselves with somebody, or with an idea, or
with some human being who is supposed to be noble, and in that
process they control, suppress. Now if you see thiswhole
movement, then one will live without a single breath of control.

That requires tremendous inward discipline. Discipline means



actually to learn, not to be disciplined to a pattern like a soldier.
The word "discipline€" meansto learn. Learn whether it is possible
to live without a single choice, comparison, or control. To learn
about it; not to accept it, not to deny it, but to find out how to live.

Then out of that comes a brain which is not conditioned.
Meditation then is freedom from authority, putting everything in its
right place in the field of reality, and consciousnessrealizing its
own limitation and therefore bringing about order in that limitation.
When there is order there is virtue, virtue in behaviour.

From there we can go into the question, whether time has a
stop. Which means, can the mind, the brain itself, be absolutely
still? - not controlled. If you control thought in order to be still,
then it is still the movement of thought. Can the brain and the mind
be absolutely still, which is the ending of time? Man has always
desired throughout the ages to bring silence to the mind, which he
called meditation, contemplation and so on. Can the mind be still?
- not chattering, not imagining, not conscious if that stillness,
because if you are conscious of that stillness there is a centre which
Is conscious, and that centre is part of time, put together by
thought; therefore you are still within the area of reality and there
isno ending in the world of reality of time.

Man has made, whether by the hand or by the mind, what he
thinksis sacred, all the images in churches, in temples. All those
images are still the product of thought. And in that there is nothing
sacred. But out of this complete silence is there anything sacred?
We began by saying that religion is not belief, rituals, authority,
but religion is the gathering of all energy to investigate if thereis
something sacred which is not the product of thought. We have that



energy when there is complete order in the world of reality in
which we live - order in relationship, freedom from authority,
freedom from comparison, control, measurement. Then the mind
and the brain become completely still naturally, not through
compulsion. If one sees that anything which thought has created is
not sacred, nothing - all the churches, all the temples, al the
mosques in the world have no truth - then is there anything sacred?

In India, when only Brahmins could enter Temples and Ghandi
was saying that all people can enter temples - | followed him
around one year - and | was asked, "What do you say to that"? |
replied, God is not in temples, it doesn't matter who enters. That
was of course not acceptable. So in the same way we are saying
that anything created by thought is not sacred, and is there anything
sacred? Unless human beings find that sacredness, their life really
has no meaning, it is an empty shell. They may be very orderly,
they may berelatively free, but unless there isthisthing that is
totally sacred, untouched by thought, life has no deep meaning. Is
there something sacred, or is everything matter, everything
thought, everything transient, everything impermanent? | s there
something that thought can never touch and thereforeis
incorruptible, timeless, eternal and sacred? To come upon this the
mind must be completely, totaly still, which means time comes to
an end; and in that there must be compl ete freedom from all
prejudice, opinion, judgement - you follow? Then only one comes
upon this extraordinary thing that is timeless and the very essence
of compassion.

So meditation has significance. One must have this meditative
guality of the mind, not occasionally, but all day long. And this



something that is sacred affects our lives not only during the
waking hours but during sleep. And in this process of meditation
there are all kinds of powers that come into being: one becomes
clairvoyant, the body becomes extraordinarily sensitive. Now
clairvoyance, healing, thought transference and so on, become
totally unimportant; all the occult powers become so utterly
irrelevant, and when you pursue those you are pursuing something
that will ultimately lead to illusion. That is one factor. Then thereis
the factor of sleep. What is the importance of sleep? Isit to spend
the slegping hours dreaming? Or isit possible not to dream at all?
What are dreams, why do we dream, and isit possible for amind
not to dream, so that during sleep, the mind being utterly restful, a
totally different kind of energy is built in?

