[Tape 13]

So it looks as though that's the sort of directromhich we may be moving. [Pause] That
means people; that means workers. ifaudlible] ? Anyway, let's leave it ther
And | repeat I've only been thinking aloud, andhiog has been decided etc. etc.

All right, let's go on.

Text “Soon after the incident concerning the Vajjianscarding to the narrative, the Buddha
and his companions left Rajagriha and began trawglinorthwards. They reached the
southern shore of the Ganges at a place whichattttme was called Pataligama, but which
a century or so later was to be known as Patalipuivhen it became the new capital city of
the expanding kingdom of Magadha; today it is Patha chief city of Bihar State. At this
place the Buddha talked through the night with sdoeal people who had assembled
specially at the rest-house for travellers, whére Buddha was staying. These were lay-fol-
lowers, who, while acknowledging the outstandingueraof the Buddha's teaching, still
continued their household life. In the Buddha&sayithey too had an important place in the
scheme of things, and it was for this reason tleatihdertook to instruct them in detail in the
matters of social morality, pointing out to thene tarious advantages of moral uprightness
and integrity. The morning after he had spokenhwhese householders, the Buddha
observed that some ministers of the Magadhan state supervising the construction of a
new fortress at Pataligama. He then, it is saittered a prediction concerning this new
stronghold. 'As far, Ananda, as Aryan people rgsas far as merchants travel, this will
become the chief city, Pataliputra, a centre foe thterchange of all kinds of wares. But
three dangers will hang over Pataliputra, that o€f that of water, and that of dissension
among friends. The event referred to, the transferthe royal capital of Magadha to
Pataliputra, took place probably during the reighAjatashatru's son; the significance of the
reference for our present purpose lies in the fhett the Buddha is represented as being
keenly interested in a matter of this sort - theniding and growth of what was to become a
great city.”

S: All right. The Buddha is represented as "being kearierested in a matter of this sort..."
Do you think that comment is justified?

:No.

S: No, not really. It's just a sort of passing remark
. An insignificant comment.

S: Yeh. Even accepting that it was the Buddha's ownmgent. | mean, later on in the same
Mahaparinibbana sutta, the Buddha is representeshysg, "Beautiful is such-and-such
place", and "Beautiful is such and such other plaeautiful is this “chatiya’; beautiful is that
shrine” - you could then say the Buddha was th&mgaa keen interest in art, or a keen
interest in architecture, on the same basis, ctwdn? This seems just very much a passing
comment, if in fact he made it at all! Scholasually regard this as a later interpolation.
You can probably imagine why. What they usually sathat by the time the sutta was
compiled, Pataliputra_habdecome famous, it habdecome a great commercial centre, and
therefore this prediction was placed in the mouththe Buddha. The Buddha couldn't
possibly have known that. In other words the Buddikda't really make a prediction, because
there is no such thing as prediction, there isuah $hing as foreknowledge. This is the usual
scholarly position. But Trevor Ling apparently do#& mention that because it suits him
better to regard the Buddha as being "keenly istecein a matter of this sort". But, even if
you take the text quite literally, at it's facewal and accept

that as a genuine comment of the Buddha, it seenmsame than just a passing comment. He



seems to attach too much weight and too much signite to it.

The Buddha made passing comments on all sorts tiérsayou can dig them up in the Pali
suttas by the dozen. There were sort of commentseas, and comments on "Maras', and
there are comments on the different kinds of wonfer,you couldn't say the Buddha was
keenly interested in trees, or keenly interestedMaras’, or keenly interested in women,
could you? But the comments are there. All riggtts go on.

Nagabodhi:Just another thing | noticed. Talking about theft@lowers who the Buddha ....
instructs them in details in matters of social niraisn't this his unfoldment of the
Threefold Way? Isn't this ......

S: Dana, sila, uh ...
NagabodhiWhen he says, "A greater benefit of this contetigtavhen.....
S: I'm not sure.

Nagabodhiilsn't it at that point in the sutra, and that tkisin fact, what he is talking about:
not just moral integrity ......

S: I'm not sure that it does come in as early as tBait certainly, it does come in a humber
of times and certainly that discourse was deliveieeday people. Yes, and it is sila’ and
“samadhi', and “prajna’. Not just matters of sauiatality, certainly.

All right, let's go on.

Text “After crossing the Ganges, and passing through swaller towns, the Buddha and his
companions came to the city of Vaishali, the capitfathe Licchavi republic. Here the
Buddha accepted the invitation of Ambapali, theethourtesan of the city, to take a meal at
her house after she had heard him teaching and lpggsidened by his words. The chief
citizens of Licchavi, heaving of the acceptancenflambapali herself, asked her to be so
good as to give way in deference to them, so tey might entertain the Buddha. But
although they offered her a large sum of moneytha occasion her favour was not to be
bought. 'My lords,'she replied, 'were you to ofédlr Vaishali with its subject territory, |
would not give up so honourable a feast! '.”

S: Mm. Any comment on this? She subsequently predemte rest house to the Order for
use as a vihara, and she became a bhikkhuni.ghit,riet's go on.

Text“The Buddha remained in Vaishali for some time.w#s a place which he had visited
several times before in his travels, and for whiehseems to have had a special liking. It
contained a number of splendid shrines dedicatepojoular local deities, and the Buddha
particularly enjoyed their beauty. 'How delightfal spot, Ananda, is Vaishali. How
charming the Udena Shrine, and the Gotamaka Shané the Shrine of the Seven Mangoes,
and the Shrine of Many Sons, and the Sarandada&haind the Chapala Shrine.' The Sutta
tells that after this visit, when the time camelion to leave the city, knowing that it would
be the last time he would see Vaishali before bd,dhe Buddha turned and took a long, full
look at the city, and then continued on his jourhey

S: Any comment on that? [Pause] This is, by the \aaxery, very summarised account from
the Mahaparinibbana sutta. It's quite long - ABO&0OTpages of text. It contains many, many
different episodes. So this isn't a very full aotio All right, let's go on - "The Village of
Kushinara".



Text THE VILLAGE OF KUSHINARA

The place in which his entry into final nibbana aced was a small, insignificant village
called Kushinara. A little while before, it haddmene clear to the Buddha's companions that
the end of his mortal existence was now very neairpnly was he eighty years of age, but he
had become physically very weak. They had asked @gremonies would be appropriate
after his death, and had been instructed that #mains of a Tathagata, or Buddha, should
be treated in the same way as it was customaryettt the remains of &hakravartin, a
universal emperor. They were to be wrapped inh¢lahd soaked in oil, placed on a funeral
pyre made of all kinds of fragrant wood, and burrbe relics were then to be enshrined in a
great memorial cairn, ostupa built at the centre of a crossroads. This waw lilee funeral
rites of a Chakravartin were carried out; the memorial cairn would be built some
important crossing of routes, in a major city.

The Buddha's companions were surprised when theized from their master's severely
weakened condition that it was in Kushinara that life was to end. Ananda expressed their
feeling:

Let not the Exalted One die in this little iethnd-daub town, in this town in the midst of
the jungle, in this branch township. For, lordeth are other great cities, such as Champa,
Rajagriha, Shravasti, Shaketa, Kaushambi and Bamarket the Exalted One die in one of
them. There there are many wealthy nobles andsheltiouses, believers in the Tathagata,
who will pay due honour to the remains of the Tg#ta.-

Perhaps Ananda really did feel such dismathatprospect of the Buddha's life ending in
Kushinara and of the cremation of his remains hgwim be carried out in so remote a spot.
Perhaps Buddhists of a later age were embarrasyedriat least surprised at, the lowliness
of the place where, as a matter of historical félog death of the Buddha had occurred. The
word which is used here to describe Kushinara atown ‘in the midst of the jungle’
(ujjangala) may mean what in India would be calladjungly’ place: that is, as the
commentator Buddhaghosa understood it, a lawlesathen, pagan sort of place; or it may
mean simply a barren, waste place. In either cas®nda's objection seems to indicate that
the appropriate place for the Buddha to end hie Would be a great city, an urbane and
civilized place, the kind of place with which heswaost properly associated.”

S: Hmm. Do you think that's correct?
It's not what he says.

S: It's notquite what he says, is it? He is concerned about thmires of the Tathagata
being honoured, and if there weren't many peopltis out of the way jungle place, well
obviously, from Ananda's point of view, that coutdbe done very properly. So again, it
seems to be a question of the number of peopleerdéihan the urban environment as such.
Anyway, let's go on and finish this section.

Text“An attempt to remove the objection and the embssnaent is made by the insertion at
this point in the narrative of a tale of the andisplendours of Kushinara in some former age
when it was the capital city of a great emperorhd&udassana. In those days the royal city,
Kushavasti (as it was then known), ‘was mighty amdperous and full of people, crowded
with men and provided with all things for food'hig description of the former glories of
Kushinara is elsewhere expanded into a full-lendjftourse, contained in a separate Sutta,
called theMaha Sudassana Sutfaand it is found also as a jataka story. The actaf the
city which is given in these longer versions ishhygdealistic; even if no such city ever quite
existed in Indian history, the description allows to see what was obviously the Buddhist
notion of an ideal city, and to this aspect of th&tter we shall return later on.”



S: Yes. According to the text of the Mahaparinibbaotias the Buddha consoles Ananda,

and he says that "Well, now, this place may bereebgungly sort of place but in a remote

period of the past there was a magnificent cityehebo don't be so upset." So what do you
think the Buddha is, perhaps, really trying to baye?

Lokamitra: Teaching of impermanence.
S: Teaching of impermanence, but even more than that.
:The great of today will decay.

S: Yes. Even supposing he had died in a great cityladvthat great city have been there
forever? Would it continue there forever? No, oag that great city would be laid waste. So
what is the wasteland of today is the great cityoofiorrow. What is the great city of today?
It was the wasteland of yesterday. What was thatgiey of yesterday? It is the wasteland of
today. These are all very relative matters. Wluatsdt reallymatter where you die, whether
in a city or whether in a jungly place. Mayties is what the Buddha was getting at, if in
fact he did console Ananda, as it were, by pointingthat there had been a great city on that
spot in the past. Maybe it's a subtle hint, amdte, it's a bit ironical or - all right, if he
consoles Ananda by saying "Never mind, this mag pengly place now, but it was a great
city in the past', he's alssaying, "Well, even supposing | was to die in @agrcity in the
present, well, will it be a great city in the fut@ Maybe in the future it will be a waste,
jungly place just like this one. So what does itterawvhere | die?

All right, let's go on to the 'Urbanity of the Buuhl.
Text“THE URBANITY OF THE BUDDHA

Whether appropriately or inappropriately, thenwias in this little town in the jungle that the
Buddha's life ended. There his body was cremated,the relics were divided, a portion
being given to each of eight legitimate claimarttse king of Magadha, the people of
Vaishali, the people of Kapilavastu, the peopleKofshinara, three other tribes, and a
brahman named Vethadipaka.”

S: Well, for what it's worth you notice only one kiggts a share. Go on.

Text “In each of the respective towns or cities to whible relics were taken a memorial
cairn was built. Over the vessel in which the remadad been collected another cairn was
built, and yet another over the remaining embefscording to the tradition, therefore, ten
stupas or places where the Buddha was remembered anduned, came into being
immediately after his death. Some of these weigraat cities - Rajagriha, Vaishali, and
Kapilavastu - and so the dishonour which Ananda weds incurred in the Buddha's life
ending outside a great city, where no worthy meal@ould be maintained, was removed.”

Vessantara: So why this brahman named Vethadipaka?

S: I don't know where he gets that name from. | dibirtk it occurs in the Pali. A brahman
| know is mentioned who asked for a share just beede is a Brahman, and apparently, he
is given a share. All right, go on then.

Text “This brief survey of the pattern of the Buddhi#s, the milieu from which he came,

and the characteristic features of his public atiég, shows that the setting of his life, from
the first to the last days, was predominantly urbdinwas a life spent in great centres where
people came together to trade and to deliberatesttioly and to practise their special crafts



and industries, to discuss and to be entertainedgeek justice, to make money, or to find the
truth. The appeal of his doctrines was primardymien of an urban background. Among the
things which, tradition suggestsiight be said in praise of him was that he abstainedfro
'village ways' (gamadhamma), a term which could die translated 'vile conduct’. T. W.
Rhys Davids suggests that the phrase means 'tlaiggaof country folk ... the opposite of
pori, urbane' Later in the same passage it is sadact, that the words of the Buddha are
'pleasant to the ear, reaching to the heart, urbgmai)’. The point here seems to be that the
Buddha's urbanity of speech was consistent withréienal quality of the ideas which he
expressed.”

S: Do you think this is correct - “that it was a Igpent in great centres where people came
together to trade and to deliberate'? It's quitetaf an overstatement. It's true he spent
quite a bit of his time in the urban areas. Natally right in the urban areas, but just outside,
and within easy reach of them, accessible to peloptey in those urban areas; but he also
spent quite a lot of his time walking from placeptace. Perhaps that's another point that we
ought to recollect. It's true that the Buddha $peenty-five rainy seasons in Shravasti, but
the rainy season only lasted for three to four mentWhat was he doing the rest of the time?
He was walking from place to place, which meantmygpassing his time in the villages and
forests. So Trevor Ling doesn't seem to have tékisrinto consideration, does he?

Perhaps - | don't know whether this is actually sait it may well be that the Buddha spent
the rainy (sic) season going from place to placth wis followers, and visiting mainly
villages and small townships, jungles and caves sm@n, and tended to spend the rainy
season in the urban areas. You could say thatapsr That would seem quite plausible,
quite likely. Though that is still quite a far cfsjom basing himself predominantly in the
urban areas. Trevor Ling says: "It was a life sp@ngreat centres where people came
together to trade and to deliberate etc." And "appeal of his doctrines wasimarily to
men of an urban background.” 1 think this hasaitegbeen proved. It's quite true that quite
a lot of his followers came from an urban backgbbnt not all of them by any means. For
instance, Sariputra and Moggallana both came fraltages, this is specifically stated.
Ananda, himself of course came from Kapilavastuictviwas a small town, a small city.
And he had many followers who already were “paitkaa], who certainly weren't of an urban
background. They were just wanderers who had dopi¢ already.

So | think, though he has quite rightly drawn ditamto the Buddha's connection with urban
areas and city life, which is often overlooked,ohtl think he has made out his case for the
Buddha's life and work being more or less basetherurban areas. Do you see that? And
also, as | mentioned, there is this question oheouoc support for the Buddha and a very
large number of followers such as would gather agdolim at the time of the rainy season
retreat. And clearly that number of people, if asneven simply 1,250, which is the number
often mentioned, would just have to be supportedrifrom a big city. And as the Buddha
got older and more famous, presumably, more and meople would go round with him,
more and more bhikkhus would go round with him, amate and more bhikkhus would want
to stay with him during the rainy season retraatj that meant he could no longer just stop
at the nearest village. He had to make arrangesterdettle near a big city and spend three
or four months of the rainy seasthrere. [pause]

What do you think about this statement, " it wad §apraise of him that he abstained from
‘village ways' (gamadhamma)'?

Lokamitra: He's taken it the wrong way.
S: Mm?

Lokamitra:He's taking it the wrong way, isn't he, that ...



S: What do you mean?

