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FOREWORD





THE EDITORS


In the lifetime of J. Krishnamurti, the last school that began with his help was in the town of Ojai in California. He had first spent time there in 1922 and, after 1933, stayed the longest continuous periods of his life in the valley. Since the early 1930s, large numbers of people attended his public talks in the town; families moved there because of their interest in what he said. It was in Ojai that he wrote his first major book, Education and the Significance of Life, published in 1953. The possibility of starting a school in his name had been mentioned from time to time after 1953, but there was no concerted movement for it until friends who had formed the Krishnamurti Foundation of America began serious discussions with him about his views on right education.


In 1970, in one of his recorded conversations with himself, Krishnamurti asked:


Could not the intelligent minority of parents get together and start a school in which the whole of man is considered and cared for, in which the educator is not merely the informant, a machine which imparts knowledge, but is concerned with the well-being of the whole human being? … It means creating a place where the educator is being educated, and the help of a few parents who are deeply interested. (From Beginnings of Learning, first published by Victor Gollancz Ltd in 1975.)


It may have been with this in mind that Krishnamurti agreed to meet with some trustees of KFA and other friends, first in Malibu in 1974, and continuing with parents, trustees and prospective teachers in Ojai in 1975, to discuss starting a school. The two volumes of Unconditioning and Education present these remarkable dialogues, which led to the opening of Oak Grove School in 1976.


Krishnamurti begins the discussions by explaining that traditional education prepares children to conform to society, to memorize facts in order to acquire knowledge. He says that this limits the mind by narrowing its function and limiting its creativity. The educators and the children are conditioned to traditional patterns of inquiry, neglecting exploration of broader development as whole human beings psychologically, spiritually, intellectually and morally. He would have the educators explore the possibility of bringing about a different kind of mind.


Krishnamurti asks the bold question: ‘Is there a method to uncondition the human mind?’ He suggests that the conditioning of tradition and society can be ‘uncovered and dissolved’. He wants the parents to be involved in this, to understand the intention that, in talking with their children, walking with them, living with them, the parents, the teachers and the children will establish a relationship in which there is no authority, but a sense of freedom to explore and to grow inwardly. Then when the children leave the school they will have good minds that are intelligent, ‘can meet any challenge and understand what it means to be religious’.


Krishnamurti’s great vision of true education is expressed in his statement about the intent of Oak Grove School:


The whole movement of inquiry into knowledge, into oneself, into the possibility of something beyond knowledge, brings about naturally a psychological revolution, and from this comes, inevitably, a totally different order in human relationships, which is society. The intelligent understanding of all this can bring about a profound change in the consciousness of mankind.


 


Ray McCoy & Duncan Toms









CHAPTER 1.


UNDERSTANDING WHAT IT MEANS TO LEARN





Krishnamurti (K): Education, as it is, is to make children conform to a pattern, consciously or unconsciously. It is really not education at all, but memorizing and acting skilfully according to memory. We wish the parents to understand what we are trying to do. We need their cooperation, at all levels, not just to send their children here and forget them. We are trying to establish not only an academic school but also to cultivate the understanding or the development of the total human being, not just one part of the human being. It is not just to cultivate memory with facts, and so condition the mind to function only in one particular direction. We have had discussions about this with psychologists, analysts and scientists, and they agree. In Ojai, there are many schools, but we want to start something totally new. We are concerned not only with academics but also with the intellectual, moral, physical, psychological, spiritual, and religious aspects—the total human being.


When the children come to the school, the teachers are conditioned and the children are conditioned. So it is a matter of relationship between the children and the grown-up people—in discussion, in talking over, in teaching, in walks, and everything—to uncover and to dissolve this heavy conditioning. Therefore, it is very important for the parents to be with us. That is why we thought it would be wise and necessary to have a group of parents to discuss this.


How to do this? Is there a method to uncondition the human mind? The human mind which has been developed, cultivated, for centuries upon centuries, is conditioned by the past, with a great deal of information, a great deal of knowledge, a great deal of experience, stored up in the brain. The cultivation of that is considered education. But here, through dialogue, the teacher, the parent and the student establish a relationship in which there is no authority, because authority breeds fear, destroys relationship. There is no question of authority; but there must be discipline. The word discipline comes from disciple, one who is learning; not imitating, not obeying, not conforming, but learning. The root meaning of discipline is to learn. So, this is a school where there is freedom. What is generally understood by the word freedom is to do what one wants to do; but that is the very denial of freedom. So there is freedom, there is a sense of no authority.