If during waking hours we are completely attentive to our
thoughts, to our actions, to our behaviour, totally aware, then are
dreams necessary? Or are dreams a continuation of our daily life,
in the form of pictures, images, incidents - a continuity of our daily
CONSCiOUS Or unconscious movements? So when the mind becomes
totally aware during the day, then you will see that dreams become
unimportant, and being unimportant they have no significance and
therefore there is no dreaming. There is only complete sleep; that
means the mind has complete rest: it can renew itself. Test it out. If
you accept what the speaker is saying, then it isfutile; but not if
you enquire and find out if during the day you are very very awake,
watchful, aware without choice - we went into what it isto be
aware - then out of that awareness when you do sleep, the mind
becomes extraordinarily fresh and young. Y outh is the essence of

decision, action. And if that action is merely centred round itself,



round the centre of myself, then that action breeds mischief,
confusion and so on. But when you realize the whole movement of
life as one, undivided, and are aware of that, then the mind
rgfuvenates itself and has immense energy. All that is part of
meditation.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART IIl CHAPTER
10 QUESTION FROM THE 7TH PUBLIC TALK
SAANEN 25TH JULY, 1976 'RIGHT
LIVELIHOOD'

Questioner: |s amotive necessary in business? What is the right
motive in earning alivelihood?

Krishnamurti: What do you think is the right livelihood? - not
what is the most convenient, not what is the most profitable,
enjoyable, or gainful; but what is the right livelihood? Now, how
will you find out what isright? The word "right" means correct,
accurate. It cannot be accurate if you do something for profit or
pleasure. Thisis acomplex thing. Everything that thought has put
together isreality. Thistent has been put together by thought, it isa
reality. The tree has not been put together by thought, but itisa
reality. Illusions are redlity - the illusions that one has, imagination,
al that isreality. And the action from those illusions is neuraotic,
which is also reality. So when you ask this question, "What is the
right livelihood", you must understand what reality is. Redlity is
not truth.

Now what is correct action in this reality? And how will you
discover what isright in thisreality? - discover for yourself, not be
told. So we have to find out what is the accurate, correct, right
action, or right livelihood in the world of reality, and reality
includesillusion. Don't escape, don't move away, belief isan
Illusion, and the activities of belief are neurotic, nationalism and all
therest of it is another form of readlity, but an illusion. So taking al
that asreality, what is the right action there?



Who is going to tell you? Nobody, obviously. But when you see
reality without illusion, the very perception of that reality is your
intelligence, isn't it? in which there is no mixture of reality and
illusion. So when there is observation of reality, the reality of the
tree, the reality of the tent, reality which thought has put together,
including visions, illusions, when you see all that reality, the very
perception of that isyour intelligence - isn't it? So your intelligence
says what you are going to do. | wonder if you understand this?
Intelligence isto perceive what is and what is not - to perceive
"what is' and see thereality of "what is", which means you don't
have any psychological involvement, any psychological demands,
which are all forms of illusion. To see dll that isintelligence; and
that intelligence will operate wherever you are. Therefore that will
tell you what to do.

Then what is truth? What is the link between reality and truth?
Thelink isthisintelligence. Intelligence that sees the totality of
reality and therefore doesn't carry it over to truth. And the truth
then operates on readlity through intelligence.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART IIl CHAPTER
11 QUESTION FROM THE 3RD PUBLIC TALK
SAANEN 15TH JULY, 1975 "WILL'

Questioner: | wish to know if effort of will hasaplacein life.

Krishnamurti: Has the will aplace in life? What do we mean by
life? - going to the office every day, having a profession, a career,
the everlasting climbing the ladder, both religiously and
mundanely, the fears, the agonies, the things that we have
treasured, remembered, all that islife, isn't it? All that islife, both
the conscious as well as the hidden. The conscious of which we
know, more or less; and al the deep down hidden things in the
cave of one's mind, in the deepest recesses of one's mind. All that
islife: the illusion and the reality, the highest principle and the
"what is", the fear of death, fear of living, fear of relationship - all
that. What place has will in that? That is the question.

| say it has no place. Don't accept what | am saying; | am not
your authority, | am not your guru. All the content of one's
consciousness, which is consciousness, is created by thought which
is desire and image. And that is what has brought about such havoc
in the world. Isthere away of living in this world without the
action of will? That is the present question.

| know this, as a human being | am fully aware of what is going
on within my consciousness, the confusion, the disorder, the chaos,
the battle, the seeking for power, position, safety, security,
prominence, al that; and | see thought has created all that. Thought
plus desire and the multiplication of images. And | say, "What

place haswill in this?' It iswill that has created this. Now can |



live in this without will? Biologically, physiologically, | have to
exercise a certain form of energy to lean alanguage, to do thisand
that. There must be acertain drive. | see al this. And | realise - not
as averbal realization, as a description, but the, actual fact of it, as
one realizes pain in the body - | realize that thisis the product of
thought as desire and will. Can I, as a human being, look at aU this,
and transform this without will?