Lokamitra:Well, he's says afterwards, it is a term wigolld be translated as “vile conduct’,
which is, presumably, what is meant by village s/agnd not keeping to towns.....

S: Yeh. Which suggests that country people were aihitle, and a bit rough, and the
spiritual person's life was characterised by a gbgenuine refinement that wasn't normally
found in villages, where people's lives were rattrede, and maybe a bit animal-like, a bit
brutish. [Pause]

What about it being said that the Buddha's speeab wbane (pori)? What does that
suggest? It was just simply that it was rathemeaf. If you go to India even today, the
behaviour and the manner of speech of some vilegpple is really extraordinary. Indians
who come from the towns often laugh at them! Thesg don't know how to speak to people.
They only know how to shout and address you inrg gert of rough, crude sort of way.
They just don't know any better, and even, asd,dadians from the towns are a bit surprised
at this uncouth village speech. They just stop stiade at you, or with mouth open, as |
described a bit in my memoirs. A person from therns just wouldn't behave like that. He'd
be accustomed to meeting people, he'd know howetet ghem. People in villages just didn't
know those things. They wouldn't know how to s&yhere are you coming from? How are
you? Good morning" or "good afternoon”. They jpwsuldn't know all that. And this you can
see even today. It must have been far worse iBtitelha's day. So the ‘gamadhamma’ was
the crude, clumsy, uncultured ways of people whediin villages. They were well-meaning
enough, and honest enough, but they just hadwell,. no urbanity. “Urbanity' - our word
“urbanity' isn't perhaps the right word. It's mbke a certain degree of culture or refinement,
and sensitivity to other people. Village people evgust accustomed to saying : "Whoa
there!" to their oxen. They hardly knew how tdted human beings.

All right, let's conclude this section then.

Text “Towards contemporary forms of religion, it is alethat the Buddha adopted a
generally tolerant attitude, with the exceptionto$ criticism of the brahman hereditary
priesthood and the sacrificial system. Towards fetliefs and practices, except for those
which came within the scope of priestly magic, ieased the urbane man's understanding of
the proper place which mythology and ritual holdte lives of unsophisticated people. He
was not a religious reformer of the iconoclastiaki Nor was he a prophet, if by that is
understood one who comes as the messenger, senvapbkesman of the deity, for to the
extent that Brahma may be taken as the supremg fdeithe men of the sixth century BC in
north India, the Buddha's relation to him is cenigi not that of a servant, but rather that of
one who has superior knowledge and insight. ThédBa's insight is represented as being,
not that of the dogmatist, who asserts that suath such is the case and demands men's
acceptance of his assertion in faith, but ratheattbf the analyst. And the analysis which is
offered is both logical and psychological; its appés in its self-authenticating quality.
Urbanity of manner and speech were wholly consisteth the rationality of what was
expressed. Itis to an examination of the doctrithemselves that we must now turn, in order
to demonstrate this consistency.”

S: Mm. What do you think of this paragraph? Thisreate of the Buddha? It surely does
refer to the Buddha's insight, or his "superiorwlealge and insight”. But did you think that
he really does understand what that "superior kedge¢ and insight' pertained to?

‘He still sees it as intellectual insight.



S: He does, it seems. Yes. "....the analysis whidifésed is both logical and psychological;
it's appeal is in its self-authenticating qualityAhd : "Urbanity of manner and speech were
wholly consistent with theationality of what was expressed.” Well, what about this
expression that the Buddha uses "atakavacara' whlitberally "beyond logic'. Trevor Ling,
interestingly enough, early on translates it agohd dialectic’, but it is really, just “logic’,
"beyond logical reasoning' - or beyorghsonyou could say. And he said the truth which he
had discovered, the "dhamma’ which he had seen,at@savacara’, "beyond reason’, supra-
rational. It seems he's quite unable to appreeidtevor Ling is - the sort of supra-rational
and transcendental dimension of the Buddha's exqpaziand the Buddha's teaching.

So it's very good, in a way, that he has drawnnatie to the public dimension of the
Buddha's life and career, but he seems to have ilanéortunately, at the expense, virtually,
of everything that the Buddha really stood for a@presented. It's true that: "He was not a
religious reformer of the iconoclastic kind. NorsMae a prophet...." All this is very true, but
he doesn't seem to have realised that the Budde@aBaddha. | mean from the account that
Trevor Ling gives of it, he doesn't seem to rankreas high as Shakespeare. Do you see
what | mean? He seems to be almost a sort of Boficure.

And do you think that as regards : "folk beliefdgpractices ........ he showed the urbane
man's understanding of the proper place which nmigtfyoand ritual hold in the lives of
unsophisticated people."? Do you think this reedigresents the Buddha's attitude?

Nagabodhi: Well no because he was selective. He always regfeto his own individual
perception of what he was seeing, his own judgemetg didn't just have a kind of “stock
townsman's' attitude.

S: Mm. Yes. Right! For instance, he refers to the Brabk, well, according to Buddhist
tradition the Brahmas represent higher levels oscmusness, of the kind that we would call
‘spiritual’. So the Buddha wasn't just sort of dohmgp a tolerant attitude towards the
superstitions of village people - he was, as itayeecognising the existence of those beings,
or the states represented by those beings, butdiegothem their proper place in the
hierarchy of conditioned existence. And distinging them quite clearly from the even
higher level, as it were, of "Nirvana'.

So this whole attitude wupposedattitude of the Buddha to the unsophisticated [eeyst
does not seem to be the attitude of a Buddha, frausort of rather self-conscious city person
who prides himself on his higher degree of soptasion and rationality. That isn't the sort
of impression you get of the Buddha at all! Eviea most sort of crude village superstitions
and beliefs with regard to gods and spirits recegmithe existence of something which can't
be explained by the rational mind; which can't justdismissed in a rationalistic sort of way.
And the Buddha was quite aware of whatever truth represented by these popular myths
and beliefs and superstitions, and gave it its grqgace,but no more. But it almost
suggests - Trevor Ling almost suggests - that thedBa had a faintly patronising attitude
towards the unsophisticated people, and their fisedied attitudes, but, again, that is not the
impression that one gets from the Pali texts. [phus

Anyway, any comment or query with regard to thisolghsection - "The Profile of the
Buddha"? What do you feel about Trevor Ling's alleassessment of the Buddha or the
picture, or profile, that he gives of him.

lokamitra:He's brought it right down to his own level.

Siddhiratna:l didn't know then but | keep getting the impressever since we started this
book. It seems to me that Trevor Ling is tryingdo something with Buddhism, never



having met him or read very much about him, thatwaats to take an Eastern idea, or
philosophy like Buddhism and introduce it into West, and perhaps his initial idea was -
"How can | do this, without upsetting this so-cdlleational Western rationale?' And

somehow to introduce Buddhism as a rational aralygid in fact, yes, he's sort of lessening
the impact of Buddhism, or Buddhism's messageyuf like. At the same time he's trying to

make it more palatable to the Western mind perhaps.

S: But do you think then that he, consciously himsedlises that Buddhism is something
more than all this and deliberately waters it down?

Siddhiratna: | think something like that is in operation, Buhink that he hasn't understood
as much as he might of the initial teaching anyway.

S: | just get the impression that there is a comphatk of sensitivity to what | can only refer
to as the spiritual dimension of the Buddha'sdifel the Buddha's teaching. It's as though he
just isn't aware of it at all! That this is justratter ofwords for him. This is the impression
that | get, even though he is quite well-meanimgl & quite, in a way, favourably impressed
by Buddhism.

SiddhiratnaBut he's not actually understood anything profound

S: It's not so much understood bigit, as it were, with any sort of genuine insight, or
thought of Buddhism in terms of spiritual life amsgiritual development, which means
perhaps that he hasn't thought very seriously Hfrabeut his own development. If you are
not really concerned about your own developmerd, ame really trying to evolve, how can
you begin to understand Buddhism, really? It majl ve that he's trying to make something
thathe considers to be Buddhism acceptable to peoplearest, but if that is the case, he
seems to have represented it in such a way that & presenting ceases almost to be
Buddhism.

:I was going to say that if he did understand Busldhthen | can't understand how he
can present Buddhism in this way, because it wattiédct the people that are interested in
Buddhism, and would put off the people that arergdted in what is important.

S: Yes. [Pause] If someone has a really a sort epdeeterest in spiritual life, or even just
the beginnings of interest in spiritual life, ieyhwere to read this book there's nothing to sort
of spark them off or inspire them, is there, really

:No.
S: It's very dry! And very diluted.
Siddhiratna: Maybe the point is that he's dried it out too muc
Nagabodhi:l don't see whergou get the idea he's trying to do this PR job in otdeattract
..... I haven't goanything from it! It just seems to be a really pointlesa@demic exercise to
Siddhiratna:l've taken it from things like "drop-out' and aaftative', and words and phrases
that he seemed to have used, and even "profile'.

Nagabodhi: But he's trying to maklkeimself acceptable there, | think, not Buddhism!

S: But does even ‘dropping out' have any sorsmfitual significance? "Dropping out' as



such? | mean as we usually encounter it in thisitguoday? [Pause] It might have and on
the other hand it might not.

Siddhiratna: Dropping out' it seems, as I've understood it,newleaving home'.
S: Yeh, which you can do for a variety of reasons.

Siddhiratna: Yes, you probably do. It's the same as whentwba said about people
coming along to the meditation centre: the reakey tome along is probably entirely wrong
to begin with.

S: Yes. But then the point is that they come in cantath, we hope, something genuinely

spiritual. But, apparently, even as far as | ca) seTrevor Ling's book one doesn't! One just
doesn't get the impression that Trevor Ling, hifnkak any sort of spiritual awareness. He
doesn't really think in terms of actual, individugpiritual development, or see Buddhism in
those terms at all' | mean, the individual anddeselopment have been blatantly left out so
far! Maybe it's introduced later on but we havemtountered angeference to that at all, so

far!

Manjuvajra: Except negative things. | mean, in terms of nvhe's talking about personal
salvation, and it's the negative.......

S: Yes. Right. Yes. But even "personal salvationfrset refer, in a way, from his point of
view, to something that we would regard as constiguindividual development. That seems
the sort of interest one mustn't have, accordingéwor Ling.

Lokamitra: It seems to me he certainly has some kind ofrigefor Buddhism, very slight
though maybe, but he's trying to rationalise ie'sHrying to ... um...

SiddhiratnaMake it rational.
S: Yes. Well, in fact, he almost rationalises it alvay
Lokamitra:Well he does, doesn't he, he destroys it!

S: Maybe - this is speculative, but | imagine sucht@asion could exist - it may be that he
does feel some sort of genuine, however slightagtion to Buddhism. After all he has gone
off to Ceylon and meditated, so I've heard, butlm other hand he is an academic. He is
very much impressed by academic values, academiiptines, sociology, psychology, and
all the rest of it, and perhaps has even to jugiigldhism to himself on those terms. He
can't just commit himself to the spiritual as sukle. has to sort of present the spiritual to
himself as sociology, as rationalism, as urbaity] all the rest of it. But in so doing he just
loses, as far as this book is concerned, contatt wiatever it was, originally, that really
attracted him. Perhaps that is a sort of fairlgrithble reading of the situation.

: One does get the impression that he's placin@tiiglha at the pinnacle of his kind
of world view.

S: Yes.
....But it's as though he can't get out of thatipalar.......

S: Well, he's putting the Buddha at the top of a \@amnall hill. It would be quite interesting
to meet someone like Trevor Ling or even to invike along to somewhere like Sukhavati



when it's finished, not to give a lecture, but jtstmaybe stay a few days and join in the
meditation, and talk with a few people. Maybe duld give him a quite different impression
and feeling. He is clearly quite well-informed, andhis own way, quite well-meaning. He's
clearly not deliberately going out of his way tosmepresent anything, he just has his own
limitations of understanding and experience, whiehseems quite unaware of. No great
depths of thought, | mean, though he's a quitenflugiter and all that.

But again, if there is anything in what you've jgatd, this introduces a very important point,
which is: to what extent one should, as it wereggtewthe Dharma down' in order to make it
acceptable? | mean, this is the really importambtpds there any point in doing this at all?
What do you think about that? [Pause]

Siddhiratna:l suppose if somebody was doing that, what in &wbuld be the driving
motivation is to extract essential Buddhism fronstéen ethnic culture, as it were....

S: (breaking in - both speaking at same time - waolglscured). Yeh. But it's more than that!

Lokamitra: What you can't do is give parts of the Dharma Wwhieople aren't ready to
receive, | suppose. You'd just turn them off. Bwt doesn't mean to say that you have to
water it down.

Vessantaral find it's very hard to water down my explanatioh the Dharma without
somehow watering down something in me and my conication, even if, perhaps the
person that I'm talking to gets a more favourabipression, but... (Bhante breaking in -
words lost)

S: What does it matter if he gets a more favourablpréssion if what he has got a more
favourable impression of isn't Buddhism, or ish&# Dharma? There's also this other point
that you may put off some people by presentingtharma forcibly and clearly,

[End of side one]
The following couple of pages are unchecked duedmanical problems!

but you will attract at least as many others byryforcible and clear presentation. | mean, do
people always want just a mental and spiritual pa, Is this true? Uh? [Pause]

It's got nothing to do with the level of academutueation, or cultural background or
anything like that! | mean, this is one of the tfsn found when | was going around among
the ex-untouchable Buddhists - friends of mine useshy :"Oh just teach them the simplest
things. Just say something about "pancasila’, songetike that. They're not well-educated,
and they're not very intelligent. Don't try and saything about Buddhist philosophy, it's a
waste of time." | discovered that was a load afsemse! Even when they were illiterate, and
they were working in factories, if | presented niiysarefully and systematically as | usually
did, they could understand anything! Anything thatired to present. So | spoke about the
“pratityasamutpada’, "anatmavada’, the meaningdd MANI PADME HUM', Buddhist
philosophy - they lapped it all up. They definitelgderstood what | was saying, and | didn't
find it necessary to talk down to them, or anythiikg that. So provided one is genuinely
trying to communicate | don't think it really mataf you give people the full blast of the
Dharma, sooner or later, anyway. It doesn't measoas as you meet somebody you start
holding forth about ‘annata’. You have to create tbnditions, the right conditions for
communication, so that something like that can caeress. And just to blurt it out the first
time you talk about Buddhism to somebody isn'‘tdammunicate. | see no reason why one
should “pull one's punches’, as it were.



Say: "No! Buddhism does not agree that materiabpedty is the aim of human life". ?
completely disagree with that! Not say, "Well thatil right for some people, that's also a way
- we all end up in the same place eventually thalt sort of wishy-washy talk, eh! That just
isn't Buddhism, that isn't anything! Maybe we h@véeen sufficiently blunt and direct in
some of the things that we've said in the pastd@/esally think that all ~ ? social life i
a waste of time. This is what we really think. dfn't see any sort of merit in it at all,
anything positive, so why shouldn't we say sohats what we think. If people disagree with
us, well, that's all right. At least they'll knowhat it is they disagree with, and they will know
what we really think about it. If we really do tkithat if you're not devoting yourself to your
own development; if you're not making any advamcéhat direction, well, you're not really
human! Well, if we believe that, why shouldn't vag/so! "You're not leading a really human
life." Say so directly to people. | mean, some peapay almost be relieved to hear that.
?  in some other direction.

:Some people get very angry.
S: Do you think so?