Authority implies obedience, and therefore there is no comprehension; people just conform out of fear. Out of fear they imitate, set up an example and imitate that example because the authority demands it. Discipline in the accepted, orthodox, traditional sense is conformity, obedience, acceptance: you are my authority and I follow you because I am frightened. Discipline means to learn, not to revolt, not to react to what you already have been conditioned to.


In Latin, the root meaning of the word school is leisure. Leisure is necessary to learn, otherwise you cannot learn. Freedom implies responsibility; you cannot be free if you are irresponsible. You are responsible for learning, for understanding what it means to learn.


We have started a school on a very small scale with that intention. Not intention, that is what we are going to do. And to do that properly, wisely and sanely, parents must cooperate. If they come to the school, the staff will discuss with them if they want. We will discuss what it means to teach, what the teacher’s function is; and whether they talk and teach from an authority, from a pedestal, or teach in relationship with the student so that, in any subject the teacher not only discusses the subject but also, in the very discussion, unconditions himself as well as the student. It is a mutual process. It is not that the teacher must first be unconditioned and then teaches. They do it together.


We want to bring about a totally different kind of mind, a mind that is intelligent, that can meet every challenge, not just isolated ones. To do that, you must understand what it means to be religious. Religion now has become organized propaganda of belief, and therefore is not religion at all. The root meaning of religion is to gather all your energy to discover what truth is, to understand what truth is, to see what truth is—which has nothing whatsoever to do with rituals, dogma, beliefs, and hierarchical priesthoods and so on. And you must understand what it means not to be afraid; what it means to understand the whole social structure, which is based on pleasure. In the pursuit of pleasure you will invariably cultivate fear. And we will go into the question of what love is.


So it is not only the academic side, but the cultivation, the understanding of the whole human mind—the student as well as the educator—so that when the child goes out from the school he has a mind that is a really good mind, a good heart—if I can use that word without becoming sentimental and romantic—and be a really religious human being. This is what we want to do.


Questioner (Q): Could you go into the idea of fear, of raising these children without the conditioning of fear? If they’re going home every day to their parents…


K: That is just it. They come for eight hours to the school where there is no fear: no scolding, no giving marks, no competition, where each is as good as the others in the sense of no comparison. In the schools in India and at Brockwood, we have tried to make the student understand that learning is important, not how much he or she learns through competition, but that learning is a sacred thing. Among the Greeks as well as the Hindus there was the idea that learning is the highest quality; not just learning from books, but learning about yourself, learning how to live properly, learning what relationship is, learning about what love is, what death is. All that. So, when the students come for eight hours to the school and go back to the parents, the parents are going to have a very difficult time. That is why it is very important that we all meet together and understand what we are doing; not have parents say, ‘You do it, leave us alone. It’s your responsibility’. I think that is wrong, because they are your children, and therefore are your responsibility as well as ours. That is why the parents and we must meet and discuss this whole thing, and what is involved, very deeply.


You see, the whole approach to learning throughout Western Europe and in America, and unfortunately it is now taking place in India too, is to learn subjects that will help you to have a career, get a job, get married and settle down. They do not bother about anything else because there is overpopulation; for every job there are thousands of people applying. It is becoming a tremendous problem in Europe and in India. Perhaps not so much here because people are a little more affluent here. So the parents have to understand and cooperate with us, if they think it is right. Otherwise, there is no point in sending your children.


Now, why are we vegetarian? I will explain, if you want, very carefully. Even the agrobiologists and others are saying that to have cattle on land is very expensive, that land must be used to feed human beings, not cattle. You must know something about it since it is going on throughout the world. Those who have studied this also say that eating meat makes the mind less sensitive. Accept it or not.


Q: No, I would not accept that at all, sir.


K: I know, sir. I am just saying. There are various problems involved, and killing. Killing leads to violence. In American culture, European culture, and now it is spreading to the Asiatic world, there is tremendous violence. Every day, you see it on television, in Europe, in India, everywhere. So man becomes callous, callous in what he does, what he eats, his speech, his whole attitude. You have to kill vegetables; that is also killing, but kill as little as possible. On one side is the scientific attitude which says raising cattle is becoming too expensive; on the other side is morality: can you live without killing? Practically all religions say, ‘Don’t kill’. But perhaps the Christians are the people who have killed most. Forgive me. If you can prepare good food, why do you want meat and fish when you have enough protein? That is why we have said we are strict vegetarians. If the parents are not, the children go home and eat meat, so there is going to be conflict in the children. They are going to be very disturbed. We tell them one thing; they go back home and you tell them another thing. So all of us must agree, amicably, reasonably, sanely, that we are all concerned with the child, not with our opinions, not with our conditioned values. The children and what is best for them is the most important thing. The best thing is perhaps vegetarian. We can discuss that.