Now what becomes important is what kind of observation is
necessary. Observation to see actually what is. |'s the mind capable
of seeing actually "what is'? Or does it always trandate into "what
should be", "what should not be", "'l must suppress’, "I must not
suppress', and all the rest of it? There must be freedom to observe,
otherwise | can't see. If | am prejudiced against you, or like you, |
can't see you. So freedom is absolutely necessary to observe -
freedom from prejudice, from information, from what has been
learned, to be able to look without the idea. Y ou understand: to
look without the idea. Aswe said the other day, the word "idea"
comes from Greek; the root meaning of that word isto observe, to
see. When we refuse to see, we make an abstraction and make it
into an idea.

There must be freedom to observe, and in that freedom will is
not necessary; thereisjust freedom to look. Which means, to put it
differently, if one makes a statement, can you listen to it without
making it into an abstraction? Do you understand my question?
The speaker makes a statement such as, "The ending of sorrow is
the beginning of wisdom". Can you listen to that statement without
making an abstraction of it? - the abstraction being: "Is that

possible?’, "What do we get from it?,', "How do we do it?"'. Those



are all abstractions - and not actually listening. So can you listen to
that statement with all your senses, which means with all your
attention? Then you see the truth of it. And the perception of that

truth is action in this chaos.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART IIl CHAPTER
12 QUESTION FROM THE 5TH PUBLIC TALK
SAANEN 22ND JULY, 19/5'EMOTIONS AND
THOUGHT'

Questioner: Are emotions rooted in thought?

Krishnamurti: What are emotions? Emotions are sensations,
aren't they? Y ou see alovely car, or a beautiful house, a beautiful
woman or man, and the sensory perception awakens the senses.
Then what takes place? Contact, then desire, Now thought comes
in. Can you end there and not let thought come in and take over? |
see a beautiful house, the right proportions, with alovely lawn, a
nice garden: all the senses are responding because there is great
beauty - it iswell kept, orderly, tidy. Why can't you stop there and
not let thought come in and say, "I must have' and all the rest of it?
Then you will see emotions, or sensations, are natural, healthy,
normal. But when thought takes over, then all the mischief begins.

So to find out for oneself whether it is possible to look at
something with all the senses and end there and not proceed further
- do it! That requires an extraordinary sense of awareness in which
there is no control; no control, therefore no conflict. Just to observe
totally that which is, and all the senses respond and end there.
Thereis great beauty in that. For after al what is beauty?



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART IIl CHAPTER
13 QUESTION FROM THE 5TH PUBLIC TALK
SAANEN 22ND JULY, 1975 'BEAUTY"

|s beauty in the world of reality? Or is it not within the movement
of thought as time? Please follow this carefully because we are
Investigating together. | am not laying down the law. | am just
asking myself: does beauty lie within the movement of thought as
time? That is, within the field of reality. There are beautiful
paintings, statues, scul pture, marvellous cathedrals, wonderful
temples. If you have been to India, some of those ancient temples
are really quite extraordinary: they have no time, there has been no
entity as a human being who put them together. And those
marvellous old sculptures from the Egyptians, from the Greeks,
down to the Moderns. That is, isit expression and creation? Does
creation need expression? | am not saying it does, or does not, | am
asking, enquiring. Is beauty, which is both expression outwardly
and the sense of inward feeling of extraordinary elation, that which
comes when there is compl ete cessation of the "me", with all its
movements?

To enquire what is beauty, we have to go into the question of
what is creation. What is the mind that is creative? Can the mind
that is fragmented, however capable, whatever its gifts, talent, is
such amind creative? If | live afragmented life, pursuing my
cravings, my selfishness, my self-centred ambitions, pursuits, my
pain, my struggle - issuch amind (I am asking) creative? - though
it has produced marvellous music, marvellous literature,
architecture and poetry - English and other literature isfilled with



it. A mind that is not whole, can that be creative? Or is creation
only possible when there is total wholeness and therefore no
fragmentation? A mind that is fragmented is not a beautiful mind,

and therefore it is not creative.