:Mm.
S: Well, all right. That's their fault. I'm noayng that you should say it in an abusive way,
or in a way that suggests you are putting them dd@o must watch that too. But you must
be open and frank in your communication, and sagtwbu really think, and say also, what
the Dharma really is. Why shouldn't they be maagryaby what you say? Aren't you made
angry by what they say?

Nagabodhi{Chuckling)

ST more often than not, and they expect tgobe all meek and forbearing and put up
with their foolish talk, but the minute you openuyamouth and say something about the
Dharma, they get all angry. Look at all the twadiiat we have to listen to from various
people and put up with. Are we not supposed toaggty? Are they the only ones who are
allowed to get angry? (Laughter) This is whaburid when | was on that last Dutch retreat,
or European retreat, - not the one this year, tieelast year, - there were one or two people
were there - professional psychotherapists andwteo group leaders holding forth, and
when | suggested that this interrupted the procemsdand so on and so forth - "Well, what
about my feelings, | must express my feelings. ktraay what | feel.” So | said," What
about my feelings, don't they count? I've not cdreee just to listen to all this sort of rubbish.
Don't my feelings count at all? If you're justmggion in this way, well, I'm just going back to
England.” And they were very astonished theneiten occurred to them that | might have
feelings about the situation. They were just comeewith their own feelings.

So, all right, people on the spiritual path, thésoahave their own feelings. They also are

liable to get angry when they hear things theygtisa with, or don't approve of. It could only
be the other people who were allowed to get angry.

S: That's true!

Nagabodhi.... if you're not careful you slip into that kiodl....



S: Yes! If you're not careful, you'll lose anotlpatying member. You're ten quid down in the
dana bowl! (Laughter) You can't even speak yourdniSomeone may not come again. So
what! If they're not the right sort of person, wélk better if he doesn't come again. [Pause]
If people are looking for something other than wivatare trying to give, or willing to give,
well, let them go elsewhere, and let them be fnanddd so. "Well, look, it doesn't seem as
though Buddhism is for you. It doesn't seem asdhogou are really interested.”

Checking recomences

[Tape 13 Side 2]

S: All right then, The New Wisdom - The Enlightenmhas Humanistic Discovery.
Text.“7 The New Wisdom

THE ENLIGHTENMENT AS HUMANISTIC DISCOVERY

The nature of the change which took place when iBatsat meditating under the bodhi tree
on the bank of the Nairanjana river is traditionalllescribed by saying that he became the
Buddha, that is, the Awakened. In later Buddhtstdture, the transition is described in
terms which make it literally an earth-shaking dydaut the earlier literature gives a more
prosaic and analytical account, and one which makesevent described extremely difficult
to fit into the categories of 'religious' or 'sgual’ experience. This was no 'inaugural vision',
such as the prophets of Israel underwent. Ther® measense of awe at the realization of the
presence of the divine being, such as Isaiah eltecstatic experience like that of Jeremiah;
no voice from heaven accompanying the descenteohtty spirit as Christian tradition
represents happening in the case of Jesus; no ag#ias in the case of Muhammad, coming
down to announce 'Thou art God's apostle’', makiegchosen one to fall upon his knees and
tremble. The account given in a Pali Sutta callegcourse on the Ariyan Quesis
represented as being the Buddha's own versioneofrtéitter given years later to some of his
disciples at Shravasti. Having described his waimdgs in search of the truth, he tells them
how in due course he arrived at Uruvela (the anciemme for the place that has become
known as Bodh-Gaya). 'There | saw a delightfudtstr of land and a lovely woodland grove,
and a dear flowing river with a delightful ford, @ra village for support near by." Seeing
what a suitable place this was for earnest andnstoeis meditation, he sat down there." What
follows is an account of the intellectual penetatiinto the nature of the human situation
which the Buddha then achieved, in which the notibthe individual 'self'dtman) is seen
as the root of mankind's troubles".”

S: All right, what does one make then of this set?io He's quite clear about what the
Buddha's experience was not, but he doesn't seeteaoas to what it actually was, and you
notice he refers to an account of "the intellectp@hetration”, though there has been the
reference to meditation before that, but he seemnsider that the Buddha's penetration
into the nature of the human situation was of aellectual nature. The question arises from
the Buddhist point of view as to what is the déiece between insight and intellectual
penetration. This is something which is quite imé@ot to understand. Has anybody got any
ideas about this or is it clear to anybody? Whseay insight I'm referring to something like
vipassana, vidarshana.

Ratnaguna:lnsight without the emotional thing with it.
S: Would it be just the emotional thing?

Lokamitra: It would be insight, emotional and intellectual.



Nagabodhi: And more.
:Totally visionary and transforming.

S: Well that would be the effect. Put it this wayhat makeghe difference between the
purely intellectual understanding and the direchgteation which is of the nature of
vipassana?

VessantaraThe latter is a direct experience as opposedstiogin understanding...

S: How does it come about then that there is thisctliexperience as distinct from simply an
intellectual penetration?

Nagabodhi: It has to do with the level of consciousness nieire of the consciousness.
S: Yes, the nature. Is it just that? What doesithalve as it were?
Ratnaguna:lt involves all of it, your whole being.

S: Yes, but in what sort of way? Well basicallynvolves a unification of all the energies,
especially one could say the emotional energies randt of all of course the positive
emotional energies. This is what makes the diffeeeand this is why you practise what we
call meditation before you try to develop insiglBecause when we just try to penetrate into
things intellectually, usually the mind is quiteatiered. It isn't very concentrated. There are
all sorts of pulls from other levels, from othepasts of the being. So meditation, from this
point of view, is a sort of gradual unification afl the energies, energies even of the
unconscious as well as of the conscious mind, rglrg of them all together, a heightening
of them, making them more and more positive, moi rmore powerful, gathering all those
energies into a single channel, and then puttiagehergy behind your efforts to understand,
to penetrate, to see. So this is what makes fferetice. So without meditation to back it
up, intellectual understanding remains just int#llal understanding. It doesn't develop into
insight or vipassana.

So this is why the usual sort of procedure is, yloat spend a period practising what is called
'samatha’, the calming down - this a rather mishgaterm in a way. It isn't just a calming
down, it's only a calming down of all the unskilfstiates, it's a raising up of all the skilful
states, all the positive potentialities of the miad actualization of them. It's experiencing or
it's feeling emotionally very very positive, saypexiencing strong mettor strong karuna or
strong mudita, and having the mind in this veryt bipowerful buoyant condition and then,
when the mind is in this sort of powerful and buttyand, as it were, malleable condition,
then you just direct that mind to understand ansktm

So what you get then is a quite different sort &pegience, not just an intellectual

understanding but an actual experience, an acisiahvor an actual insight. So you can as it
were just look or just try to see with that concategd mind, or you can, just to help yourself,
recall some of the teachings or doctrines of Busidhiwhich are in fact, as it were,

intellectual or conceptual supports for the deveept of insight. You can for instance take
a very simple one like "all conditioned things argermanent”. It's a very simple sort of
doctrinal formulation. So you certainly understangou have an intellectual understanding
of it which is quite thorough, quite comprehensivet when you sort of call to mind this fact

or this truth of all things are impermanent witlt@centrated mind with all your energies
behind the understanding, then the understanditrgnsformed into an actual insight, which
is an experience, and if the insight is sufficigmibwerful, sufficiently penetrating, then that



has a transforming effect upon the whole beingother words you never lose that. Whereas
the intellectual understanding is very easily lastl in any case doesn't have that sort of
powerful, transforming effect.

So this is the difference that meditation, in tease of the heightening and the concentrating
and the making more positive of one's energies,iththe difference that meditation makes.
It enables you to make the transition from inteéllat understanding to what we may call a
spiritual insight or spiritual vision, or perfeasion.

So therefore if one hasn't got any idea about ragdit, if one doesn't understand the
function [jet plane roars overhead obscuring somedg] then it'll be quite impossible for

one to understand the difference between inteletnderstanding and spiritual insight. The
spiritual insight would appear to you just as aeotkind or another degree of intellectual
penetration, intellectual insight. So you seedifference.

So Trevor Ling seems quite oblivious to this diffiece. Presumably because he just hasn't
understood the significance or the function of rtegdtin. Meditation traditionally is usually
divided into two great kinds or two great leveleev the samatha, which literally means
calm, which consists in the experience of the dhystates, the states of superconsciousness,
where one's energies become progressively moreedniivhere one becomes emotionally
more positive, and more and more, as it were, buioyand then vipassana where you use as
it were that heightened and intensified positivasoousness to launch yourself, as it were,
into reality itself in such a way that you develagspiritual insight. So in the Theravada
tradition and in the older Buddhist tradition geallst these two were kept rather as it were
separated. They were two distinct practices. iRgtance the mettbhavana is more like a
samatha practice, the Six Element practice is nikee a vipassana practice, but in the
Mahayana, especially in the Vajrayana the two tenbe much more unified, so that if you
do a visualisation practice you usually get, if ya it in the full manner, some practise or
some experience of samatha as well as some mractsome experience of vipassana. The
two have been much more unified.

But unless one understands this sort of functiomedlitation, unless one understands how
the experience of a higher level of consciousnasg were puts much more force, much
more impetus, much more thrust, behind your undedshg, so that it becomes transformed
into insight, you'll never understand the differertetween the intellectual understanding and
the spiritual insight. And this seems to be Treliog's deficiency. So therefore he speaks of
the "intellectual penetration into the nature of thuman situation which the Buddha then
achieved". Well of course it was very much morantithat. Just intellectual penetration
would never have been sufficient to transform hionf an ordinary human being into an
Enlightened human being or a Buddha. So do youtlsisepoint clearly? It is a very
important point. In a way it's one of the crugualints. Had you seen things in this way or
understood things in this way before?

‘Yes.

S: Anyone who hadn't been clear about it? So iarse meditation in the sense of samatha
is not enough. This is also an important corollalry the case of samatha, that is to say the
experience of calm, the experience of the dhyaatest the hindrances are temporarily
suspended, but once you come out of the meditason were, once you come out of the
dhyana state, then they return. You are againelitdbthem, susceptible to them, but once
you've seen through them as it were, or once yoseen into the real nature of things,
through the spiritual insight of vipassana, thepehding upon the strength of the vipassana,
the hindrances are permanently destroyed. Therdedire permanently broken, and then one
attains the experience of Stream Entry, which melaasyou can't after that ever fall back.



You may not make any further progress in this Ilifat you'll never fall back, you'll never
regress. Whereas if one has only experienced hliyand states and only experienced
samatha, then you may regress. You can go rigikt tmathe beginning, you can commit any
crime or indulge in any kind of unskilful actiorBut once you've become a Stream Entrant,
once you've passed as it were the Point of No Reyaru may not make any further progress
in this life, but what progress you have made cawen be undone. That is as it were a
permanent achievement, something on which you odd thereafter.

So if there's no meditation, then there's no irtsigthough some schools did believe that you
could develop what they called 'dry insight', ifdigvithout samatha, just by force of thought
almost, but this was generally denied, and evesetszhools admitted that even that dry
insight had to be based upon what they called anembary experience' of samadhi or
dhyana. But the general Buddhist tradition is thdahout meditation in the sense that I've
described it, intellectual understanding cannot tb@nsformed into spiritual insight.
Meditation is the means of transforming the int#li@l understanding into a spiritual insight,
and this constitutes its main importance.

Vessantara: On the 'Dhyana for Beginners' seminar we wenbudh the five basic
meditation practices and there hasn't been, apmart them being done occasionally on Order
Days, there's been very little emphasis on theetlareich we don't usually do. Clearly it's
difficult to lay down general guidelines for peoplaut to what extent do you think those
other three practices should figure in Order Mersh@tactice at this stage?

S: Well the main point is there's not much pointtiging to develop vipassana via a
vipassana type practice unless there is a quiitg falndation of samatha to begin with. And
also | think that usually one needs to be compaehti as it were, secluded, because if you
are really going to develop vipassana, that meansino changes are going to take place in
you, certain bits and pieces of your ego, as ieware going to be permanently dismantled or
at least is going to be chipped away at, and thatb@ quite a devastating sort of experience.
So while you are going through that, you shoulthate to be attending to various other
things. So | would suggest that unless you arg fienly established in the samatha practice
and are a quite stable sort of person, you shauifiree the vipassana type practice either to
solitary retreat or to other retreat situationsewtyou can be quite sure you can devote the
necessary time and attention to that, and anyo$gadssible repercussions of that.

If you do some of the visualisation practices, esly those of which I've given some
people the texts, well that does include as it veek@passana element. But within the very
sort of strongly devotional context of the visualisn practice. Sometimes you need just
time to absorb whatever experience you may gamrasult of the vipassana practice, so you
don't want to have to turn your attention to otifiamngs or practical matters while that process
is going on. So you should be relatively free were if possible, completely free, at such a
time. It usually means cutting off contact witlhet people and external activities.

All right any other point that arises here. | méhae title of the section itself is significant,
isn't it - "The Enlightenment as Humanistic DiscoverywWhat do you think he means by
Humanistic?

:Ethical.

S: Sort of ethical, yes. No transcendental elemétd’'s quite right here in saying that, "This
was no 'inaugural vision', such as the prophetsrael underwent..." etc., etc., but he does
also say that it was "Extremely difficult to fittonthe categories of 'religious' or 'spiritual’
experience.” Well religious experience seems teecahe various examples he gives, but
what about _spirituaéxperience? Could one speak of it in terms opidtgal experience?
Presumably one has to speak of it in some sort af. wSpiritual experience isn't very



adequate but it certainly does go a bit beyond 'Bnsightenment as Humanistic Discovery'
at least. What about the word 'spiritual’ itsel&?there any confusion about that or the way
in which it's used? Is everybody clear about thit®hat sense would you say that we used
it? In what sense would yatse it if you used it?

Lokamitra: The development of positive states, skilful mestates in preparation for insight
vipassana practices.

S: Yes, except that one has to be a bit careful. hérgou say spiritual mental states people
could well understand that to mean simply that fgtiwell disposed towards other people,
you weren't actually in a temper or enraged, amd yoou mind was moderately calm and
quiet, but actually it means or can mean very veuch more than that, because when you
experience a dhyana state, you are in a state d@f\asre consolidated, heightened and
intensified skilfullness. When we consider that ave in a skilful mental state, that really
isn't very skilful at all is it? We're just mildfull of mett or our minds are not to@stless,

or we're moderately concentrated, or reasonablyyaprhis is what most people would
understand by the mind being in a skilful stateut B you use the word 'spiritual’ in the
Buddhist context, it should signify very very muciore than that, that all your energies are
released, that all your energies are liberated, that you experience very intense mett
karuna, mudita, upeksa, and that the experieness i$,were, consolidated. That there are no
gaps in it, no breaks or no flaws, and that youotmnal positivity is at a very high level of
intensity, a very high pitch of intensity. In otheords instead of just the odd skilful thought
floating through your mind every few minutes, theran uninterrupted succession of
hundreds and thousands of hundreds of thousanslsifafl thoughts every instant virtually.
There's a whole stream of these skilful thoughtskaiful mental states. An uninterrupted
stream, and this is what is meant by meditatioaly,en the sense of samatha.

