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Science and Relicion : Two aspoects of a sinale Reality

by Prof, P, Krishna, Rector, Rajghat Education Centre, Krish-
namurti Foundation India, Varanasi 221 001, India,

The scientific gusst and the religious quest have been the

two great quests of mankind, Somehow a feeling has developed

in society, also among the intellectuals, that science is
antagonistic to religion. We should examine whether it is
really so or it is something that arises bscause we give to
science and religion rather narrow meanings. The purpose of

the scientific quest is to discover the order that manifests
itself 1n the externmal world of space, time, energy and matter-
both llvlng and non-living, The religious quest of man is a
guest for discovering order in our consciousness, which is

the inner world of our thoughts and emotions, our mind. Since
the whole of reality is built up of both matter and conscious-~
ness why should the guest for the discovery of order in the
external world be antagonistic in any sense to the gquest for
the discovery of ordsr in the inner world of our consciousness ?
It szems to me that they are only twe aspects of a single
reality, since both exist in this universe, Just as I want ta
Find out what is true and what is factual about the external
world, I also want to find out what is true and what is factual
about the inmer world of my consciousness, They are tuc comple-
mentary guests and there ought not to be any antagonism between
them. Indeed, one could g0 a step further and say that both

are part of the inquiry into truth, into reality. One divides
the external world from the inner world of our consciousness
only for the sake of descriotion, for the sake of communica-
tion or analysis but they are both part of one warld, one
reality which is made up of both matter and consciousness,

If we look at their origins, we find that both quests have
originated out of the inquisitiveness of man. The human being
is the first animal who is inquisitive, who wants to inquire
into his surroundings, into what is haopening within and around
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him, who wants to observe in order to find out, and who has
this tremendous curiosity to solve any mystery that he sses.
If we ask the question "Why is he inquisitive" ? there is no
answer, It is not always for a purpose, he is inquisitive by
nature., The purposes is a by-product, it is not the aim of

the inquiry., For instance, technology has been the by=product
of science, but it is not the reason for science. The scisne
tific gquest was there much before any technology developed,
Man was inquiring into why the sky is blue, why the sun rises
and sets, why trees grow, why there are so many species arpound
him, why eclipses occur and all that, much before the concapt
of develooing any technolagy came. The fundamental puroose of
science is to discover the lauws that operate in nature, the
order that is there in the external world, not to develop

technology.

In the same way, questions like '"Whg am 17! 'What is the
purpose' of life 7 'Why is there so much conflict and vioclence
within us ?' 'Is it possible to come upon some kind of order
within our consciousness ? 'What is death ? ® Is there some-
thing beyond death ?' ars all guestions in the field of spiri-
tuality and religion. Out of this quest the different organised
religions have evolved as a by-product. There were great
enquirers who came upon a certain truth in their conscious=
ness, - t = £ eie g

who came upon a certain order - we may call that order love,
Compassion, humility, whatever. Out of that state, they tried
to communicate the truth which they had seen, and they became
religicus leaders, around wham the church was built up. Then
the followers devised various methods for coming uoon the
spiritual truths which this man had spoken of. That is how
institutionalised religions developed. Thus, religion is a
by-product of the spiritual quest just as technology is a
by-product of the scientific guest. But they in themselves

are not the purpose of the soiritual and scientific quests.,
For a lang time, ths scientific quest and the religious quest
were not differentiated. A learned man was involved both in

the spiritual acuest and the scientific quest. They got diff-

erentiated only about, 300 years ago when modern science, as
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we know it now, started developing with Galileo and Newton.
Before that there were numergus great minds which were
simultaneously concerned with mathematics, with the constru-
cticn of new instruments, with art and litsrature as well

as philosoohy, They were incuiring intao everything, the whole
of life, It is aonly in the 17th century, with the coming in
of experimentation that there came a divide, because in the
soiritual quest the kind of experimentation which one does

in science was not possible, The scientific quest, of course,
took on a very significant turn at that point of time because
thereafter it relied more and more on experiments and not
merely on thinking. Since then this feeling has saomshow
develoned, that the scientific guest is antagonistic to the
religious or spiritual gquest and I would like to analyse the