TRUTH AND ACTUALITY PART IIl CHAPTER
14 QUESTION FROM THE 6TH PUBLIC TALK
SAANEN 24TH JULY, 19/5'THE STREAM
OF" SELFISHNESS"'

One can see that thought has built the "me", the "me" that has
become independent, the "me" that has acquired knowledge, the
"me" that is the observer, the "me" that is the past and which passes
through the present and modifiesitself asthe future. It is still the
"me" put together by thought, and that "me" has become
independent of thought. That "me" hasaname, aform. It hasa
label called X or Y or John. It identifies with the body, with the
face; thereisthe identification of the "me" with the name and with
the form, which is the structure, and with the ideal which it wants
to pursue. Also with the desire to change the "me" into another
form of "me", with another name. This"me" is the product of time
and of thought. The "me" isthe word: remove the word and what is
the "me"?

And that "me" suffers. the "me", as you, suffers. The"me" in
suffering isyou. The "me" in its great anxiety is the great anxiety
of you. Therefore you and | are common; that is the basic essence.
Though you may be taller, shorter, have a different temperament,
different character, be cleverer, al that is the peripheral field of
culture; but deep down, basically we are the same. So that "me" is
moving in the stream of greed, in the stream of selfishness, in the
stream of fear, anxiety and so on, which is the same asyou in the
stream. Please don't accept what | am saying - see the truth of it.
That is, you are selfish and another is selfish; you are frightened,



another isfrightened; you are aching, suffering, with tears, greed,
envy, that isthe common lot of al human beings. That is the
stream in which we are living, the stream in which we are caught,
al of us. We are caught in that stream while we are living; please
see that we are caught in this stream as an act of life. Thisstreamis
"selfishness' - let us put it that way - and in this stream we are
living - the stream of "selfishness" - that expression includes all the
descriptions of the "me" which | have just now given. And when
we die the organism dies, but the selfish stream goes on. Just look
at it, consider it.

Suppose | have lived avery selfish life, in self-centred activity,
with my desires, the importance of my desires, ambitions, greed,
envy, the accumulation of property, the accumulation of
knowledge, the accumulation of all kinds of things which | have
gathered - all of which | have termed as "selfishness'. And that is
thething | livein, that isthe "me", and that is you also. In our
relationshipsit is the same. So while living we are together flowing
in the stream of selfishness. Thisisafact, not my opinion, not my
conclusion; if you observe you will seeit, whether you go to
America, to India, or al over Europe, modified by the
environmental pressures and so on, but basically that isthe
movement. And when the body dies that movement goes on... That
stream istime. That is the movement of thought, which has created
suffering, which has created the "me" from which the "me" has
now asserted itself as being independent, dividing itself from you;
but the "me" isthe same as you when it suffers. The "me" isthe
imagined structure of thought. In itself it has no redlity. It iswhat

thought has made it because thought needs security, certainty, so it



has invested in the "me" dl its certainty. And in that thereis
suffering. In that movement of selfishness, while we are living we
are being carried in that stream and when we die that stream exists.

Isit possible for that stream to end? Can selfishness, with al its
decorations, with al its subtleties, come totally to an end? And the
ending is the ending of time. Therefore thereis atotally different
manifestation after the ending, which is; no selfishness at all.

When there is suffering, isthere a"you" and "me"? Or isthere
only suffering? | identify myself asthe "me" in that suffering,
which isthe process of thought. But the actual fact is you suffer
and | suffer, not "I" suffer something independent of you, who are
suffering. So there is only suffering... thereis only the factor of
suffering. Do you know what it does when you realize that? Out of
that non-personalised suffering, not identified as the "me" separate
from you, when there is that suffering, out of that comes a
tremendous sense of compassion. The very word "suffering” comes
from the word "passion”.

So | have got this problem. As a human being, living, knowing
that | exist in the stream as selfishness, can that stream, can that
movement of time, come totally to an end? Both at the conscious
aswell as at the deep level? Do you understand my question, after
describing all this? Now, how will you find out whether you, who
are caught in that stream of selfishness, can completely step out of
it? - which isthe ending of time. Death is the ending of time as the
movement of thought if 