We don't usually think of meditation in those teyrde we, but this is what it really is. Do
you see what | mean? So in the state of meditéiiermind is in a very active and powerful
and dynamic state but absolutely positive, at ldastthe time being. A stream, an
uninterrupted succession of positive mental stafesl inasmuch as they're all positive, well
there's no conflict between them. That means tth@t're unified. It means the stream is
flowing in one and the same direction. There'sowflict of energies. Mettdoesn't conflict
with karuna does it, nor does mudita conflict wigbeksa and so on. So when we use the
word spiritual, we use it more in this sort of ssnaot just for sort of vague or gentle
goodwill or vague sense of uplift or anything liteat. So when we use the term spiritually
speaking to people we must be able to sort of mgtacross. The infinitely more powerful
significance that the word spiritual has in the 8hidt vocabulary. Otherwise people think
that spiritual suggests something vague and wisaghy and perhaps even spiritualistic. In
the days when | used to go around and give quiésvgoublic lectures in different places to
different groups, quite a few people thought thpirittal meant spiritualistic, in the
spiritualist sense, you know what | mean? In thess of spiritualist societies and groups
using mediums and trying to communicate with thaddand receiving messages. They
thought spiritual meant all that. Quite a lot oflinary people have that sort of impression
about the meaning of the word spiritual. Has aeyoome across this sort of thing? Yes.

So you have to be very careful if you use this wiordonvey a very high degree of mental or
emotional positivity of a very intense nature.

Nagabodhi: It's one of those words that we've got so usaasiog within the Friends that |
think we've forgotten how it's usually meant ouwsidnd it is quite a wishy-washy word
outside.

S: Could anyone suggest any alternative term? \&yrdon't have a term do we? You



could say heightened state of consciousness.
Siddhiratna: Something to do with consciousness expansionmething.

S: Yes, that is a bit better. Though consciouseagsnsion for some people would suggest
a sort of hazy sort of drug induced state perhaps.

Siddhiratna: Consciousness raising, but that's used by otlosvtg groups.

S: Consciousness raising is used to refer to a nuwofiygeople getting together and griping
about something or other. I've been reading alaunhen getting together and having
consciousness raising session and what do they the®/ express their resentment towards
men, and this is referred to as raising their cousness, which seems ridiculous. This is
not what we mean by raising one's consciousnes@n8adhas to try to convey a sense of
exhilaration, emotional positivity, freedom, buoggnexpansion, liveliness, joy, -all these
sort of things. This is more of what the word "ntatiibn' covers, and what the word

“spiritual’ covers. Otherwise, for most people, itagn means a dreamy state in which you
drift along, not thinking of anything in particuJaand “spiritual' means something vaguely
uplifting or somehow connected with spooks and tgho$o we really have to - not to just
use words carefully - but make quite sure we arwveging to people what they really mean.

[End of tape 13 Tape 14]

Lokamitra: As the level of consciousness goes up one, it seamomatically sees things
more in terms of relative or sees things more geswlthey really are. So it seems almost that
insight arises spontaneously.

S: One could say that, because from another pointiesf,vthe insight is the vision of the

‘whole' person. Not a vision just of one partooe level: not just a vision of the rational
mind, but when you are completely unified and alliyenergies are flowing together, then
you're much more of a total person. And not justttoa same level you were before, but a
much higher level, and what that total person see#l, that is of the nature of insight. This

is sometimes where the artistic vision comes qeulibse to insight in the Buddhistic sense.
The artist is, at least to some extent, someone ighmuch more unified, and on a much
higher level than the ordinary man. When | sayiséd don't only mean the visual artist, |

mean the poet or the composer and so on too.

Lokamitra: If that is the case, is there that much dangert ithane continues with the
practices, continues raising one's level of consress in the way you've mentioned, that
one won't develop insight?

S: Not necessarily, but one just mustn't confuse W@ tn many traditions the distinction
between what we call 'samatha’ and what we calgim’' in Buddhism, is not maintained.
The Hindus, | found, in India, are very very vagumut this. The usual understanding is that
when you feel full of bliss then you've realisedbdS You're there. This is the usual way of
thinking, the way the ordinary people look at tlEngnd even people who are more well
informed about religious matters. And if you'rd fof bliss and very cheerful and optimistic
and outward-going, this is taken as a sign thatrgoa "god-realised’ person. This is how
they look at it. But Buddhism would say "No', youshapply your unified consciousness, or
even your unified being, to seeing the truth. Therthat further stage. And this is why the
Buddha left Alara Kalama and (AbuddhagaramaputrdPey were only able to take you up
to the heights of 'samatha’. They were not ableetp him attain insight. So what becomes of
Trevor Ling's intellectual insight? Well, he haatkven before he went to Alara Kalama. So
one could say, very broadly speaking, from thisnpaf view, meditation, or "samatha’



meditation is the unification of all the energidsne's being with the accompanying positive
emotions and spontaneity, at higher and higherldevé&nd then arises the possibility of
developing ‘vipassana', which doesn't come, asrewautomatically. You have to make,
according to the Buddha's teaching, a consciousialiderate effort to develop it. But if you
make that conscious and deliberate effort on tleshaf "samatha’ experience, then you are
almost bound to succeed, depending upon the skrarfghe “samatha' experience and the
solidity, as it were, of that base.

So this is what makes the whole difference betwheracademic approach to Buddhism, and
the Buddhist approach. Inasmuch as the acadensachsdoesn't practise meditation, he can't
possibly hope to develop insight, and then whatsibdgy has he of understanding
Buddhism? At best, if he's very very conscientiand very painstaking, from the words of
the Buddhist tradition, he can arrive at some @byrer more or less correct, intellectual
understanding, but no more than that. And morenatfthan not, in the absence of any insight,
even his intellectual understanding, or his intgllal reconstruction of Buddhism, as far as
he can read it from the texts at his disposal,oisnid to be very, very faulty, and very, very
imperfect, as is Trevor Ling's.

All right, let's go on to "Discovery based on Argfy/, on the next page.
Text DISCOVERY BASED ON ANALYSIS

Another early Buddhist text from the same collectiescribes in rather more detail the
process by which the Buddha became 'awakenedetwuth. This consisted first of his entry
into and progress through four successively deepages of meditation; the emphasis here
lies upon the purification of the mind which wasessary. In this way he is said to have
achieved concentration, equanimity and dispassifimere then followed three further stages,
one in each of the three watches of the night. stFisays the Buddha, 'with the mind
composed, quite purified, quite clarified, withdalgmish, without defilement ... | directed my
mind to the knowledge and recollection of my forimagitations [existences].' In the second
watch of the night, 'with the mind composed ..iréaled my mind to the knowledge of the
passing hence and the arising of beings', thabishe working of the law of Karma, or moral
retribution. 'l comprehended that beings are mesxtellent, comely, ugly, well-destined, ill-
going, according to the consequences of their deddsally, in the third watch, he
discovered the four noble truths concerning the &situation. 'l understood it as it really
is: suffering, the arising of suffering, the stapgiof suffering, and the course leading to the
stopping of suffering. Knowing this, he says,rhisd became free.

In freedom the knowledge came to be: | am freed;latomprehended: Destroyed is birth,
brought to a close is the Brahma-faring, done isatwvas to be done, there is no more of
being thus. This was the third knowledge attaibgdme in the last watch of the night;
ignorance was dispelled, knowledge arose, darkmess dispelled, light arose even as |
abided diligent, ardent, self-resolute.”

S: So here's another early Buddhist text, and heearlgl there's a reference to meditation.
But Trevor Ling doesn't seem to take it, as it weesy seriously.’Another early Buddhist
text from the same collection describes in ratherawletail the process by which the Buddha
became “awakened' to the truth. This consisted dirdis entry into and progress through
four successively deeper stages of meditationthose are, of course, the four dhyanas. -
"...the emphasis here lies upon the purification ofrttied which was necessaryThis is, of
course, quite true, but Trevor Ling again, doese&m to understand, doesn't seem to see,
what exactly that purification of the mind involvé$e seems to look at it in a quite ordinary
sort of way. And he goes ofitn this way he is said to have achieved conceiunat
equanimity and dispassion.But that doesn't give one a very vivid idea of sioet of thing



that, as it were, actually happened. One is, ageit, passing over the four dhyanas very
quickly and very superficially.

| take it everyone is familiar with the four dhyand@hese are the four super-conscious states
which are illustrated by the Buddha's four comparss beginning with the soap powder and
the water. You remember these? What is the analygiccount? Do you remember that? For
instance, in the first dhyana what mental factoessaid to be present?

VessantaraDiscursive mental thought.
S: Well, what is that? "Discursive and? Sorry. Whatight did you say?
VessantaraDiscursive mental thought.

S: They are called "vitakka vicara'. We went intesthat great length, or considerable length
anyway, in detail, in the course of the last stadginar on the Abidharma. "Vitakka'is more
like the apprehension of an object. "Vicara' is enldte the more detailed investigation of an
object. So these are different kinds of mentaivagt So in the first dhyana, in the first
super-conscious state, you still have this kindnehtal activity. Mental activity, at least of a
subtle nature, is not yet altogether stilled. Alsbcourse, it must be remembered that before
you even enter upon that first dhyana all thougtitsraving, anger, sloth and torpor, and
hurry and worry, and indecision and doubt must hewesided. So that means before you
even get into the first dhyana you are alreadydguige highly developed mental state.

In the first dhyana, as | said, there are five rakfactors: First of all the mind is still active -

there are the two factors of ‘vitakka vicara'. Thitiere is ‘sukkha'. 'Sukkha' means
"happiness'. This is, as it were, two-fold: youl feery, as it were, at ease physically. The
physical body feels very much at ease, not metedy you're sitting comfortably, but it's as

though all your physical energies are in a stateoafiposure. Do you know the sort of state |
mean?

Lokamitra:Poised.

S: Poised. Yes. Like when you're having a good meditatou've no difficulty about sitting.
You don't only feel physically comfortable, yourdyofeels in a state of ease and well-being.
You feel physically well and, as Lokamitra saidjsed. So this is included under the term
‘sukkha'. Also, of course, 'sukkha' means "happlneghe mental sense. So you feel sort of
calm and happy, and at peace with yourself.

And then “priti'- what is “priti'? "Priti' is th@atense blissful experience that sort of bubbles
up, because as you become more concentrated, aneéwergies become unified, and as the
unification of energy begins to extend from the smaus to the unconscious, all your
blocked energies start being liberated. And as ltloeked energies bubble up - this is
experienced as something intensely pleasurablethasids the experience of “priti’', which is
usually translated as ‘rapture' or "ecstasy' ohil@ation’, or something of this sort. And
there are various degrees of intensity. So thiisagourth mental factor in the first dhyana.

And the fifth one, of course, is “citta kagata'hielh means "unification of the whole mind'.

Sometimes it is translated as “concentration'jtteumore than that. It's the coming together
of all the different aspects of one's mind, all 'snenergies. They've started, as it were,
coming together, started being unified. Hence digmificance of the simile of the soap

powder and the water coming together: not a drowaikr too much, and at the same time
not a single speck of the soap powder unsoakeaiamthey are completely unified. So this
is the first dhyana state.



So it's a state in which there is a certain amofimbental activity, at least with regard to the
object of concentration that you are using, a stateghysical ease and mental lightness and
happiness, a rapturous experience due to the eelemsergies that are bubbling up within
you, and an overall experience of unification. T¢lou use all these words, quite ordinary
words, one must understand them in a very heigtsoe of sense, as applied to the first
dhyana.

So then the second dhyana develops when, as yoomieetnore concentrated on the
particular subject of your concentration, whetheaittmay be breath or mantra, even the
subtle mental activity dies away. There is no mlesttvity left. You are not thinking about
or of anything in particular in the discursive senso you become still more unified. The
experience of ease and happiness becomes inteindtiie "priti' experience also becomes
much more intense. That is the second dhyana.

Then what happens is: that you reach the third néayahen “priti' begins to die away. The
“priti' is a sort of “bubbling' experience - Douy&now what | mean? - which you can
experience on different levels. It's as though whBrof your blocked energies are being
released and absorbed, then the "bubbling' experidaesn't take place, that subsides. And
all that you have, therefore, in the third dhyasam experience of intense psycho-physical
happiness amounting to bliss, together with an egerater degree of unification and
integration of one's being - one's psycho-physecargies and so on, at an even higher level.
This is the third dhyana.

Then in the fourth dhyana you have an even higkgre® of unification, or integration, and
‘sukkha', which is comparatively gross. The exgrege of bliss and happiness is replaced by
equanimity. So there is an experience of equapiouhjoined, as it were, with integration.

So though again I'm using the same words, or usiminary words - they are to be
understood in a very very heightened sense. Ftainns "equanimity’ - what does one mean
by “equanimity'? “Equanimity’ doesn't just meamdea bit calm, a bit quiet. It's a very
much more positive and powerful state. For ingtame has equanimity as the fourth of the
four Cillimitable' states. | take it everybody ianfiliar with these. They are usually called
“brahmaviharas' - this is what Buddhagosha caéienth first there is of course 'métand
then “karuna' and ‘mudita’, and then “upeksa'gquam®mity, which appears, as I've just said,
in the fourth dhyana. So what is this "equanir@it9ne must be very careful to understand
that “equanimity’ is not a sort of unemotional estathe great danger is that you mistake
“equanimity’ for “indifference’, or you mistakedifierence' for "equanimity’. So what is said
is: first of all you practise the "mett You practise ‘mett, and you practise it in the usual
way, and you end up by practising it towards allnge equally; towards all beings
impartially, and it's by dwelling upon this impaitity of ‘mett ' that you make the transition
to equanimity. Not by excludinthe ‘mett’, yeh?, not by excluding feeling or emotion, but
making that particular emotion equal, or the satoeards all beings. It's that which gives
you your equanimity.

So equanimity, far from being separated from enmptpmsitive emotion, is the culmination
of it. It shows that the positive emotion, whethmett * or "karuna' or ‘mudita’, has reached
its apogee, as it were: it's been fully developetich means equally towards all living
beings. And that gives you that equally to all iyibeings, gives you your equanimity.
Because then you're not sort of more attached eémoitess attached to another, and therefore
with more mett for one and less for another. You've equal metiqual karuna', equal
‘mudita’ towards all, as the occasion requires.th&ogives you, as it were, your emotional
stability. That is your equanimity. So it's equaitymn this sort of sense that arises, or is
developed in connection with the fourth dhyana, amwhjoined with unification, or
integration, or “citta kagata' So it's this whadnstitutes what Trevor Ling calls "purification



of the mind." So if you just read this sentenc@his consisted first of his entry into and
progress through four successively deeper stageseditation; the emphasis here lies upon
the purification of the mind which was necessarWell, that doesn't really convey the full
import of what that experience of the Buddha's wealsen he passed through those four
dhyanas, thus achieving purification of the mindhat sense So though Trevor Ling has
reproduced the words, as it were, quite faithfully,quite clearly doesn't understand what the
words really signify. Do you see this? And he dadea®ally understand what “purification of
the mind' means. And he goes orin this way he is said to have achieved concermmati
equanimity, and dispassidnwhich seems a very ordinary sort of thing indeR®dcause he
just doesn't understand these terms in their -fi'Wsay in a necessarily “spiritual' sense, but
in their moreheightenedsense, as they do occur, or as they are expedéndbe course of
actual meditation. Do you see what | mean?