reasons for that,

In the last 300 years or so, the scientific guest has progre=
ssed tremendously, altered gur civilizaticn, the way we live,
and released tremendous power tthugh technology inta the hands
of man., The results in the FarmLtelecommunications, transoort,
medical advances, nuclear power, are all known to us. There
has been a change in our lifestyle over a period of the last
100 years or sg uwhich is unparalleled in any such orevious
period of history. Over thousands of vyears gur life had not
altered the way it has altared in the last 100 years because
of the industrial revolution which is also a by product of
science. Sut the religious guest of man has not kept onace
with it, In our understanding of ourselves, modern man seems
to be almost as primitive as the primitive tribal man. So
there has been a sort of lopsided develoaoment of gur facule
ties, The intellect,. the power to reason and to plan, the
intelligence of thought, has developed tremendously and
brought with it, a tremendous amount of ability and oower.
But man has not ccme upon the intellicenze to use this pgwer
wisely, He is still orimitive, still hatinc his neighbour.,

He now has ths ability to Qo to the moaon, but he has not
come upon the abilipy to love bis fellowman., The old tribal

division of primitive man has taken the faorm of nationalism.
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There is still war, there are still grouos-religious groups,
casts grcups, language groups=-and mankind is still as badly
Civided as it sver was., Therefore all this power and ability
have become dangerous, because whan there is power without
wisdom the power is used unwisely., In olden days, if a man
was violent, he could kill just a few people with bows and
arrows. Now we can cdecimate whole naticns with one single
bomb, And that of course has increased the urcency of this
problem enormously. You could say, in a sense, that we

Coulc afford to ignore the religious gquest in those days
when we were actually cecnducting it and today when we cannot
afford to ignore it we are still ignoring it, at our ouwn
peril, Why is it that the scientific gquest has advanced so
much and man is now so intelligent, so clever at doing this
kind of investigation but when it comes to self-knowledge

or the understanding of ourselves, of coming upon some kind
of order in our consciousness, mankind as a whole has been
an utter failure ? Barring perhaos a handful of peaple like
the Christ or the Buddha or, in more recent times people
like Krishnamurti, who might have come upon it for themsel-
ves, the rest of the pecple have not really come upon it,
This has created the lopsided develapment in society which

in turn is creating the crisis in the world today,

One of the reasons why the scientific quest has progressed so
much is because there is a tremendous order out there in
nature. If there was not a tremendous order in nature, if
nature did not follow any laws, if things did not happen
according to a plan but happened at random, science could

not have developed, The reasan why a staone falls to the
ground is the same as the reason why the planets go around
the sun and the same law of gravitation acts betuween galaxies
and stars out there in space. So there is a tremendous order
out there. Nature follows a plan, it works according to cer=-
tain laws and science has been trying to discover those lauws,
We do not know why there are laws at all, why nature has

e
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this order. The scientist has no idea why there should
have been laws and why they should be universal, but he
finds that it is so. A sodium atom when it is heated emits
the same light in his laboratory as it does out there in
the stars--which is why he is able to identify that atom
from the light which comes to us from the stars. If you
asks "Why does it do so ?", we have no answer. We can only
say: "That is the law. That is what we observe." Similarly
there is also tremendous order in the animate world, saome
of which we understand in termﬁaof the laws of genetics
but a lot of which we still do not understand. Another
question, which is almost a religious cuestion is, why does
nature follow a peculiar form of logic evolved by man
called mathematics 7 Again we don't know. It led Sir James
Jeans to speculate that God must have been a matnematician
Because the whole universe in the outer world follows an
order which we have been able to determine using some fun=
damental assumptions, then applying a lot of mathematics
and logic to them and deriving results, We find that the
results so obtained tally with what happens in nature;
which means somehow this logic operates in nature. But if
you ask why it operates in nature, we don't know. We can
only say that such is the nature of the order which mani-
fests itself in the universe, We are students of Nature,
which has civen us a consciousness which observes and
thinks. Through this we can find some cause and effect rela=-