They must be moral human beings. Society is immoral. All the social, religious structure is immoral. If, after millions of years, man is not moral, then what is the point of his living? Morality means the student must find out what it means to love human beings. Also, to understand life, he must understand death and what it means to meditate. The whole of that is our concern. If the parents are willing to cooperate with us, it is better for the student. Therefore it is a mutual responsibility, it is not our sole responsibility. We want to help the student to understand not only himself but the world.


Q: Educators in other school systems have their rules; you must have a degree and you must please some authority. Does this school have to adhere to that system of selecting educators?


K: I do not know. We have not gone into that yet. What we propose is to help the child to read and write, but the emphasis is on the transformation of the mind—morally, ethically, in behaviour, how to talk properly, the whole of that. The emphasis is on that, plus the academic side. Whether authorities will allow all this, I really do not know. We will have to find out. One of the things we are going to insist on is that the children learn all the subjects, not just one subject.


Q: Children are not interested in anything. How can we reach them, bring an interest out in them?


K: It depends on the educator, it depends on the parents, on what kind of environment you have around you. If you want to discuss it, we will go into it. I am asking you, I am not stating. Do parents give total security to their children? By total security, I mean concern not only with their food and so on, but morally, totally.


Several voices: Some. Very few. Never. I don’t think any of them do.


K: A child demands total security, because then he is free to grow, to be happy. So, what we propose is that the child, when he comes into the school, feels he is completely secure. Which does not mean that he can depend on us. He is secure in the sense that there is no fear, no punishment, that he is being looked after carefully—his clothes, his taste, his exercise, everything—so that he feels completely secure; and therefore has trust in the educator. That gives him a sense of, ‘By Jove, here are people who really care for me’. We do that at Brockwood Park School in England. We have done it there and we want to do it here. It is not just a theory we are talking about.


So, security means that the student feels he can trust the educator, that the educator is with him, not against him. Therefore the educator establishes a relationship with the student and creates an atmosphere where there is this feeling. That is one thing. And the other is a sense of protection. I must explain this word protect. It does not mean guide him; it does not mean make him feel he is dependent on us. You can only protect a person when there is stability, security and freedom, when he feels that people are protecting him, not overwhelming him, holding him, but seeing that he has all the things necessary, morally, and so on. We want him to feel that he is at home. Sorry, I am not saying he is not at home with you. I am saying that is the most important thing. Because when he feels at home, it brings a different kind of feeling into it. That is, he must respect the room, the furniture; it is his home.


Q: My son feels very at home here. It takes a long time for him to get home after school is finished.


K: We want him to feel that he is at home. Home implies security, protection, no fear, trust; all that is implied.


Let’s discuss the place of knowledge in society. What place has knowledge in society? It has helped man to function technologically, to earn a livelihood, to kill, to destroy species of animals. And that very knowledge has helped him to conform to a pattern. It is not that he must be against pattern, but understand what the pattern is and the need to change the pattern. Now, what is knowledge? What is it to know? What does it mean when I say, ‘I know you’?


I know you because I met you last year or the year before. The memory of it, the picture, the face, the form is imprinted on the brain. And that is the past. So all knowledge—divine knowledge or scientific knowledge or book knowledge—is the past. There is no knowledge of tomorrow; “knowledge” of tomorrow is a projection from the known of yesterday. So, has knowledge a place in the transformation of man?


Knowledge has a place in the technological world: how to drive a car, how to speak a language, work in a factory, be a professor. Knowledge is necessary—but has knowledge changed, transformed man? Apparently it has not. This is a subject which we discussed with prominent scientists at Brockwood. The question was put to them whether knowledge has any significance in relation to the transformation of man. Apparently, knowledge has not transformed man psychologically, inwardly.