NagabodhiYeah. 1 just had a sort of image of the leveldnch he is presenting it is almost
as if students at university are encouraged to tgke little bit of meditation each morning,
like TM, just to put them in a slightly clearer t&taf mind, to see them through the day.

S: Yes. Just a little bit of concentration, a mild kbapa, and that's meditation. Yes. So as
regards the words, he's not all that wrong. Halewing the text, he's following tradition,
but he doesn't seem to have any feeling for whaty thctually mean, or any real
understanding.

"There then followed three further stages, oneacoheof the three watches of the night. First,
says the Buddha, "with mind composed\Well, even ‘composed' is not a very good word in
English. | don't remember what the word is in Phliit it is something much more like
‘'samatha'’.....quite purified, quite clarified without blesfi, without defilement...I directed
my mind to the knowledge and recollections of nmnéo habitations (existences). In the
second watch of the night, "with the mind composkdirected my mind to the knowledge of
the passing hence and the arising of beings',...."

So what do you think this represents? What do hmktreally happened then? Trevor Ling
just passes it over: he just quotes this passaffeouti saying anything about it, though
clearly it doesn't square very well with his "Ehlignment as Humanistic Discovery'. What
has humanistic discovery got to do with previowgdi and "karma'? But the Buddha said
according to this text, that he actually saw this,actually experienced his own previous
lives, and the fact that human beings fare in atare with their “karma'. Now, either you
accept it or you dismiss it, or you try to interpitein some way or other if you can't take it
literally. But this is what the text says, andstlg what the Buddha is supposed to have
related: that in the first watch of the night hevdaack over the whole chain of his previous
existences, back over even thousands of livesalmadthat he saw numberless beings passing
away and being reborn according to their deeds.hbi@ a sort of vision! It wasn't a
humanistic enlightenment. It wasn't clearly intefleal insight. Intellectual insight doesn't
bring about such things, you don't see these $dhiregs from intellectual insight. So what is
one, as it were, to make of all this, in purely lanistic terms? It becomes very difficult. If
you want to put it in the most general terms, aotl perhaps, refer to previous lives, or
"karma' and rebirth, because the Buddha saw vegrlglby way of a direct sort of spiritual
experience, the conditionedness of human lifeuohdn existence. Do you see what | mean?
He really saw its contingent character. How dependt was, that there was no freedom
about it, no originality about it. It was repetgivthe same thing over and over again, sort of
mechanically. This is what he saw, one may saprimciple, whether one takes the previous
lives and "karma' literally or not: but this is vl saw - the sheer contingency of the human
condition. Certainly not just as an intellectuadight, but as a sort of almost vision.

And then *Finally .... he discovered the four noble trutl@cerning the human situation. "I



understood it as it really is: suffering, the angiof suffering, the stopping of suffering, and
the course leading to the stopping of sufferingh other words he saw not only the
contingency of the human situation, he saw the aayof that contingency. He saw a path
leading to freedom. He saw not only ‘the wheel'sh@ not only "The Wheel of Life', the
wheel of birth and death and rebirth, but he sasvdpiral leading up out of that into what,
later on, he called "nirvana' or "Enlightenmentidfhe, himself, experienced himself going
up and up that spiral and realising "nirvana'. ttf&d then he saysKhowing this, his mind
became free. "In freedom the knowledge came tolrae freed; and | comprehended :
Destroyed is birth ..." - "So far as I'm concerrtbd state of contingency is at an end' -
"....brought to a close is the Brahma-faring, dasm&vhat was to be done, there is no more of
being thus.™( i.e. contingent, conditioned). "This was the third knowledge attained by me
in the last watch of the night; ignorance was dilgek ..." - spiritual ignorance -
..."knowledge arosg,- spiritual knowledge™... darkness was dispelled,..- It's as though
the Buddha doesn't find the conceptual terminoladgquate so he falls back on symbolic
terminology - "darkness was dispelldight arose even as | abided diligent - a very poor
translation, fully aware, fully awake,.ardent.." - again a very weak translation, with fully
aroused fiery energy - this is more nearly the diation - "...self-resolute’. ‘poised upon
myself, in a state of complete equilibrium at, atitawere, the pinnacle of my being' - that
would probably be a more faithful way of puttingnits.

So you're very far from humanistic enlightenmentyviar from intellectual insight, here.
You're concerned with an actual experience of sbimgtwe can only describe as a spiritual
or transcendental experience. But Trevor Ling flegsn't seem to be very sensitive, or at all
sensitive, to all this.

All right, let's go on.

Text “In yet other versions of these events it was ttieory of 'Conditioned Origination'
(Pratitya-Samutpada)vhich the Buddha is said to have discovered dutfigy critical night,
and so became fully ‘awakened' to the truth of humastence. This is a basic Buddhist
doctrine which has become best known, perhaps,udiiroits pictorial representation,
particularly in Tibetan art, as the Wheel of Existe. In its verbal form it is found, with
slight differences, in various places in early Bhdd literature. It is regarded as SO
fundamental a truth that it is represented as behegyvital discovery made by all 'Buddhas'.
Its discovery by a former Buddha, Vipassi, is déstt in theMahapadana SuttaWe are
told that he was meditating in seclusion (at thenpan his life story which Gotama had
reached in his when he sat down on the bank ofN#ieanjana river), and reflected thus:
‘Verily this world has fallen upon trouble; onebiern, and grows old, and dies, and falls from
one state, and springs up in another. And froma $hiffering, moreover, no one knows of any
way of escape, even from decay and death. Whdlrashiay of escape from this suffering be
made known, from decay and from death '. He thent wa to seek an answer to the
guestion: What is the antecedent cause or comditibdecay and dying? The answer he
reached was that birth was the antecedent caudeat Wien, he asked, conditions birth? The
answer to this, he found, was that 'becoming’ dwws birth. Similarly, the antecedent
cause was sought for each link in the chain of adas: becoming was conditioned by the
attitude and activity of | grasping’; grasping am®ut of craving; craving out of feeling;
feeling out of sense-contact out of the six-fodddfiof the senses ; the six-fold field of the
senses arose out of the physical body, or 'name fam’; and the physical body is
conditioned by, or arises out of, cognition. Astpoint the recession ends in the particular
text; elsewhere in Buddhist literature there areotmore antecedent causes: the impulses,
and ignorance”

S: No doubt this is material that we are quite familidth. "Conditioned Origination’, or
‘Dependent Origination', or "Conditioned Co-produtt But what does Trevor Ling call



this? Do you notice?

NagabodhiYes.

S: What does he call it?
NagabodhiA theory.

S: Atheory. And he also refers to it as a basic Bustdtoctrine. But is it really a theory? Or
what do we mean by a theory?

Lokamitra: Something that hasn't been necessarily proved.

S: Yes. But we're not really concerned with a theoryald We are concerned with the
Buddha's attempt to formulate in conceptual terameething of the nature, or something of
the content even, of his enlightenment, his insightthat particular night. Not only on that
particular night, but thereafter. Usually it isg#nat the doctrine, if you like to use that term,
of conditionality is the initial formulation, in éhsense that there was the Buddha, as it were,
with his experience of Enlightenment as we calbithis insight into the nature of existence,
and he had to communicate something of that, sovisasvhe to do it? Presumably he wanted
to communicate it in a systematic, intelligible rfgrso he started off with the principle of
“Conditionality'; and then he distinguished in tipainciple of conditionality, two kinds of
conditionality: one, as it were, cyclical, the attepiral. In the cyclical type or order of
conditionality there was a reaction between pditemmns which were opposites like birth and
death, or death and birth or rebirth; but in thelicgl (sic) order there was a process, not of
reaction but of what we may call, - we don't haver@per word - incrementation. In other
words from A you don't react to anti-A, or non-Atha A+, and from A+ to the third degree
as it were. Do you see what | mean?

So these were the two orders of conditionality, fitet of which is of course, represented by
"The Wheel of Life', and the second by The PathTéne Spiral. The first covered by the
first and second Noble Truth, the second coverethbythird and fourth Noble Truths. So
this, as it were, conceptually formulated, was tbhatent of the Buddha's experience, as
applied to conditioned existence. So his doctriieyou call it that, of ‘Dependent
Origination' has the function of giving concepteajpression to the content of the Buddha's
spiritual experience in such a way that people ¢aodt only have some sort of, as it were,
theoretical idea about what the Buddha's experievee® but also some kind of practical
basis by means of which they could realise thaeegpce eventually for themselves. The
practical basis being, in particular, that spingdet of conditionality, in other words "The
Path'. Or in other words "the path of the creatived.’

So the Buddha wasn't just concerned to enuncidte@y He was concerned to, as it were,
reveal the content of his spiritual experience-hie experience of Enlightenment - in such a
way as to make it possible for others to passdb éRperience. In other words he wanted a
conceptual formulation of his spiritual experienadich would not only give people some
idea of what it was like, at least from an intetled point of view, but which would also
function on its practical side, as a basis for rthesalisation of that experience of
Enlightenment. Do you see that? So this is whatdealt with mainly in some of the earlier
chapters of The Survely Probably most of you know that.

So it's not a theory that we're dealing with,atsattempt at formulation and communication.
Or an attempt at a conceptual formulation of theeelence of Enlightenment in such a way
that, as I've said on the practical side, it cquiovide a basis for the realisation of that state
of Enlightenment, or means of access to it, foreptpeople. In other words this is the



Buddha's philosophy, if you like to call it thatf mind reactive and mind creative. The
Buddha is, as it were, saying "Well, | see two fmltses for humanity: you can either be
reactive and go round and round in a circle asvgodbne millions of times already, or you
can just become creative and go up and up in aendswy spiral, from level to level of
consciousness until you arrive at the culminatirgegience which we call "nirvana'. So all
that the Buddha is really saying on the basis efdxperience, his Enlightenment is, that
there are two possibilities for humanity: to deyetbe reactive mind or allow the reactive
mind to go on functioning or to develop the creatmind. This is what he is basically saying.
And he is saying - ‘| have realised the creativedmat its highest level of functioning,
therefore | am a Buddha; this is what | have exgpeed, this is what | have achieved: the
culmination of the creative mind." So he is paigtiout to people these two possibilities.
Unfortunately many of the Buddhist texts only spahkut "Dependent Origination' in terms
of the Wheel of Life, not in terms of "The Pathdaihe Spiral’. But there are plenty of
teachings nonetheless in the Buddhist texts albeuPath, and about, in effect, the spiral, but
the connection of the Path with the principle afditionality is not always very well brought
out, and certainly not in modern Buddhist teachingfact it hasn't been brought out in that
sort of way for hundreds of years.

Lokamitra Which text are the 12 positive links in?

S: There are two places: one is the Samyutta-Nikaliaese references are given'ithe
Survey'by the way, chapter and verse. | also found amotlley important quotation when |
was looking the other day through some of the lestwf Dr. Beni Madhab Barua, whom |
have quoted inThe Survey'Do you remember? And he points out that in guosition by
Sariputta, Sariputta says that as each stage oPdlie is reached, various unskilful states
subside and countless skilful states come intad@xi®. So he speaks in terms of "nissajja’ on
the one hand - "nissajja’ means ‘waning' or wgsivay', of unskilful states, and “paripuri’,
which means the development, the full developmitet,efflorescence of numberless skilful
mental states as the positive counterpart of thatgss of "nissajja’ or ‘'waning away’, or
‘wasting away'. Do you see the significance ofhishat at every step there is a waning
away of the skilful (sic) and an efflorescencelad positive. And in this particular text which
he quotes, Sariputta is making this very cleartdtne extent that the reactive wanes away,
to that extent the creative flourishes. The twedifferent aspects of the same process.

So if you want to put in the very simplest and famental terms the content of the Buddha's
realisation, - from a practical point of view that- when he became a Buddha he saw the
uselessness of going round and round in a cirobes&v the uselessness and futility of the
process of the reactive mind, and he saw that fankimd, there was another possibility
which he had just realised himself, and that pd#sibbvas the development of the creative
mind, from lower to higher, and ever higher levels mental positivity and emotional
positivity, culminating in "Nirvana'. He saw tlp®ssibility of the higher evolution and
claimed himself to have fulfilled that higher eviedun. This is essentially what happened.
But we don't really get much inkling of that fronreVor Ling, do we? Unfortunately.
[Pause]

NagabodhiReminds me of the story in which Ananda says ¢oBhddha that the teaching of
“conditioned co-production' is very easy to underdt and the Buddha says : "Say not so, it's
because people haven't grasped .....

S: Yes! If you've really grasped it you just wouldoé rolling along in this 'samsara’'.

All right, let's go on.

Text “The significance of this relentlessly pursued as@éd is found when the series is



reversed, and it is affirmed that when ignorancases, the impulses cease; when the
impulses cease, cognition ceases; and so on, tdirhe stage - when birth (i.e. rebirth)

ceases, then 'decay and dying, grief, lamentatipisorrow and despair cease'.

S: Mm. ( Breaking in ) But it isn't just a processaafssation. This is the important point.

In so many of the modern Theravadin exposition8wddhism you get the impression that

cessation is the last word - that everything undkceases permanently and that state of
cessation is 'Nirvana'. But as Sariputra mader dieghat text I've referred to - that every

step of the path there is not only the cessatioth@funskilful, but the efflorescence of the

skilful, so that when you come to the state of vilita' not only is there a complete cessation
of the ‘reactive’ mind but the fullest possible @lepment of the “creative’ mind as well.

And that shouldn't be forgotten.

Lokamitra:Can you have one without the other? Really ?

S: You can't. You can't according to Sariputrg,indhat particular text, but so many modern
Theravadin expositions and also Western accounBudtihism speak of "nirvana' simply in
terms of cessation: simply in terms of "the blowmmg of the three fires of craving, hatred
and delusion’, and say nothing more. So you'tewéh the impression that "nirvana’ is a
state of annihilation. And this is the popularwijesn't it? - that ‘nirvana’ means nothing,
that "nirvana’ means annihilation, and ttredt is the goal of the Buddhist life. You seek to
become nothing, to annihilate yourself.  Allntigcarry on.

Text “As D. L. Snellgrove has commented, 'Attempts hmeen made to discover a logical
sequence of ideas from this ill-sorted list, both darly commentators and by European
scholars. But no general relationship betweenténms can be found which will relate in the
same manner any two consecutive terms.”

S: The solution for this of course is found in the idtarma’. The Abidharma - I'm speaking

of the Theravada "Abidhamma’- the Abidhamma Pitaksists of seven books. | expect you
all know that. The seventh book is called "PatanRPatanna’ means roughly ‘relation'. So
it's the book of relations. And the "Patanna’' death the twenty-four "paccayas'. Paccaya
means also relations, or ways in which one thingarse in dependence upon another. Do
you see what | mean? In other words twenty-foffedint types of conditionality.

[End of side one side two]

So it also applies this to the twelve "nidanas'iapdints out exactly in which way or ways, a
succeeding nidana’ is related to a preceding naidaSome succeeding nidanas' are related
to some preceding "nidanas' by way of this or tmahe othetype of conditionality. They
are not all related to their preceding ‘nidanasWay of the samé&ind of conditionality,
which is what Snellgrove seems to be thinking thleguld be; “'but no general relationship
between the terms can be found which will relatehensame manner any two consecutive
terms.” Well, Buddhist tradition is fully aware of that! uBit's interesting and it's practical,
not theoretical. And the tradition is also quitelbaware of exactly in what way, by way of
what type of conditionality the succeeding is related to pneceding nidana’. This has all
been considered and well thought out or well sesriucies ago. It shows as | said in the
course of the last seminar that "Abidhamma’ knogeed quite useful.  [Pause]

Text "The list is best understood as it is first pregehto us, as a spontaneous searching
back and back into the origins of death and rebirth

S: All right, fair enough. It's not a sort of scidigtiaccount as it were.