tionships, but we can not answer why Nature is the way it

ise

The other reason why the scientific guest has developed so
much is because the observer is separate from the cbserved,
When my consciousness or senses are viewing saomething and
doing an experiment on an object, that object is separate
from me., There is not too much interaction between the
observer and the observed and therefore it is relzatively
easy to be objective about what one is seeing. Of course,
being a human being, if the scientist has his own theory,
he may be so eager that his theory should be proved true
that he might end up seeing only those facts which support

his theory and ignoring the others. Then he is considered
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to be a bad scientist, But somebody else will repeat it

and discover that he had erred, So errors are detected
quickly because it is again put to test by other psople.
One is aware of the fact that one should mot let one's
desires and emotions interfere with one's observations.
This is realatively easy in science because when one is
looking at a fish and watching how it swims, how it lives,
how it reproduces and so one, one is not awfully attached
to what is haopening there. One can be objective about it,
Wwhen we come to the religicus auest we are logking at our-
sslf and the observer is the observed, Therefore, the in-
teraction between the gbserver and the observed is enormous
and it becomes very difficult to be ob jective, much mors
difficult than in the scientific gquast. Not only is it
relatively easy to be objective in the scientific quest but
our understanding is also additive in nature. What Newton
did in a whole lifetime we can now learn in two or three
years in college and build on it to discover more. Since
scientific advancement is based on knowledge, it is additive.
The knowledge of what peoples have daone before helps us to
learn that quickly and discover beyaond that. Scientific
progress has become like a continuously moving wheel which
we can not stop any more even if we want-%¥ to. There are
always scientists who have lzarnt everythingﬂthat has been
done before and are building further on it and this has
become their passion. Therefaore we find all the time,new
toys, new computers, new modes of telecommunication,new
inventions coming up. The human mind is constantly inno-
vating in that area, and past knowledge is helpful to it

in that area.

In the religious gusst, knowledge is not so helpful. In
fact, it can even be a2 hinderance if one is too attached
to it. What the Suddha discovered and statad, I can read
and come upon the knowledge of Buddhism, including all that
has been said about the Buddha, All that knowledge would
make me a professor of Buddhist philesophy, but the profa=

ssor of Buddhist ohilosaphy is not the Buddha! One cannat

~
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come upon the order that was there in the consciousness of
the Buddha merely throuch knowledge. The knowladge of what
the Buddha had seen is only a descristion of the truth that
he discovered. We get only the description by reading his
books, we do not get the truth. 3o Buddha's student has to
start all over again, he has to rediscover what the Buddha
discovered in order to come upon that order in his own con-
sciousness. He can not simply learn it like knowledge. One
needs something beyond knowledge, namely an insight into
the truth. Without that insight, which is a direct percep-
tion of the truth, there is no alteration of our conscious-
ness, The intellectual can have all the questions and all
the answers in his memory, but nothing transforms within
Mis consciousness, That is why there is a great difference
between the learned man and the seer, But there is not such
a tremendous difference between the student of relativity
who has now learned all that Einstein did and Einstein him=-
self, There is, in the senss that his mind may not have

the same insight into space, time, matter and energy which
Einstein's mind had, but that insight is not so essential,
If he understands the proofs and the equations, he can

work with them, In the field of science and technology, it
is enouch to have the equatinns and the proof. The insight
is essential only for the first person who discovered the
truth, If Einstein did not have a deeo insight intoc the
questions of space, time, matter and eneray, his mind cgould
not have come uoon a totally new cancept which was not
there in classical physics. His mind had all that knowle-
doe of classical physics, but at the same time it must

have had a certain amount of freedom from the known in
order to have an insight into%a truth which was totally
outside the field of the known. All great scientific dis=-
coveries are results of such insights, But after the
scientist has had the insight and come uoon a truth, he
outs it in the form of an equation, deduces it and veri-

Fies it logically, Thereafter, it is taught not through

d
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insight but through logic, Science is not taught to
students the way it actually happened, it is taught
through rational, logical ways, Knowledge and logic
have a sequence and-éhe¥ learning that sequence is enough
since it works, even though one may not have the insight.