So one must go into the question: is learning merely the acquisition of knowledge? Or has learning a different meaning? If I accumulate knowledge in order to live skilfully, effectively, in a society which is corrupt, knowledge is useful there, but will that knowledge change my relationship to my wife, to my neighbour, to the world? Apparently it has not done so. So what place has knowledge? We have to go into what learning implies. As it is now understood, it is gathering information, accumulating knowledge and acting on that. That has not transformed man. It may have modified man, but it has not radically transformed him. So, knowledge has its place, but knowledge cannot transform man. Therefore some other energy is needed to transform man.


Q: So knowledge and conditioning would be almost the same.


K: Yes sir.


Q: If the educators bring this inner thing up with the students, who educates the parents?


K: We are doing it now.


Q: I can foresee a parent being totally ostracized.


K: No sir. That is what is happening in the world. But here we are asking the parents to come in. We say, ‘Look, this is what we are doing, please share with us’.


Q: You are trying to create an environment in the school and at home.


K: That is right. Otherwise you destroy the child.


Q: You talked about knowledge and how that does not do what it should for man. So it is an inner thing that we need. It is understanding.


K: It requires a lot of going into. One has to go into the whole structure of thought, which has accumulated knowledge, which is knowledge. Has thought changed man? Thought has built society, thought has built the Christian religion; the whole structure of religion is based on thought. This is a fact. Thought has built the technological world, the industrial world; thought has built the economic world. This is the world which we live in. And what is the relationship of thought to knowledge?


Thought is knowledge. Knowledge is memory, whether in the computer or in your brain; and the response of memory is thought. As long as there is the function of memory within the field of knowledge, it is all right, but when thought spills over into fields that it has no relation to, then all the trouble begins.


To learn a language, thought is necessary. To drive a car, thought is necessary. To function in a factory, in science, in the field of knowledge, thought has a place. Otherwise, you could not come here, I could not speak English, and so on. Has thought any other place? Has thought any place in human relationship?


Q: In the sense of being secure in relationship.


K: Is there security in relationship? If I am married or have a girlfriend, what is my relationship to her? Is it one of security? Am I seeking security in her, and she seeking security in me? Which means she possesses me and I possess her?


Q: We are talking in relationship to the children. We emphasize the need for security.


K: Let’s be clear. In the school, the children need complete security. Otherwise, as they are, as is happening in the world and especially in America, as you know, they are thrown out. Father and mother are so occupied that they have no time for the poor child. So he feels insecure. So he does all kinds of things: violence, amusements, drugs and so on. So he has to find security in the educator. And it is the function of the educator to see that he has this security. We will discuss how to have it and so on.


Q: I see what you are saying. In going forward with this project to put the school together, to gather teachers, to gather parents, to gather children, there is the element of trust. Is the element of trust the necessary element that supports us in going forward?


K: Yes, that is right. But we are moving.


Q: There is a relationship here in this room, as in marriage.


K: But sir, we are discussing knowledge. What place has knowledge in human relationship? You know me. I know my wife. My wife knows me. Now, what do you mean by that “knowing”?


Q: Well, we have memory which we can access.


K: Wait, do not rush. Memory of what?


Q: Past experiences.


K: Which are what? Past experiences, what are they?


Q: Which are knowledge.


K: No, no, just look at it. You are too quick. Past memories, you say, past experiences. What are they? Sex? Comfort?


Q: Conversation, relating.


K: Conversation, nagging, hurt, irritation. So you have a picture of me and I have a picture of you, which is knowledge. So am I related to you at all, or am I related to the picture which I have about you?


Q: Since the picture you have of me has been me, you are relating to what has been. If I am changing, you are not relating to me.


K: Look, I have a picture of you, and you have a picture of me based on past incidents, happiness, pleasure, this, that, ten different things or a hundred different things. So I have an image, a picture of you, and you have a picture of me. That is a fact. That is the image created through memory. So I know you according to the picture I have about you. But I do not know you.


Q: I see your point. I don’t necessarily agree.


K: Ah, no, no. No, not my point, not my point. It is not a point. We are not debating. Please, I hate debates. Ah, no, this is a dialogue. Dialogue means conversation between two people who are trying to understand something.


Q: Yes. Exactly.


K: Our relation is essentially based on the images we have. The image is a picture, is a word, something gone. So I really do not know you. I know you only according to my picture. Yet I say I am related to you. And I say that is not relationship. It is only when the picture is not, that I am related to you. I’m sorry.


Q: No, I understand completely what you are saying. It is just too much to go into right now, but I understand what you are saying.