Text "A further difficulty lies in the fact that the Hrgh translations of the various terms are
in some cases little more than attempts to put mendo what, even in the original, is
somewhat obscure.”

S:Yes. We went into this in the course of the &shinar - and | think also was the previous
one - in connection with the term "avidya', whishthe first of the twelve "nidanas' and we
were discussing Guenther's rendering of "vidya' andlya'. What was that, by the way, do
you remember? Wasn't it "appreciative understaydor "vidya' and lack of appreciative
understanding for "avidya'. Guenther's whole dismn was very helpful in fact, on this
particular term. According to him ‘vidya' is a tsof appreciative, | would say almost
“aesthetic’ understanding. That is to say you aneaerned with things, or you're concerned
with the object, not for the sake of whatever pcattutility it may have for you, but for the
sake of what it is in itself. You see this? Jastwhen you enjoy or you admire nature, or a
work of art: you're just appreciating. You're tloihking of what useg/ou can make of them.
So ‘vidya', according to Guenther, is this soragpreciation, this sort of knowledge almost,
this sort of experience as applied to existenceuak. Do you see what | mean? You're not
thinking of making use of anything, you are, awséfre, just contemplating, just appreciating,
just enjoying even, just as you might enjoy a woflart without thinking of how much you
could get for it if you sold it, or anything of thsort.

You might remember an illustration | sometimes gnaen my own experience in Kalimpong
once. | remember that | went out for a walk andhi@ course of my walk | came upon a
beautiful pine tree, a really magnificent pine tregth a very, very thick trunk, absolutely
straight, going up maybe fifty, sixty feet, witheagiful green branches. So | was just looking
up at this and a Nepali who | knew happened to calmeg, and | said to him, "Look at this
beautiful tree. Isn't it magnificent?” He sdides. There must be at least three cartloads of
firewood there!" So that showed that he was logkihit, not appreciating it, but in terms of
its utility. He didn't see the tree at all. Hdyosaw the three cartloads of firewood. He didn't
see the tree at all.

So just seeing the tree and appreciating the tnebdinga tree without any sort of what you
were going to do with it, or what you were goingn@ake of it, is like the "appreciative
understanding’. And the absence, the lack of gmegiative understanding is just like the
attitude of that Nepali who came along and only sasvcartloads of firewood there. So on
account of our, as it were, selfish, egoistic adi#, we are always trying to make use of
things, to do things with things. To bend thenotw own purposes. We don't see them as
they are. We don't have an appreciative understgraf them. We lackhat appreciative
understanding. And on account of that lack of aepiative understanding we engage in all
sorts of selfish, as it were, utilitarian activifjeand those are the so-called ‘impulses' or
‘'samskaras'. So in dependence upon this lack€aiative understanding arise all sorts of
ego-centred activities. Trying to make use of@kim one way or another. And these are the
first two "nidanas'.

So they need a bit of explanation. It isn't enodghtranslate "nidana’ number one as
‘ignorance' and "nidana' number two as ‘impulsést have to go into it much more deeply
than that. And Guenther - and this is one of leig/\good points - very often does this with
Buddhist terms. Sometimes of course in his owrbese way, but very often he does
communicate quite a lot of their real content dmartreal meaning.

So one can think very well of "avidya' usually skated as ignorance, as lack of “appreciative
understanding’, with the emphasis on thepreciative’. As | said, it is almost sort of
aesthetic in quality.

Nagabodhilt presupposes metta’.



S: Presupposes ‘metta’, yes. So one has to bevaraet much more sympathetic to the
Buddhist tradition, and to these terms, before @areget out of them their real meaning. All
right, let's go on then.

Text “But although we may have to be content with anarfgrt understanding of the series
itself, we can at any rate perceive the naturehef Buddha's approach to the problem of the
human condition. It was based on analytical reasgnwhat was discovered was discovered
by 'strenuous effort of the mind.”

S: But was it based on analytical reasoning? Nwals based omsight - spiritual insight.

It was certainly discovered by a “strenuous efédrthe mind', but not therdinary mind -

the concentrated mind, or thplifted mind, the mind which had been transformed by the
dhyanic experience.

Text “But it was in the Buddhist view no 'ordinary’ mim¢hich put forth this almost super-
human effort of understanding; it was essentiallgniad purified, calmed, and cooled from
all evil passion...”

S: Yes. So he does get the point to some extentabybu will see in a minute he loses it
almost at once.

Text “It would bc incorrect to say that this was merely intellectual approach, for moral
values obviously play a primary and absolutely spéinsable part, too.”

S: Simply moral values? Well, it is much more thaatttconcentration, meditation goes far
beyond the merely moral level, don't they ?

Text “Even so, in the last resort, Buddhist wisdom isbwregarded as a discovery of the
human mind; it is in no sense a revelation to Gatagiven by a non-human spirit or divine
being.”

S: So, in a way, what he says is quite correct, b way again, it's all wrong. Do you see
what | mean? There's an ambiguity in his use efetkpression ‘the human mind'. If we use
that expression we cannot but think of trdinary human mind, th@averagehuman mind.
But for Buddhism the human mind includes all theyaita states as well. Those are also
within the reach of the human mind. In a sensdigBtenment is within the reach of the
human mind, but it's &ansformed human mind. So "human' for the Buddhist traditio
doesn't mean what "human' means for the Westeistither post theistic traditions. Do you
see what | mean?

When we use the word "human' what do we really reAhthe back of our mind there is a
gualification or assumption "Not God'.

:Rational.

S: Rational. At the back of our mind is the sortimplicit distinction between "God' and
‘man’. So "human' is what pertains to ‘'man’ asndisfrom "God. "God' is right up there,
and ‘man' is right down here. But we don't hawedbnception as the Buddhists have of the
human extending and stretching as far as anythamggon. Do you see what | mean? In
Buddhism there is nothing beyond the reach of thmdn mind, but that doesn't mean
because (sic) things are limited to "down herehatns that the human mind has got a stretch
and a range such has not been considered possitile West. So for the Buddhist tradition
the word "human' has got\ast meaning, avast significance, whereas in the West it's



comparatively limited. The "human' - 'man’ is suliwated to "God'. But in Buddhist
tradition the human mind includes everything: thisr@othing, at least potentially, beyond
the human mind. Not that there is no "Absoluteg human mind includes the "Absolute’,
potentially. So you see the difference?

So if you use the word "human' in the Western séngest suggests, or presupposes, the
merely human, the onlfjhuman. But not in the Eastern traditions, noBuddhism at any
rate. So if you say " In the last resort, Buddimgtdom is to be regarded as a discovery of
the human mind...", well Buddhists would say, Wehat else should discover it but the
human mind?' If the human mind can't discoveweéll, who can or what can ?' It's certainly
not a revelation given to Gotama, but not on theuaption that: There is a realm beyond
from which revelation could have come but it didnfo! In Buddhism there is no realm
beyond the human mind. The human mind can go aeseytbut not the sort of rational
human mind, but a human mind which has got a falewia far vaster range than anything
that we can imagine. But it's still, accordingdwddhism, the human mind.

So the word "human' has got an infinitely vasternmaation in Buddhism than it has in the
West, or Western thought. Do you see what | meahziman mind' for Buddhism includes
all the dhyanas, the four lower ones, the four @igbnes, it includes all the supernormal
powers, it includes enlightenment. All that islined potentially in the "human mind'. But
we tend to think in the West of the human in thesseof "human, all too human'. So it is just
the same, when in the West we say, the Buddhawaan'. So what does that suggest to the
Western person? - "Only a man’, just an ordinaay,nmot "God', not an incarnation, not a
divine being, just a man." But when a Buddhistssayhe Buddha was a human being, an
enlightened human being, it suggests the Buddhatlhreakighest conceivable form of being,
nothing beyond an enlightened human being. Anghténed human being is the highest
form of life in the universe according to BuddhisnNothing beyond a Buddha, nothing
beyond an enlightened human being, nothing beyonenéightened human mind. So if it's
humanism it's a sort of transcendental humanisitna meerely rationalistic humanism.

So you have to put this across too. If someons gsk whether the Buddha was God you
say, No, the Buddha was a man." So if that peregpens to believe in God then he will
consider that, well, when you say that the Buddlha & man it means that the Buddha was
someone vastly inferior to God, who has been cdelyeGod, and he was somehow on the
level at best of Socrates. So it isn't enoughaipte such a person that the Buddha was a
human being, you must make it clear what Buddhisgams, or what Buddhism conveys by
the term "human'. And make it clear that the tdroman’, in the Buddhist context, has a far
wider range than it has in the Western ex-ChristarnChristian context. Have any of you
ever come across this sort of difficulty: commutilog.what is meant by the Buddha being a
"human being’, an enlightened human being?

Nagabodhil realise | have now that you are talking about i

S: It's one of the things I've emphasised righth&t beginning as far as | remember, in
speaking about the Buddha. Otherwise you're lgft avvery sort of humanistic impression.

So _even thougbo many people no longer really believe in Godytstill think of ‘man’ as it
were, in non-God' terms. There's no God. Nodwae't believe in God but Man is inferior
to Him. Do you see what | mean? This is thatws this is the attitude. 'We don't believe
in God but of course God created Man; or Man istte@ by God'. So one must bear all this
in mind when reading this sentence -"Even so, el#st resort Buddhist wisdom is to be
regarded as the discovery of the human mind." tNetordinary human mind, therefore not
an ordinary wisdom. "It is in no sense a revelatio Gotama given by a non-human spirit
" - Not that theres a non-human spirit that didn't happen to give himevelation - No!



He didn't need a revelation, he was far above aydrid any non-human spirit. The non-
human spirits came to him for instruction accordioBuddhist teaching, what to speak of
making a revelation to him! He made a revelatmthem!

So it is very important to get this right: if yownt understand who the Buddha really was
how can you "go for refuge'? And it's said in Buedhist texts that if you "go for refuge’
thinking that the Buddha was say, your kinsmaneobé&élonged to the Sakyan tribe, or he was
very influential with King Bimbasara, you don't Hga'go for refuge'. You only "go for
refuge’ if you understand that he was the Buddhaother words an enlightened human
being. Unless you understatitht you don't ‘go for refuge': If you think the Buddivas
God you don't ‘go for refuge’. If you think the diha was the ninth incarnation of Vishnu
you don't "go for refuge'. You only "go for refugeyou look at the Buddha as a human
being who reached, through personal experiencehitfigest state that a human being is
capable of, which is what we mean by ‘Buddha'.

If you can think of anybody else whom you belies lreached a higher state than the
Buddha has reached then you don't or you can'fogoefuge’ to the Buddha. You've no
business to be "going for refuge' to him anywaypii think you've found someone better.

So ‘going for refuge to the Buddha' means the géam refuge' to whatever it is you can
conceive of as the highest accessible state alailathuman beings as actually embodied in
a human being, who did actually live. In other dsthe Buddha represents human potential
fully actualised. One can say that.

So we're far beyond "a discovery of the human mindhe ordinary sense, or in the sense
that those words might reasonably be expectedruegoto the average Western mind.

Lokamitra: In the East those who believe in God, variousddéand so on: do they have the
same limitations on.....

S: Oh yes. This is why | referred to - if you thinkthe Buddha as the ninth incarnation of
Vishnu you don't "go for refuge’. This is how mbkndus think of him - "Nabamavatara',
the ninth avatara of Vishnu. [Pause]

Lokamitra It seems to me that it's also something to dt wéeing things on a wider time
scale almost. In the East you have the acceptandeaoma’ much more widely and rebirth
and you can accept that you will be in many différstates during those different lives or
existences or whatever, whereas here in the Westsouery limited with just one life. It
makes things very cramped and limited and ....

S: Well, some of the Buddhist texts: they point cudttif you're a man in this life well, in
many previous lives you were a woman, you must eesn. Where if you were a woman in
many previous lives you must have been a man. hiBomakes your present sex a very
relative affair, just a sort of passing emphasis.yBu're much less likely then to think of
yourself asa man or a woman you're somebody, you might say an individual, vitndhis
particular life happens to be male, or happensetéemale. Do you see what | mean? And
therefore there isn't this degree of absolutent#tasteed to one's present sex. The positions
might be reversed in the next life ... (someonecklas) there's not much point in identifying
yourselftoo strongly with this or that sex in the present.lifén fact if you're not careful, if
you identify yourself too strongly with your exisgj sex in this life by way of reaction you
might be reborn in the opposite sex in your ne®t li

So it's the same thing with, or in relation to, #emals. If one does believe literally in the
fact that you might have been an animal in a previde, well, at least you feel some kinship



with the animals, don't you? You might have bedéttla rabbit in your last life; or you might
be a bear in your next one; or a nice shaggy codbed It makes you feel kind towards
animals, doesn't it? [Pause]

Nagabodhi In a way if you accept rebirth, the Buddha repngs, surely, more then than
merely the human potential: he must represent.thgS: breaking in - Yes. Right.] .... the
peak of existence....

S: Yes. The potential of all life. Right. Yes. Atiie Jataka stories, admittedly very popular
tales, they do represent the Buddha as Bodhishtvang been born as this or that animal.
And whether or not one takes that literally it dsasw that that potentiality of enlightenment
is inherent in all forms of life. In a sense thewament of life is towards that, though in its
later stages it can be achieved only by the conscadfort of the individual, but at least the
movement of life is towards that kind of individuadr the emergence of that kind of
individual, i.e. the individual with that kind obpential, that kind of capacity. (Pause)

So much of the discussion so far this afternoontéaded to remind us that we have to be
very careful in our use of words, in communicatwigh people about the Dharma, because
those words have for them a certain rather limiteglaning in certain cases: the word
‘meditation’, the word “concentration’, the wordjuanimity’, the word "'man’, the word
"human'. These have got a very limited range dmarily use, and when we use them in our
rather special Buddhist sense they take on a mudérvand even deeper meaning. So we
must try to convey that wider and deeper meaniretiple when we use these sort of words.
Otherwise if we speak of ‘meditation’ they may khthat we just mean sitting down and
having a good quiet think, or something of that.sfiPause]

Nagabodhi Certainly is something I've been thinking ofhsstwhole business of transposing
the Eastern terms to the West, that there realhoisiurry to keep finding words and being
able to present the Dharma in a nice, watertigihiceptual way for Westerners because, if
one can, that may even add to the illusion theait just be understood.S:[Yes.] ... and in
some ways the mystery ..S:[Ah!] ... of the ....

S: (Breaking in) What is more important is to try det thefeeling of what is behind the
traditional words. [Pause]

| remember one old lady who used to come along yolentures at Centre House: she
enjoyed them very much. She always used to stdglteank me for the lecture on her way
out, and congratulate me if she thought it wasréiquéarly good one. But one evening she
said after one particular lecture, "l have just dittee point to make." So | said, "What's
that?" "You put everything so clearly that we thime have understood.” [Laughter] So
that gave me much food for thought. These ltlié ladies sometimes come out with it,
don't they?