In the field of consciousness this is not true. One can

read all the books on consciousness and on psychology but

all that knowledge does nat change our consciousness. It
changes our ideas but it does not deeply transform our
consciousness. This means knowledge can not end violence,

it will not end greed, it cannot end conflict within our
consciousness. To come upon a state of virtue, one has to
re-discover the truth for oneself in ones own life, other=-
wise it only remains a description of a truth which another
person, however great, saw. Unless one has seen the truth

for oneself it does nat act on our consciousness, it only
adds to our knowledge. There is a difference between having
something in our knowledge and having it as part of our
being. Which is why Socrates perhaps not only prescribed
"Know thyself"™, but went a step further to say that the

only true knowledge is self-knowledge, All ather knowledge

he refused to acceot as knowledge. In this field, wnat we
have dlscoverod for ourself alone is true knowledge, not

what we have read from another. OF course, we must remember
that in those days, there wzs no separate science so he was
not referring to scientific knowledge, he was referring to
the understanding of oneself. In this field, the knowledge
gained from books, from other pegole's ideas, from the guru,
has very little value, I say very little because it does have
the value of creating the question in our mind, The question
itself may not arise in our mind, So we can derive 2 question
out of a book, but we cannot take the answer from the books,
If we take the answer, it tecomeas only the knowledge in our
head. We need to coms upon the truth for curself, And this

is one of the fundamental cifficulties of the religious quest,
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The other difficulty is that the interaction between the
observer and the observed is so great that it is terribly,
terribly difficult to be objective about it. It is a very
perscnal investigation. Ome can illustratz this by an
example, If we try to examine how we go to slzeo, our
awareness decreases because in sleep we are not aware.

So the mind cannot watch itself gecing to sleep. In observ-
ing oneself there is a tremendous interaction between the
observer and what is being observed. Indeed thare is no
separation between the two. We create a separaticn by saying
"I am angry", as if the "I" is separate from the anger, It
appears to us that the "I" is something separate and the
anger i1s like a disease which can be got rid of. But one must
auesticn whether it is really so, whether the person that is
saying "I am angry" is separate From the anger. Or is the

"I" the same consciousness in which there is anger 7 When

we get a disease, we have a germ or a virus that gets into
us. Then aof course, there is our body and this external thing
that got into it, One can take antibiotics and so on which

go and kill that germ and get rid of it. Is anger like that?
Is violence like that ? Is hatred like that ? Is it a disease
which catches us and we can do something to get rid of it ?
Or is that 'me' itself ? Which means it will end only when
the "me" ends, and cne has to die for it to end, which raises
the next cuestion vhether the osychological 'me! can die
before the death of the body ?

So there are several intrinsic difficulties with the religious
quest. Knowledge does not help us here as it does in the scie-
ntific quest., Moreover, it sezems to me, that we have really
not been intellicent about tne soiritual cuest. Look at what
mankind has dcne. Just as there have been great scientists
like Einstein, Newtaon, Galileo, Darwin and sg on, whom ths
scientists respect, in the same way there have been great
spiritual teachers. People respect those great spiritual
teachers beéause they came uoon a certain states of comsci=-

ousness which was one of love and compassion, a universal



consciousness which was not divided from the rest of the
world. Sut what did their followers do ? The followers

said" "This man is our guru, our teacher, our saviour,

our leader so let us worship him. They took his words

and orooagated them, In order to prcpagate the words,

they built an organizatiaon which became the church. They

got busy in spreading his message, which as we saw earlier,
is only the word, not the truth. The followers did not come
uson the truth, they were satisfied with propagating the
word, It is more or less the same story with every religion
but let us look at the example of Christianity, Christ came
upon a certain truth and to describe that truth he gave

the Sermon on the Mount. The followers received the words

of tge Sermon cn the Mount and they spread the words., They
did not try to find out what their teacher had found out.
Instead, they started propagating the words and developing
rules about following them; so thay got busy forming organi-
satians, Then there was difference of ooinion 2nd the Protes-
ants separated from the Catholics., Now for the last S0 years
in Northern Ireland, the Catholics and the Protestants have
been fighting and killing each other, all of which has
nothing to do with what Christ had said. That man said