K: That is why I did not want to go on. You raised that question, so we asked whether knowledge has any place in relationship at all. Put it around the other way: is love knowledge? Is love thought? This requires a great deal of exploration. Thought is a material process based on memory. It is retained in the cells of the brain, and therefore it is material. The scientists are agreeing with this. I talked about this fifty years ago but it doesn’t matter; they are talking about it now. So, it is a material process. Thought is a movement in time, so it is material. But we try to find that which is not material through thought.


So, this is what we are going to do, a few of us at least. This is not just a theory which we are carrying out, an experiment—that would be a terrible thing. This is after considering what is happening in the world; after considering what education has done to man; after considering parents who love their children seeing them killed by war. All that is involved in this, not just passing an exam. So if you as the parents say, ‘We want to cooperate in all this’, it is your responsibility, and it is the responsibility of the educator, and together we are going to help create this thing.


Q: Sir, one question does arise. There can be a conflict between the home and the school. What if we have an environment where we have an older child who is not within the age group to come here, who is in no way interested? How is it best to handle this?


K: That is why we said it is absolutely important that the parents should cooperate with us, and that we cooperate with them. It is not just a one-sided affair. If you have older children, bring them, and let’s discuss, talk, find out.









CHAPTER 2.


BRINGING ABOUT A TOTALLY DIFFERENT KIND OF MIND





Krishnamurti (K): Let us be clear about whether all of us working together can bring about a different quality of mind—children’s minds, parents’ minds and teachers’ minds—a mind that is not the European mind or the American mind or the Indian mind, but a human mind. That is, a totally developed, whole mind, not a partial mind, not a fragmented mind as it is now in the world. Now, in the world, they are cultivating a fragmentary part of the brain, of the mind, but we think that education should be concerned with the total development of man. That is, with the physical, psychological, intellectual, emotional and, if I may use that word, spiritual; the totality of the human being, not just one part. Modern education is cultivating a part of the mind that is absorbing information, and using that information skilfully merely to survive, neglecting the rest of the human being.


What is important is to include the totality of the mind. Is that possible in education, with the students, with the teachers, with the parents, all of us cooperating? Do we all see the necessity of it or see the importance of this? Partial education is no education at all, because wars have not stopped, there is tremendous division between human beings, not only in their private relationship but generally. There is class division, there is religious division. Each human being is fighting for himself, trying to survive in a world that is becoming more and more overpopulated, with immense problems.


Taking all that into account, can we start a school, not only for students but for grown-ups too, where the human mind can be penetrated and transformed so that people behave properly psychologically, intellectually, in every way? Is this possible? I think it is possible. How do we do it? What is the process of it?


I want to be absolutely sure that we are all of the same mind, that we want to bring about a total transformation or psychological revolution of a human being, so that he is entirely different—that he understands the meaning of death, and therefore lives and loves without fear. Now, if we see the necessity of that, what shall we do?


If we accept that, what effect has such a change in the world? Suppose I change; how will it affect the world? If it doesn’t affect the world, what is the point of my changing? I’m looking at it both ways. I see the necessity of change and I transform myself completely, and I say to myself, ‘Then what? What relationship have I to society?’ If it doesn’t affect society, I will just live my own life, be concerned with my own salvation or whatever it is, and forget the rest. So it must be not only individual transformation, it must also affect society—society being the whole human structure of relationship, both personal and collective.


Am I different from the world? We are proceeding, inquiring into whether it is possible to change human beings. Am I different from the world? Or I am the world? If I am the world, and I transform myself, then I affect the world. So my first inquiry is: am I different, radically, basically, from the world in which I live? I go to India and I see that human beings there are greedy, envious, anxious, frightened, competitive, ambitious, with their own gods, their own superstitions. I come to the West, and it is exactly the same thing, basically: violence, brutality, not having proper relationship with each other, and so on.


So I am the world. This is a fact. If I am the world, if I transform myself I affect the world. I affect the world as Buddha affected the world, as Hitler affected the world, as Stalin affected the world. Christ affected the world through the priests who made him. Sorry to put it that way. If a human being transforms himself radically, he must affect the world. So I see the necessity of the transformation of the human being, who is the result of the world. I am the result of the world—my beliefs, my upbringing, the so-called education that I have had, the religious concepts I have, the violence, is what is happening in the world, of which I am. Is it possible for me, as a human being to transform myself radically psychologically? If I have a son or a daughter, this is what I want to do.