All right let's go on.

Text “There are a number of ways in which the Buddha'algsis of human existence can be
set out. There is, as we have seen, the twelvedoisal chain, or circle of causes and effects.
There is also the presentation of the essentiathenform of the 'four noble truths'. Again,
there is a well-known and frequently used charaztgion of all life in terms of the 'three
marks of existence' - suffering, impermanence amckindividuality. In every case the
starting-point, the datum, iduhkha, the suffering, pain or grief which is the comnioiof

all living beings. For the Buddha, this is what constituted the probto be solved; it was
from here that all his thinking started and it wasthe curing of this condition that all his
effort was directed.”



S: Do you think it's true that when people start iogkfor something like the Dharma, that
they are in fact searching for a way out of suffgéi A way out of "dukkha? Do you think
there is an experience of ‘dukkha' in one formrwtlaer? And that they are looking for a
way of escape from that? Refuge from that?

Siddhiratna: | should imagine there's at least two or three.
S: What do you think the other ones are, or coul@ be

Siddhiratna: Well one may have been a mystical experience whau need clarifying; one
maybe that you're interested in philosophical cpteecand want to know more about it.

S: But, for instance, why are you interested in molohical concepts, and want to know
more about them?

Siddhiratna: Because you become aware at some point of uaivgugstions.

S: So that awareness of a question, the fact tlea¢ tls an unsolved question, as it were, that
there is a question mark hanging over existenceldod you describ¢éhat as an experience
of "dukkha'? You're not satisfied with not haviag answer. You're not satisfied with just
being confronted by a question mark to which theyeas yet no answer. This is
unsatisfactory. This is uncomfortable. Makes yoeasy, as it were. You want to find out
why. You could look at it like that, couldn't youThe same about even the mystical
experience: if it was completely satisfied, wellat would be that! But you want to know
what it was; why you had it; where it fits in. Slere is something still unresolved,;
something not quite right.

‘Dukkha’ doesn't necessarily mean violent physscdlering, but some experience of dis-
ease, or unease, something not quite right, songethat niggles you, or nags at you. And
this is also "dukkha'. Even happiness is "dukkh#ie sense that the happiness may not be
sufficient, you may want to reach beyond it to aHear happiness, so the happiness is
“dukkha'. You might be feeling quite all rightsit lovely day, you've just got up, had a very
good breakfast, nothing much to do, nothing thatwe got to do, but you just feel like doing
something else. You're not really happy. Thaltskha'.

If you were completely happy you'd remain exactlyene you were and not want to do
anything, because your present experience woukbbsmpletely satisfying. Some people
are a bit like this, on a comparatively lower levaten't they? But they can't sustain it
indefinitely: sooner or later their mood changes] they start looking for something else.

So you could say that you look because you areingdkr something. You're not satisfied
with what you've got, or what you, at present, s€here's a sort of dissatisfaction and that
dissatisfaction is "dukkha'.

Lokamitra:It needn't necessarily be a negative experience?

S: Well it need not be actually painful. In the sermd an experience of physical pain, or
mental suffering even. A slight restlessness eviémmay not show itself as anything more
than that. But in principle it is still ‘dukkha'.

Siddhiratna The translation into "unsatisfactoriness' is gratble.

S: Yes. | personally favour "unsatisfactoriness' eatinan “suffering’; because you can enjoy
something and be quite happy with it but still firdunsatisfactory in the sense of not
completely satisfying. You say, '| quite enjoydtt Well so what, what's next?' It's not



enough.
All right on to "The Three Marks of Existence'.
Text:“THE THREE MARKS OF EXISTENCE

Of the three 'marks’ or characteristics of exiseettre first, then, is suffering; this is the most
immediately obvious of the three, and possiblyathe which is most readily comprehended.
According to the Buddhist view, however, even #sisect of existence is not always fully
apparent; men may be deluded by temporary and §uo@rexperiences of pleasure into

thinking that through the pursuit of selfish int&i® pleasure can be a permanent
possession.”

S: Do you think people actually do, as it were, camssly think this: "...that through the
pursuit of selfish interests, pleasure can be mpeent possession” Do you think they do in
effect. [VOICE: Not consciously.5: Not consciously. [Several voices at once : Yether
comments - a lot of people do.

Siddhiratna: Does it mean not so much pleasure as some fssgtority?

S: Some sort of security, yes. Maybe “security' ietier word than “possession'.

Lokamitra: Maybe their idea of pleasure just drops as tleegrgin life.

S:Ah, yes. They settle for less.

Lokamitra: All the time. [Someone chuckling]

S: That's rather sad, isn't it? You settle for lesd kess every year. Maybe it's good from
time to time to look back and compare one's youlithgpirations to what you're thinking in
terms of now. Very often one finds that one hdexkfor less, as it were.

All right, let's carry on.

Text: "The teaching of the Buddha consisted in showing tiee life of the unenlightened
individual was permeated by suffering.”

S: Or pervaded by unsatisfactoriness.

Text:“This is emphasized in the exposition of the foktthe 'four noble truths', the truth
concerning suffering: 'Birth is suffering (dukkhajecay is suffering, death is suffering;
sorrow, lamentation, pain, grief and despair aréfsung."”

S: At least those things.

Text: “This means, as a modern Buddhist writer commeltiisit all forms of existence
whatsoever are unsatisfactory and subject to suffefdukkha)’. The same writer adds that
this does not refer only to actual suffering - srffg which is felt as such, but 'in
consequence of the universal law of impermanendythe phenomena of existence
whatsoever, even the sublimest states of existaresubject to change and dissolution, and
hence are miserable and unsatisfactory: and thas thvithout exception, they all contain in

themselves the germ of suffering'.

S: Usually, as far as | recollect, three kinds offesing are enumerated, at least in the



Theravada tradition. The first is called "dukkhakkha' or the unsatisfactoriness of
unsatisfactoriness. That is to say if you actually your finger and it hurts that's
unsatisfactoriness. If someone speaks harshlyoto gnd you feel upset, well, that is
unsatisfactoriness actually experienced here and n8o this is ‘dukkha dukkha' or the
unsatisfactoriness of unsatisfactoriness. Theretisewhat is called "viparinama dukkha': the
unsatisfactoriness of transformation. That isdg gou experience happiness due to your
possession of something. And you actually are yaapyou enjoy the possession of that
thing. You get quite a lot of pleasure from itf loucourse of time, on account of the law or
principle of impermanence, that thing passes attay,thing changes, or you lose that thing.
And then you suffer. So that is called “viparinama dukkhBhe suffering that comes about
on account of the transformation that goes oneénathject of your enjoyment - the fact that it
doesn't last, or it changes into something elséhere's a law of diminishing returns where it
is concerned. This is suffering by way of transfation. But the actual experience at the
time isnot unsatisfactory, as it were. It becomes so orbjabse it cannot last, or because it
changes into something else, because you can'tdratmit, you can't prolong it, or make it
permanent.

And thirdly is what is called "khandha dukkha' dre tintrinsic unsatisfactoriness of
everything that is conditioned, everything thattessay which is not the unconditioned.
There is a happiness which only the unconditioread give; which only Enlightenment can
give - ultimate happiness. So the fact that theditned is not the unconditioned means
that the conditionedannot give this happiness. So even if you enjoy coadéd happiness
you are still not enjoying unconditioned happinessfrom the unconditioned point of view
your happiness is_ lmappiness, and your satisfaction is sdissfaction; and the
satisfactoriness of what you are experiencing satisfactoriness. So these three kinds of
“dukkha' according to the Theravada tradition.

So that makes it clear that by "dukkha' is not rhganr present actually painful experience.
So it's actually painful, potentially painful, amtrinsically painful: these three kinds. Or
you could say: actually unsatisfactory, potentiallynsatisfactory, and intrinsically

unsatisfactory. This would make the distinctioleac

Lokamitra: With regard to 'viparinama dukkha' could you #agt to the extent one enjoys
something to that extent one will suffer? Or cae make any parallels?

S: It depends on the kind of person you are. If y@njoyment is associated with very strong
craving and attachment, well, of course, when yse lthat thing you will suffer all the more.
But some people are able to enjoy things quitetpedy in a detached sort of way, and are
quite ready to sort of let them go when they doaya they don't suffer. But obviously one
mustn't fool oneself about this. It's easy to 3ah, all right | don't mind if | lost it; it
wouldn't make much difference to me’, but when gotwally do lose it well, then you really
do know whether you are attached or not. And noftien than not you find that you are not
SO unattached, or detached, as you thought you were

All right, let's go on then.

Text: “The second mark or characteristic of existence aisicca, or impermanence.
‘Impermanency of things is the rising, passing anhdnging of things, or the disappearance
of things that have become or arisen. The meaisintgat these things never persist in the
same way, but that they are vanishing and dissglfrimm moment to moment. At the physical
level continual flux is not difficult to discerrhé human body is a continual flowing in and
out of various substances; dead skin is constdming removed and new skin forms; old
cells are worn out and replaced by new cells; tlaste products of the body's metabolism are
disposed of in various ways. What is more, thesighl pattern or structure is itself subject



to constant, though slower, change: from infancy daldhood, through youth and
adolescence to maturity, and then on into middie ald age, the physical size and shape of
the components which go by the name of John Smithotl remain the same for long.
According to Buddhist thought, even more impermbaaenstates of mind or consciousness.
But this all-pervading impermanency may not alwdyes discerned; the workings of
‘commonsense’ may serve to obscure it. 'The ctarstic of impermanence does not
become apparent because, when rise and fall aregha@n attention, it is concealed by
continuity ... However, when continuity is disruptéy discerning rise and fall, the
characteristic of impermanence becomes appareits itmue nature."”

S: Do you see this? It should be of course in thgecof the first two marks, marks of
conditioned existence, unsatisfactoriness (2 or 3 words efalied by jet plane noise)
Perhaps we can say that nowadays it's easiewayafor us to understand the second mark
than it was in former times because science cgnm Urelhere; because science enables us to
see things not as solids but as processes; naked &nd unchanging but in process of
constant transformation. We can probably undedstiaat better now than ever before.

One can see that from what Trevor Ling says abtilicells are worn out and replaced by
new cells. Well, this was not known in the Buddhday, as far as | know, but we know this
very well now. And this is a very good illustratiof what happens on the level of mind also.

All right, let's go on and conclude this section.

Text:“Related to this second mark of existence, accgdmthe Buddha, is the third anatta:
that the idea of a permanent, unchanging ego asbtms of individual personality is a
fiction. Nevertheless, it is this idea that th&sea permanent ego whose interests must be
served and protected, and whose power must be fredynivhich ensures that suffering will
continue to characterize existerice.

S: Mm. What does one make of this idea of a permanechanging ego being a fiction?
How real is that to one? [Voice: inaudible] Beaabsw does one experience oneself? As an
ego, in a way. Tomorrow when we come to the apptg section we'll be going into the
relationship between the ego and the individuabtythe ego and the individual -- this is
quite important. But clearly it's very difficulo thave an intellectual understanding of non-
ego because the only understanding you reafly have of non-ego is a spiritual insight
which sees through the ego.

Nagabodhi: You can have sort of psychological insight inam+ego. | know there are parts

of me and | experience them as sort of jostlingtmesand my normal self is in danger of

being submerged or is just undergoing gradual toamstion, but's that's just on a sort of
mundane psychological level.

S: The core, as it were, is not touched.

Nagabodhi: | suppose not. (Laughter)

[End of Tape 14 Tape 15]

Nagabodhi: | like to think it is! (Laughter)

S: One is only softened a little at the edges agre, or just melts slightly at the edges. The
hard ice at the centre remains as it were permnaemtelted. Do you think it is very useful

to speak to people in terms of non-ego, espeailtiie beginning? Does it mean anything to
them or does it even mean anything to oneself one merely repeating the set terms?



Manjuvajra It means something to me.

S: But could you put it in a sort of positive way?

Manjuvajra: Well yes, | think it's seeing yourself as a couélly changing series of mental
states rather than as....... identifying with tHearging mental states rather than with
something underlying those mental states.

S: And what difference would that make practicalbgisg things in that sort of way?

Manjuvajra: That means you don't get hung up on any onecpéati mental state because
you know it's going to change again soon.

: SO it means you can imagine the possibility ofellegopment and growth and
you don't have to worry about, ‘well there is alsausort of substance which has been
preformed, so there's no point in trying to change...

S: There's something ( ) as it were given,olwhs a datum and can't be modified.

-1 think it has quite a useful pragmatic valughat sort of way.

S: It means the permanent possibility of change ondt just change, development.

Manjuvajra; | would see the growth in terms of becoming mamd more identified with the
change rather than with the.....

S: Identified with any old change? Supposing yarevjust changing from one unskilful
state to another? You could be recognising thasevbuld you be experiencing the truth of
non-ego or putting it into operation?

Manjuvajra: Well yes, if you were really recognising the ches and the causes of the
changes, you presumably wouldn't allow yourselfdointo negative states and so you tend

S: You'd make the transition from unskilful to skilf

:Maybe you could preface it with some discussi®mhoagroup phenomena as to
how you are conditioned by seeing yourself as pad group. And you can be less of an
individual because of that.

S: You mean you see yourself as something fixed,etloimg static. The group tells you
what you are and you're not allowed to change that.

: The way all your wants are sort of projected oybo by sort of external
forces, which make you less....

S: You mustwant a new car. You musitant to live in a nice house. You musant a job.
That's more or less taken care of you hasn't it?

:It's also the idea that things aren't to be tgkensonally. Actions can be done
just for the sake of themselves or.....



S: Or because the actions are required by the mituat

Lokamitra: The most dangerous aspect is that it encouragastaof self denying view,
whereas to reach the first fetter, sort of no peaity view, one must be fully integrated, and
if one sort is encouraged on by the idea of no #gm it can go right against that.

S: 1think it is quite a dangerous sort of langué@eise. | think it's much better to speak in
terms of the possibility of change and transfororatand point out the two alternatives, the
reactive and the creative, and that one can makgdhsition from the one to the other.

:Is it better to talk about soul and no soul. Maepple accept a soul and think
of that as being permanent.

S: But if you speak in terms of no soul, well peopsially tend to think that you're leaving
out of account all the more emotional factors, werethe more spiritual factors. For many
people soul covers all those. They say, well Is¢ asn't any soubr there's no souh that
writing. You mean no sort of higher emotional giyaho feeling. Perhaps we have to sort of
rethink the matter completely and use a quite whffe sort of terminology and speak much
more in terms of growth and development and transiition, which of course assumibst
there is nothing really fixed and unchanging, beeanf the positive emphasis.

Nagabodhi: | think on the whole we do.

S: | think wedo, yes. | remember my days at the Hampstead&ivaen so many people
used to think or speak in terms of 'getting ridhef ego'.

Nagabodhi: Or at the Summer School last year, it was readyy noticeable, like walking
into another world, because that is their kind whdamental attitude to Buddhism, their
fundamental terms.

S: As though the ego is a real sort of thing likeo# of.......

Nagabodhi: The enemy, the yellow peril!