"Love your fellow man". But we are fFighting and killincg

2ach other in his name! Obviously all this has nothing tao

do with the religious auest,

The religious guest is concerned with the discovery of order

in our consciousness. We must go on with the religious quest,
not try to organize it, turn it into a belief, make rules about
it and orooagate those rules. All that is not religion, just

as technology is not science. Suobose the scientists had done
the same, if they had built a temnle to Newton and said "We

are Newtcnians, Mewton is our leader, whatever Newton said
alone is true and we are going to propagate it" and another
groun of scientists did that for Einstein and said "We are

Einsteinians™, would we have czlled them scientists ?
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Certainly not. We would have said : "Yqu have to learn
science, study and discover the order in nature, come

uoon the understznding and kKnowledce, of science cnly

then you are a scientist™, Sut in the field of religion,

we have been very gullible. If a man wears a certain typikrgl.
dress, goes and does certain rituals, lights the lamp in

a certain way and so on, we accept him as a holy man, We

have lost sight of the fact that this is also a quest,

an inouiry., Unless a human being comes upon order in his
consciousnass, he is not a religious man. It has nothing

to co with rituals, with the dress we wear, with the words

we utter or the books we read. It has nothing to do with

some ability or knowledce we have in our head either., You
can Rave a man who can exolain what the Buddha said better than
the Buddha himself but the fact is that he is not the Suddha,
If he has not ended viclen:e in his consciousness, he is an
ordinary man, He may have tremendous ability tag explain what
the Buddha said and the Buddha may not have had that ability,
That ability is not important, it is the change in the con-
sciousness that is imasortant. We have turned the religious
quest into the oractice gof individual religions, and that

is not the same as the religinus guest, There is nothing
wrong with what the Christ or Budcha said, but the way uwe
aporoach it is mistaken, because it is illusory. «e think

by resading their books we are going to get the truth. As

we Jginted out earlier, we can get 2 cuestion out of them
but we have ta find the answer (or the truth) far ourself,
Ixamining those cuestions, discovering what is true and what
is false for ourself, im sur own conscigusness, through

our own gbsarvatian, throuzn our swn meditatisn, through

our own inguiry, is the true religious quest. Cnly that can
Oring order into the Coansciousness, because it can hring

understanding =znd clarity to our conscicusness,

The othar factor that has very seriously bogged cdown the
raligious guest is Yeliaf, Wnat does belief mean to a per-

son who is in quest of truth ? We have to regard it the
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same way as a scientist regards a theory. The theory is
not the truth, the model is not reality, We have to do
experiments to find out what is true. But when we have
belief, we are merely accepting something without evi-
dence, which has little valus. Totally rejecting some-
thing also has no value. When we listen to something and
examine it, try to find out whether it is true, then the
work which our consciousness does in trying tae find out
whether it is true, has value. The acceotance is as false as
the rejectinon. It is only when we listen and consider,
neither quickly acceot nor reject but live with the gues-
tion and learn from it, through our ouwn experimentation,
through our own observations, that we may get some truth
out of it. The religious cuest has not gone far because

we have interpreted it to mean belief and practice of
certain rituals and so on. We think that it is going to
get us peace of mind, that it is going to bring us to
something divine, That is an illusion., It is like the
mistaks of thinking that asoirin is going to cure the
disease. It only provides temporary relief. Worship may
give us a certain peace of mind temporarily, but for the
same reason for which the mind was disturbed yesterday, it
will be disturbed tomorrow because ths same causes are still
operative., If the problems do not dissolve at the sgurce,
the cause is still there and the effect is b-und to be

there.