As a human being, I am the world. There is no question about it. I think this is fairly obvious, we do not have to explain this. I am conditioned by the culture in which I live, and the culture is created by me and others. The culture is what we have produced, and I am conditioned by that economic, religious, psychological, educational culture. Can I uncondition myself, and not jump into another conditioning?


Education, for grown-ups as well as children, is the understanding of the totality of the human being, who is the world. Can we start from there? The communists maintain, ‘Change the environment and you will change the human being’. That is one of their theses. I am not a communist, but I used to have many communist friends in Europe and in India; their whole outlook on life is entirely materialistic. That is, control the environment, the social structure, the society, by dictatorship, by ideas, by fear, and so on. Change the environment through violence, and that will produce a totally different human being. This has been an eternal war from those who say, ‘Everything outside is important; nothing inside is important, because from outside you can change the inside’. Communists accept that. You must know all this. Please, I am not standing up for the communists nor am I against the communists, I am just examining it.


We are saying that it is a total movement, that the outer and the inner is one unitary movement. It is like the tide going out and coming in, and to say the going out is all-important and nothing coming in is, brings about imbalance in the human mind.


We are saying quite the opposite, something entirely different. We are saying our minds are conditioned through centuries upon centuries in cultures which that mind has created. Obviously. If I am a Christian living in Italy, I, my past generations, have created Catholicism, and in that culture I have lived. It has conditioned my mind economically, socially, religiously. In every way it has conditioned my mind. So I am the result of that culture which human beings have created. If we say we are concerned with the transformation of the human mind, which is so heavily conditioned through centuries, is it possible to break down this conditioning? If it is possible, what is the process?


Can the mind be unconditioned? If it cannot be unconditioned, it becomes entirely mechanical. That is what is happening in the world: a mechanistic attitude towards life. And the mechanistic mind must inevitably create more and more problems. Can we proceed from there?


Questioner (Q): I really do not know if it is possible.


K: We will do it, we will work at it, I will show it. We will go into whether it is possible. Many people—the psychologists, the environmentalists, the communists—say you cannot change; you cannot possibly be unconditioned. And we say you can, otherwise you are just a mechanical entity moving from this circle to that circle. All this is said in relation to the education of our children and grown-up people too.


I realize I am conditioned. This is not an abstraction from a fact. We live in abstractions, we do not face facts. We meet a fact, and then draw an abstraction from it, which becomes an idea, and live according to that idea, not according to the fact. I see that I am conditioned. Do I actually see it, or is the idea making me perceive the idea and not the fact? I have heard that my mind is conditioned. Does the hearing of it make me draw a conclusion, an idea, and according to that idea I say I must uncondition myself? Or do I actually see that I am conditioned? The two are entirely different.


This is an important question. I want to put it simply. The word is not the thing. Do I see the thing, or do I see the word and the thing? My wife is not a word, she is a fact. But I draw a conclusion from the fact, as “my wife”. The two are entirely different. So which is it I am doing? Am I dealing only with facts, or with ideas? The word idea comes from the Greek word for to see. But we have drawn an abstraction from it as an idea, and not seeing. So am I seeing, or am I drawing a conclusion, and looking at the conclusion and not at the fact?


I must be very clear on this matter. If I am looking only through the screen of ideas, then I am not looking at the fact. So am I looking at the fact that I am conditioned? Not what to do about it, what not to do, but do I see the fact that I am conditioned? Not because you tell me, not because I have heard I am conditioned, and therefore I see it. When I am hungry, nobody has to tell me I am hungry. Do I see that I am conditioned?


If I see I am conditioned, a problem arises: what is the quality of seeing? Am I seeing as an observer looking in, or there is no observer but merely seeing? You see, one of our problems is that we have always observed things from outside. I see a tree, and there is the observer seeing the tree. There is distance between the observer and the observed. The distance between the observer and the observed is time—distance and measurement. So the observer thinks he is different from that which he sees. Of course, the observer is different when he sees a tree; he is not the tree. But when the observer says, ‘I am conditioned’, is there a distance between the observer and the state of being conditioned? If there is a distance, there is a time interval; there is a difference between the observer and the observed, and therefore a conflict between the observer and the observed. Why is there a distance?