The third thing that institutionalized religions gave was a
moral codee—s What is right, Wat is wrong; what is good,
what is evil; what to do and what not to dao. Every religion
has done that. We must examine whether one can come uoon
virtue through the practice of virtuous actions. Whether

gne can came upogn kindness in O”ELE consciousness by per=-
farming certain kind acts. Supposé?become a vecetarian, I

do not kill animals, I give aims to the beggar, I help old
peonle across the road and co on doing these kind acts, will



that bring kindness into my consciousness ? Or is kindness
a state of mind, an gutlook, which, if we come upon it, all
these actions would follow as a natural consequence 7?7 If we
watch, we see that there are vegetarians who are extremely
cruel in other asnects of their life. They have not come
uoon kindness, that is why there is such contradiction, In
one area they app=zar to be very kind bacause in that area
they have decided to be that way, but they have not come
uoon kindness, therefore they are very unkind in another
area. A particular action becomes a habit and one can feel
virtuous without having come upon virtue., That is 2 serious
difficulty of the religious quest. It is the same with
viglence. If I am aggressive, I am violent, I hate peoonle,
can I practice non-violence ? I pro ject an idea that non-
violence means not hitting anether pzrson, so I hold my-
self back, I get angry, I feel like hitting the other per=-
san, but I do not hit saying I am non-violent. But in my
consciousnass there is still hatred, there is still aggre-
ssion, I have merely prevented my hand from hittirg, Is
that non-violence, or is the ending of hatred in my cons= '
ciousness non-violence 7?7 Surely there is non-violencz only
when there is the ending of violence, As long as I am vioe-
lent and I think I am practicing non-violence, it is only
control, And self-control is something totally different
from the ending of viglence. All those religious command-
ments have only led to self-——control. One does not object
to self-control, it may be necessary, but it does not alter
the consciousness within us. We cannot come upon virtue by
practicing what we think is non-violence, Self control will
never bring the understanding and the ending of violence
within our consciousness, Virtue is a state of mind, There
is virtue only when disorder ends, Vioclence, fear, jeal=
ousy, possessivenass are all a part of the disorder in aour
consciousness. OUne cannot imoose order on disgrder through
discipline. If we do that, it is still part of disorder;

it is only caontrol and that control is still part of the

disorder. The need to impose order on oneself, arises only
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when there is disorder in the conscicusness. Therefore im-
posed order is really disorder. The controller is the con-
trolled and is violant. Suppression is violence with oneself;
so the violence is still thare and nothing changes inwardly,
Of course the external action also mattesrs and to that extent
self-control may be necessary but it changes nothing inwardly.
We are still in conflict when we are nnly controllina. If we
are suppressing, fighting with ourself, then what is contro-
lled and overcome on one day will have to be controlled

every day, which meens all of 1ifz becomes a battlefisld. It
is not 2 religious 1life to live constantly in battle with
oneseif, In fact, the moral code has added to our problems
because one not only has this protblem of violence but one
also dévelops the additional problem cf quilt, We feel guilty
svery time we fael violent, We have to examine whether that
feeling of quilt helps us to enqguire at all, or it just sends
uUs into another emotiaonal reaction of remorse and confession
and all that, which becomes another way of coping with the
situation without understanding it, without solving it, All
disorder has a cause and so long as the cause exists the
disorder will exist. So the religious quest is an ingquiry
into the causes of cCisorder in our mind., Just as a scientist
cleans his instruments and lenses toc ensure that they do not
Cistort his observation of what is, the religious man has to
sliminate the disorcder from his mind since that is the inse
trument with which he observes., Disorder is caused by the
illusions in the mind and the illusicons end.only with the
direct perception cf the truth. 3ut the mind itself is both

the observer and the creator of the illusions.

So there are all these difficulties with the relicious aguest,
Howaver difficult it may be, if that is what is needed, we have
to do it. At present, we are not attzmoting it at all in our
educaticn. There is no emphasis on self-knowledge, not even

one hour in the day is set aside for it. We are left to fend

for ourself, find out a2nd may be get it from our parents or
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from our church, Society does not care whether a child comes
uoon self-knowledge or not., As long 2s he builds our bridges
and runs our computers, that is all we seem to want. We
arrange for him to spend 20 years in school and college to
learn how to run a computer and how to send a rocket to the
moon because that enables him to perform certain jobs in
society, We look upon the child as raw material for doing
this work and fashion him accordingly., After soending B8
hours a day far 20 years he gets his Master of Science
degree but he knows nothing about himself. He doss not come
upon a sense of beauty, he does not come upon joy, he does
not know whether nleasure is the same thing as happiness,

he deoes not know anything about the religious quest. His
consciousness goes in all kinds of directions, he lives

with conflict and confusion--~marriages break down, rela-
tionships break down but society does not care so long as

its work is getting daone.

We must find out what kind of education we must give so

that the mind can be both scientific and religious at the
same time. Religicus in the true sense, not just going and
doing mass on a Sunday morning in a certain church which has
nothing to do with being religious. Religion is a guest for
understanding oneself, coming upon self-knowledge. Is it
ogssible through educaticn to help children to come upon

the art of living ? The art of living is a by-product of
self-knowledge. Virtue is a by-prcduct of self-knowledge.
Knowing oneself means understanding desire, discovering

the richt place of everything in our consciousness. Can we
help a child to become an enguirer in thjﬁeligious field ? :#r/
Socrates said: "An unexamined life is not worth living"

Einstein said : "Religion without science is blind and

science without relicion is lame." If we have only one leg

to stand on, we need to build the other one., At present in
society we have a lopsided development of the human being.

We have trained the intellect very cleverly in one direction



and it works very well as an expert in that direction, Eut

it is lame because it needs to have also religious under-
standing, love, Compassion, peace of mind, In that direction,
we have nat even posed the cuestions to that ccnsciousness.
So how will it come upon it ? Why have we, the educationists
and all those who have set up the aducation gystem,ignored
this aspect 7 Is it because, in the name of sacularism, we
think we must not teach any particular religion ? In the

name of secularism we have done away with the religious quest
altogether, which is like throwing away the baby with the
bathwater, Religious inguiry has nothing to do with the
labels of Buddhism, Christianity or Hincuism. There is only
one religious mind and that is the mind that knows itself,
that has ended illusion, come ugon love and comoassion and
freed itself of conflict, Only such a mind is a religious
mind. Should we give up the religious guest because we feel
it will have to be either Buddhist or Christian or Hindu and
that divides mankind ? Or do we need to go beyond all these
religions and take the essence of the religious guest ? All
these religions were by-products aof the religious quest, Can
we have the religious cuest withaout any denomination at all 7
Can we address the guestions raised by Christ, by Mohammed,
by the cuddha knowingﬂthat their words nave little value for
Us unless we investigate them. we must not reduce tnem only

to knowledge if we are interested in perceiving the truth,

The scientist posits the truth as the unknown, and he wants
to orogress tcwards it by the scientific method of successive
aporcximations, imoroving his model znd so on. That method

is not valid here, but the same asorsach may still be valid,
That is, I oposit the truth as the unknown, I do not know what
the true religious mind is. I do rot know what Cod is. I do
not want to speculate and zcceot the soeculatian of ene reli-
gion or another religion. I want to find gut wnat God is.
when we s0sit it a2s the unknown, we can encuire intc it. And
in not knowino, we are all together., The fact is that we co
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not xnow. You believe something, I believe something else
and that divides us. But the fact is that we do not know,
Why not have the humility to acceot the fact and say "I
don't know, bBut I want to find out"? Whem we know something
very clearly, like the fact that fire will burn our fingers,
we do not nesed to believe in it. wWe maintain z beli=f anly
when we do not know, and belief divides us, it orevents
incuiry, therefore it is not religious. At oresent we say

if you believe in this, you are a Christien, if you believe
in that, you are a fdindu and so on. which means we choose an
iliusion, attach oursslfto it and than get a lezbel, That is
just like jonining a club! Religion is =z muzh mors cserious
affair than just joining a club or becoming sart of some
group: Thase groups are built around illusions, bescause

unless we have ciscovered what is truelmere speculation is

an illusion,

It is clear therefaore, that science and religion are both
inguiries into reality. They are two complementary quests.
Any feeling of antagonism bstween them is a product of a
narrow vision, Science deals with what is measurable;
religion is the quest for discovering and understanding