This is really a very important point because unless we understand this basically we cannot go any further, because as long as there is a division between the observer and the observed there must be conflict. As long as there is the Jew and the Arab there must be conflict. The Catholic and the Protestant are everlastingly in conflict. Though they believe in Christ and so on, the division implies conflict. The division between me and my wife is the essence of conflict. I know that most people do not accept this but I am going into it. As long as there is a division between me as the observer and the “me” which is observed, there must be conflict. Put it this way: I am greedy, and I say I must not be greedy. So there is a division between the “must” and “must not”, the what is and the what should be. As long as there is a conflict, a division, how can I understand what the conditioning is? I can understand the conditioning, look at it completely, only when there is no division about anything. If I want to understand my wife, there must be no division. I must be able to look at her completely.


My education and culture have told me I am different from the thing which I observe in myself, so there is conflict between ‘I am this’ and ‘I must be that’, or ‘I will become that’. But if I am greedy, am I different from the quality of greed?


Q: I do not follow that.


K: I am greedy. Is the quality different from me? Or I am greedy, there is no difference?


Q: By quality, do you mean degree or essence?


K: Sir, when I am angry, is anger different from me?


Q: No.


K: No. Anger is me. But we have said anger is different from me, which means, ‘I can control anger, I can change anger’. So there is conflict between me and anger. So I am living in everlasting battle with myself. I am this, and I must be that. And if I have a son, I say, ‘Avoid conflict, because that is your death’. I would begin to point it out: ‘If you are angry, in the state of anger there is no division. The division only comes later. The division comes later because then there is an observer different from the observed’. The observer says, ‘I must control anger. Why should I get angry?’—the various explanations, justifications, and so on. If I am the world, why should I fight the Arabs? Why should I fight the Jews? I know the division exists, and therefore there is a national division, a patriotic division, an economic division. Man has created all these—so I send my son to be killed in a war. I have to see it as a fact that I am conditioned—as a fact, not as an idea. That is what I want to get at.


Q: Can’t we know something but not understand it? We can know Einstein’s theory but that does not mean we understand it.


K: We must go into it much more. Please, I am a little careful of using words. If you do not mind, I want to know what you mean by know.


Q: It is what you are talking about, the fact.


K: We are using the word know. I know you because I met you the other week. Knowing always implies the past. In the past, I do not know you. I know London exists, because I have been there. I believe Moscow exists; I have never been there, but it is a fact that it exists because thousands of people have lived there, written about it, and so on. So when we use the word know, that word is limited. All knowledge is limited, and all knowledge is in the past.


So I won’t say, ‘I know I am conditioned’. Either it is a fact or it is not a fact. It is a fact that human beings are conditioned. That is a fact. Why should I know about it? I can investigate the fact. I can examine it, explore it, find out why the human mind is conditioned, and so on, but if I say, ‘I know I am conditioned’, I have blocked myself from further examination.


In India I was travelling once with a European priest, and he said, ‘I know Jesus exists’. I said, ‘Like the Hindus know their God exists’. ‘Oh’, he said, ‘that is just belief’. I said, ‘Sir, what about you? What is the difference?’ ‘Ah, we know’. I said, ‘Oh’. That was the end of the conversation. The moment you say, ‘I know’, it is finished. So, why should I say I know? Can I say I know my wife? Can I say I know about anything, especially in human relationship? So, leave all that.


It is a fact that I am conditioned. Fact means that which is. That which is, is that my mind is conditioned. Now, is it a fact to you or is it an idea? We must be very clear on this point. If it is a fact to you, then what will you do about it? Is it a fact to me that I am conditioned? And what shall I do? Who is the doer? The doer is also the conditioned. So any action the doer does about the fact is still conditioned. Do you see the truth of it? Not the idea, the truth of it. I am conditioned, and if I do anything about that conditioning, it is another part of that same conditioning. So what shall I do? This is really very important to find out.


If I say I can do something about it, then I introduce a non-fact, which is, the doer is different from the thing, from the fact. And so there is conflict between the doer and the fact: ‘I must explore it, I must unravel it, consciously or unconsciously’, all that business. What happens if there is only fact? If I remove the conflict, what happens?


Q: No conflict.


K: I am conditioned. I am educated to fight the fact, and I have uneducated myself not to fight the fact. So, what is the fact? The fact says division: conditioned mind and an entity which is going to uncondition the mind. That is a fact. That is our fact. When you ask me how to uncondition the mind, that is a fact.


Q: If you say, ‘I am angry, anger is me’, there is no longer the dichotomy.