the immeasurable, A scientist is not intellicent if he denies
the existence of the immeasurable., There is nothing that is
anti-science but there is =z lot tnat is beyond scisnce. The
two quests have to co hand in hand. we not conly need tg have
an&ﬁ/understanding cf the laws that govern the phenomena occu-
rring in the external world around us but also we need to
discover order and harmony in our consciousness. Human under=-
standing is incomplete unless it covers both asnects of
reality--matter as well 4¥ consciousness, There are several
questions that lie on the border between the fields of
science and religion, which are therefore of concern to both.
What is caonscicusness 7 How did it oriqinate ? Is it a
property of mattar or is it something apart ? Is the mind
separate from the brain but needs the brain to operate
through, or is it just the brain itseif ? This is related

to the age-o0ld cuestion whether there is a soul that sur-
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vives the death of the body ar the physical death is the

end of the consciousness as well? If we could synthetically
put 211 the atoms that build up a person's body in the
position in which they are, would that automatically generate
the cansciousness of that person including his memory 7 We

do not know the answers to these questions. They are bath
scientific and religious questions. Conversely, we could

posit the question in the following manner. We know from
science that all matter is built uo of some hundred and

odd elements which are listed in the periodic table. So

the human being, the cdog, the tree, the mountains and

rivers are all built up of the same atoms. How do the atoms
<now how to behave in a plant, in the body of a dog and in

our body ? Are they associated with a different kind of
consciousness aor is it the same consciousness but the phy=
siological structure limits its ooeration to different extents?
What decides tha pariod of time for which a living object will
grow and then begin to wither away ? Why does that haooen
after 12 years for z dog, after 60 aor 70 yesars far a human
being and after several hundred years for some trees or for

the whale ? We do not know,

Consider another related question., The scientists now have a
reasonabie model of the oricin of tne universe. They know
Fairly well the initial conditions that must have existed

at the time the 8ig 3ang tcok place as well as the laws that
have coverned the subseguent develooment of the universe. Now,
if every oarticle of matter in this universe moves in accor=
dance with certain universal laws which are fixed, then its
motion can be orsdicted and where it will be the next moment
is dependent on how it is moving now and the forces acting on
it. Knowing that, if a2ne can oredict where it will be the
next moment, we can use that information to predict where it
will be anothzsr moment later. Since nnme can reoeat this pro=-
cess indefinitely ome can in orinciple, oredict where it will
be at any other time. It may be very complicated to do this
because thers may be too many factors to take intoc account

but that is only a matter of difficulty of making predictions.
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The philoseophic question is whether everything in this uni-
verse is therefore predetermined ? If consciousness is a
property of matter then it must also be predetermined if

the position of all particles of matter is predetermined.

If so, what is will ? Can anyone oredict whether I will walk
out of this room in the next five minutes or not ? It does
not seem to be oredetermined. So there is this paradox. We
really do not know. The scientists still do not know what
life is or how it originated. They have not been able to
create even an amoeba or a virus in the laboratory,starting
with chemicals and other non-living matter. Lots of efforts
are being made to resolve this mystery but as yet we do not
know how life or consciousness oricinated in the completely
dead universe of the ohysicist., Theres are those who maintain
that the laws obssrved and deduced by the scientists are all
narts of a tremendous intelligence that is operating in the
universe, and this intelligence was there even before the
universe, as we know it, came into existence. Is that in-
tellicence part of a universal consciousness which manifests
itself in all living and non=living things including our-
selves ? We do not know. How does consciousness interact

with matter ? wWwe do rmot knouw.

These are all cuestions which are both scientific zno reli-
cious at the same time., Indesed the division betwz2en the scie-
ntific =znd rzlicicus czussts is itseif the creaticn of the
human minc. Reality is one undiviced whole which includes
both matter znd czcnsciousness., Cur thcocucnts, beirg limited

by our experience,divide the externzl world fraom the inner
world of our cecnsciousness, in much thz same way as our mind
divides time frcm soace thougon they are both two zsoscts of a
single continuum, 2cth the scientist anc the relicicus man
need to te acutely awares of the limitations of the human mind
and transcend them if thsy asoire to have a holistic oercep-

ticn of reality.
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