K: So there is only anger with which you have identified yourself as “me”. There is only anger. Now, wait a minute. Before you go into that word, how do you know it is anger? Look at it very simply. It is very simple. How do you know it is anger? Because it has happened before.


Q: And I know.


K: And you know. And you labelled it as anger, because of the past. So, can you look at that “anger”—in quotes—without the word?


Q: No, you cannot identify it then.


K: Therefore, what happens? If you do not identify yourself with anger, and you are free of the word, then what happens to that?


Q: You are free of the action. Then it is gone?


K: Yes.


Q: And this is the same with the conditioning. I am the conditioning, the conditioning is me. Therefore if I understand—not know—that it is a fact, then it is the same for anger or anything. Not being labelled, it will not be there. Then conditioning will also not be there.


K: That is all. Therefore there is no “I” who says, ‘I am unconditioned’. There is no entity that says, ‘I am free’. There is only freedom, not, ‘I am free’.


Please, this is really very serious because it affects our whole life. You see, we have identified the “me” with all the qualities, with all the struggles. “Me”—I am in conflict, I am angry, I am jealous, I am ambitious, I must fulfil—the “me” all the time. So you have to investigate what the “me” is. What is “me”? The “me” is the form, the name, my house.


Q: That is not “me” though, in the accepted terms of conditioning.


K: No, no, I am just examining it. What is the “me”, apart from conditioning? The “me” is the form, the name, identification with my house, my wife. So, remove my house, my wife, my furniture, what am I?


Q: You are still there.


K: Of course not. I consider this my house because I have lived in it for twenty years or forty years and I have identified myself with this house. So the house is “me”. Of course. I treasure this house, I am attached to this house, so the house is “me”.


Q: Do you mean, sir, the house is you as I know you, because it is your past, because it is part of you?


K: All that. I treasure, desire a table so that table becomes me.


Q: Why? I do not understand that. You still exist if you lose that.


K: If I lose that, what happens to me?


Q: Nothing. You are still here. You suffer a sadness, perhaps, but you are still intact.


K: I have lost something. I have lost this house if you take it away from me. I have lost my wife if she runs away from me.


Q: But the entity you refer to as “me”, “yourself”, is still there.


K: I am just showing you. The “me” is the form, the body, the name, the memories, the remembrances, the hurts, the suffering, the sexual pleasures, ten different pleasures. I am all that. Of course I am that. And people also say, ‘I am the spirit, I am God’. All that is “me”. What is the difficulty?


Q: I know you because we met last week, because I have read something of yours.


K: Yes sir, you know me.


Q: I know you because of the past. And yet you say that we never truly know each other.


K: You know me because you met me the other day. That is a memory, and that is the past. And so what happens? You recognize me. In the interval between last week and now there might be tremendous changes in me. You only know “me” as the form, the name, but you do not know what has happened inside. Put it a little differently. I say, ‘I know my wife’. I know her because I have an image of her, a picture of her. That picture is made up of my pleasure, my comfort, nagging, irritation, all that. So, I have an image about her. And that image says, ‘I know her’. She has an image about me, and so she says, ‘I know my husband’. So the image is speaking, not what is behind the image. This is a little complex.


I am saying that when there is a division between the fact and the so-called observer, there will be constant struggle between the two. The observer is the observed. I am not the tree, but I am all that which is “me”. So there is no division between me and the thing I observe in me. So what takes place? What takes place when there is no division?


Q: There is tranquillity, because there is no conflict.


K: If there is no conflict but only the fact that I am conditioned, what takes place? Is there a conditioning?


Q: No.


K: One of the factors of conditioning is division. When there is no division, what is the conditioning? One has to go much more deeply into this, really, because the conditioning exists not only at the conscious level but deep down, deep in the unconscious or in the layers that are hidden. It is the whole circle of conditioning, outwardly, inwardly, and the different layers of conditioning. So, do you want to go into all that now?


Q: Yes.


K: Sir, we must come back to education, presently. We will.


Q: This is education.


K: Yes sir, this is education. How am I going to translate all this to the children, the students, so that they never have a conflict in life? I love my son. I do not send him off to get rid of him. I love him. I do not want him to be killed in war, or to kill. I say, find out how to live without a single conflict, because the moment you have conflict you distort your mind. The moment you have conflict, your whole emotional nature is perverted. So find out how to live without a single conflict. Conflict exists only when there is division. But you have to go much deeper than all that to find out why desire is so contradictory.
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