S: Asort of - what shall | say - a sort of gall s¢ostuck inside you that has got to be got rid
of. I've referred before to Christmas Humphreysher starting metaphor, when he
described the spiritual life in a lecture as bdikg climbing up a mountainside and as you
went, he said, you hacked off great bleeding luofelf! You hadn't heard that one before?
Well this is what you've got to do as you ascerad thountainside. Hack of great bleeding
lumps of self. It sounds more like a butcher'spstien than a Summer School. He said it
with a real relish. But it's much better to speaterms of growth, change, transformation.

But why do you think people like this idea or tlasguage of get rid of the ego and trample
on the ego?

:It's masochistic.
S: Very likely it is, yes.

Lokamitra: It's also to some extent an excuse not to grtsvan excuse to keep things on
one level.

S: Ah, there is also that, yes.



Lokamitra: Because you need the energy of all those pary®wiwhich you don't want to
change to be able to grow.

S: Well for instance people used to say things Ifke,instance someone at teatime would
say 'please pass me another biscuit' and someoulel way 'I've just had the last one' and
then they'd add, 'l suppose that must be my edb'sorts of remarks of that sort, sort of
banded about. Or someone would say, 'Well | rdidfd that book, it's quite a good book,
but still I mustn't say so too strongly, that migletmy ego."' You heard this all the time.

Nagabodhi: In other words any kind of real presence, anygne.

S: Or Mrs. So and so says, | had quite a nice Iitteditation this morning but | shouldn't

really say so, that might strengthen my ego, aeg'thsay this sort of thing again and again.
It was the language of the Summer School almostd they'd sometimes say it in a knowing
sort of way with a little wink or something of thexrt.

Nagabodhi: | think it goes a bit alongside the guru trip éese for your part you try and

keep the ego a bit under control and weak, doat f& and then the guru's going to come
along and just knock it off for you! (Laughter) ®@me meditation you get will just.... It's a
very lazy kind of attitude. It's going to drop .off

Lokamitra:It's almost not taking any responsibility for sieation.
S: Yes, it's that too I'm sure.
Lokamitra: Which in the Buddhist view is totally the oppesif what it's meant to be.

S: It's also mixing up the as it were higher truththwthe relative truth. (Pause) Yes it's an
excuse maybe for masochism, for sitting on your oatural energies and not really making
any effort or accepting any responsibility for yeelf. Or you'd hear remarks like, 'Oh | don't
really like her but | guess it's just my ego geftin the way." Or they'd comment on a certain
popular speaker and say, 'Oh | really do like hmreally does put things beautifully. | think

he really has overcome the ego, you know my dear!

Nagabodhi: It is used in a way that is a bit synonymous \iftd idea of Mara. When it's
used in that rather wishy-washy negative way yauldctgay it has the virtue of being a kind
of...... it simplifies things, one recognises ttia fault is with oneself and you say | don't like
so and so but that's just my ego, well you could gbgo into it, why don't | like them, and
delve and delve or you could just say......

S: Within my experience that was never done. If st said well | guess that is my ego
well that completes the matter, you've said ydtielbit, made your confession and then you
can forget all about it.

Lokamitra: Also it has the danger of, as Nagabodhi saidyeal cutting off any positive
motivation, it cuts off all the motivation at all.

S: Because whatever you do it's bound to be youriggbit. Some people even used to
make that point, that you couldn't really do anythbecause it would just be your ego.

Lokamitra: What terms should we use instead?

S: Well no, don't use any alternative term, justagpm terms of growth and development,
and switching over from the reactive to the creativode of conditionality. That conveys



much the same thing in a very much more positiveefealthy way, which is very much less
open to misunderstanding. If you go around telpegple they've got to get rid of their ego,
that's not really very inspiring, is it? Even dwhappen to believe that.

:You know in that first stage of the melthavana, is that like sort of reinstating
the ego?

S: You could say that. It's the ego or the selfat like as the actual, what shall | say?, the
subject of responsibility, or the locus of respbiigy. You as it were start off by accepting
responsibility on behalf of yourself, and to begith towards yourself.

Manjuvajra: Can you talk safely about transcending the egoaise then you don't actually
have to get rid of it, you just have to.....

S: But it's still there. Why not just speak in terof growth and development?

Manjuvajra: But I'm thinking now if you get someone who's e Zen classes coming
along to your class........

S: And tell you that they're having trouble with ithego. You say we just transcend it!
(Laughter) Especially if you accompany it with @&her wise sort of look pulling at your
moustache. (Laughter)

Nagabodhi: Better still just hit them!

S: Or sort of cast your eyes upwards as you sayranscend it' (Laughter). They'd be
awfully impressed | can assure you. But the thindo you really believe in that? Do you
really believe, do you really think and feel in $keaerms, of transcending the ego. If you do
well fair enough, answer the question in that sbsvay or speak in that sort of way. Ifitis
really meaningful to one. The best thing to dowlibe ego is to forget all about it.

Anyway perhaps we'd better leave it there and timrterms of supper.
Next Session

S: The Four Noble Truths.

Text:“THE FOUR NOBLE TRUTHS

The other method used by the Buddha in settinh fag analysis of the human situation was
that of the four noble truths. Here again, the wemsal fact of suffering, or the
unsatisfactoriness of life, its pain, its malaige,inherent 'ill'-ness, is the starting-point. i$h

is the first noble truth. The second identifiesatvis, so to speak, the motive power which
keeps this universal suffering going, the fuel Wipeevents the fire from going out, and that
is craving or desire. This same factor has ocadirire another connection: it is one of the
twelve links in the chain of conditioned originatiavhich has already been mentioned. In
that context it is seen as arising out of feeliagd in its turn giving rise to the activity of
selfish 'grasping’. The third noble truth conceressation (nirodha), and it is that the
cessation of suffering is a consequence of theatieasof craving. The word used in this
connection - nirodha - is a synonymrobbana (in Sanskrit, nirvana), the best-known name
for the goal which Buddhist teaching has in vidWrvana is the cessation of all evil passion,
and because evil passion is regarded in Buddhaight as a kind of fever, its cessation may
be thought of as a 'cooling' after fever, a recgver health. In fact. in the Buddha's time the
associated adjectivaibbutta seems to have been an everyday term to describavba is



well again after an iliness. it is evident fromghihat the original Buddhist goal, nirvana, was
the restoration of healthy conditions of lifiere and now rather than in some remote and
transcendent realm beyond this life. It will beerseghat the Buddhist way is essentially a
therapy. But the subject of the cure is not tredvidual. It would be more accurate to say
that individualism is the disease for which a cigeneeded. To this point we shall return
later.

The fourth noble truth was the declaration thavay existed through which the cure might
be achieved; this as the way delineated by the Baddvhich consisted of morality,
meditation and the attainment of wisdom. Theseetlwonstituents of the Buddhist way are
all essential. There is an amplified descriptidrtlee way in terms of eight rather than three
constituent features. In this, the single itemratity’ becomes right speech, right bodily
action, and right means of livelihood."”

S: Just a few general points. One can say no dbabthe Four Noble Truths are probably
the best known formulation of the Buddha's teachimghe sense that one does come across
them in all the popular manuals of Buddhism. They almost the first thing that one does
come across in connection with the actual teachang, in many expositions of Buddhism
they are given the central place, so they are emtiole very well known. If you don't know
those four noble truths, then you don't really kraowthing about Buddhism, anything about
Buddhist teaching at all. At the same time it mhbet said that there's very little real
understanding of what the Four Noble Truths redd|yresent at all practically, especially the
fact that the Four Noble Truths generally are aaengpecific formulation of the general
principle of conditionality, and especially of theo different kinds of conditionality or two
different trends of conditionality, one of whictcall the cyclic and the other the spiral. So
the first and second of the Noble Truths are bamedr represent the cyclical type of
conditionality, or in symbolic terms, the Wheellafe, and the second two, that is to say the
cessation of suffering through the cessation ofreeand the Noble Eightfold Path, these
represent the spiral type of conditionality, otenms of symbols, the Path itself.

There's also a possibility of misunderstandingnmach as the third Noble Truth is the truth
of cessation, cessation of suffering through thesagon of desire and that cessation, that
nirodha, as Trevor Ling points out, is a synonym Nirvana, and this, if we're not careful
will give the impression that Nirvana is a purebgative state. Simply the non-existence of
suffering and the non-existence of desire, andhmtulmination of a positive sequence. Do
you see what I'm getting at? So you have to thkethird and the fourth truth as it were
together. The third truth represents the more thegaspect of waning out of the unskilful
culminating in complete cessation of the unskiland the path represents the more positive
side of the gradual increase of the skilful culniimgin Nirvana or Enlightenment if you like
conceived of as a completely spiritually or evemscendentally positive state.

So in presenting the Four Noble Truths it's verpamant to bring out the point that the Four
Noble Truths collectively are based on the prireipf conditionality. The first two on the
cyclical type of conditionality, the second two thie spiral type, and that nirodha or cessation
is not the last word of Buddhism. There is thesa@ien of the unskilful but on the other hand
there is the full development and culmination @& #hilful.

There is also the danger on the practical sideitlyatu pay, as it were, too much attention or
the wrong sort of attention to the third Noble Trytou will tend to think of not simply
Nirvana as cessation of the unskilful but of theolelof the spiritual life as being nothing but
a process of elimination of the unskilful, simplygatting rid of craving, that that's all that
you have to do, you have to get rid of craving Hrete's as it were nothing left, no suffering,
no craving. A state of sort of complete blanknessyihilation and that is Nirvana. So one
has to be very careful not to give that sort of ieggion. Has anyone actually encountered
any difficulties of this kind, either in understangl the Four Noble Truths themselves or in
presenting them to others?



Manjuvajra: I've come across it not so much in classes buchmool when | talk about
Buddhism there, everybody had the idea that Buddlhist meant cutting yourself off from
everything and going into some kind of cut off stat

S: Cut off psychological state?

Manjuvajra: No, | mean sort of cut off from all involvementgh everything of this world.
S: Well there's some truth in that isn't there.

Manjuvajra@ But not as understood by these people in thaicpéar context.

S: One must be careful not to go to the other extremd say no, Buddhism doesn't say
anything against involvement in the world. It'sj@estion of what kind of involvement, for
what reason. Was this connected with the impradsiat the Buddhist way of life consisted
simply in the elimination of craving?

Manjuvajra: The general impression that people seem to hawve/a@s that the Buddhist way
of life was sort of cessation of everything reaflg, that in the end you'd just sort of sit there
for the rest of your life.

S: Well there is a sense in which this is true, thet truly positive side needs to be stressed
and not in a sort of secular humanist way but m tifaditional Buddhist way. There's no
doubt that some Theravada Buddhists do presetidhieNoble Truths in a very sort of bleak
fashion and do give the impression that all youeh&w do is to devote yourself to the
elimination of craving and in that way you will ged of all suffering and then that will be
that, that's Nirvana. The complete cessation lo$u#fering. This is the sort of Buddhism
that | found prevailing at the Hampstead Buddhiiava when | arrived there twelve years
ago. People thought or people were under the issme that all they had to do was to get
rid of craving. Well it is no doubt very importatat get rid of craving but that isn't the only
way of looking at the spiritual life, looking at®s own personal development.

Vessantara:Presumably if one really was getting rid of crayyou'd after a while have such
an excess of energy that you would be getting nporstive anyway. One side, if really
practised must bring out the other.

S: Yes, because you can't really separate the one tine other. If you really practise the
one sooner or later you will get involved with tbiher, and it is also noticeable that these
particular people who were placing such an emphasigetting rid of craving seemed like
everybody else. They lived at home, they had jotesy had wives and families, or husbands
and families. There didn't seem to be any diffeegthey didn't seem to be noticeably nearer
the removal of craving. But certainly they saw Bhigm in that sort of light.

What about this statement that "the Buddhist wagssentially a therapy"? Obviously that
has to be taken with reservations. But here agaéneed not go to extremes because in the
scriptures themselves the Buddha is spoken of@&tkat Physician, so there is a sense in
which Buddhism is a therapy. But the diseaseagmbised in a much more radical fashion.
Anyway Trevor Ling is going to return to this polater on so we need not discuss it now.

| would suggest that in presenting Buddhism to pegpu don't start off with the Four Noble
Truths. Has anyone ever tried to do this in factthe course of a lecture or talk, or
explanation? Or has anyoeeer spoken about the Four Noble Truths?



{VOICE: Yes.]
S: But not at the beginning?
Manjuvajra:l've done it fairly soon.

S: 1 think what is important is to get across the paihprinciple of conditionality: first of all
the principle of change. You could say change iegptonditionality if it is not completely
random succession. So start off with change aed kbok at that in terms of conditionality,
and then speak of the two kinds of conditionalibe cyclical and the spiral, and the two
kinds of possibility that that opens to the average - the development of the reactive mind
or allowing the reactive mind to continue, and tlevelopment of the creative mind. And
then one can bring in, if one needs to make that commeetith Buddhist tradition - then one
can bring in the Four Noble Truths. And point boiw they exemplify what one has been
saying so far, and not forgetting to stress thetipesside of the spiritual life and of Nirvana.
(Pause)

Trevor Ling does make the point that in the Budsltiahe the associative adjective "nibbuta’
"seems to have been an everyday term to describ&ba is well again after an illness.” So
one could refer back to that. When you gain ‘mievayou are just well, spiritually and
transcendentally speaking. The fever of passiothefever of craving has disappeared. So
just as when you become well, when you become utibthat it's not equivalent to dying,
it's only the disease which is dead, in the samg tha attainment of "nirvana' is not
tantamount simply to the extinction of craving t-means the restoration of the state of
spiritual health at the highest possible levelav@itg is dead butou're not dead Or if you

are dead it's only in the sense of the ego beiag,de&s it were. Or you are dead only to the
extentthat you identified yourself with the ego. So somewm® gains Enlightenment is no
more extinct than a man who recovers from a diseagkis restored to health is dead.
[Pause]

This connection between the three trainings as #reycalled, Morality, Meditation and
Wisdom, and the Eightfold Path - Trevor Ling poimist that "the single item 'morality’
becomes right speech, right bodily action, andtrigieans of livelihood.” Is this clear in
people's minds - this connection between the thm@aings and the eight factors of the
Eightfold Path?

For instance in the three trainings you start athwnorality, or ethics, then you practice
meditation, then you develop wisdom; but in thescasthe Eightfold Path you start off with
‘right understanding'. So isn't this contradic®r¥ne formulation says you start off with
morality, with ethics, the other says you startwith ‘right understanding’. So how do you
reconcile the two?

VessantaraApparently the Eightfold Path is eight-limbeds itiot a stage after another after
another.

S: There is that too. Yes. It's usually presented asries of eight steps. In a sense it is, but
not quite in the ordinary way. It's more like adending series than an ascending series.

Nagabodhi:: Well, the way | see it | suppose is that "Pdrfdsion’, if one puts it at the
beginning of the Eightfold Path, you could also puwt the beginning of the Threefold Way
in that it constitutes the motivation for undertakithe path at all. You must have had some
glimpse that sets you off.

S: Well a I've pointed out elsewhere, there are Bightfold Paths: there is what is called the
mundaneeightfold path and theanscendentaleightfold path. Now what dod¢isat mean?



For instance, take it with regards to "Right Viewammaditthi, or samyakdristi. 'Right view'
means a correct intellectual understanding. Thigight view, or the first step of the
mundane eightfold path, but then there is "Perfect Visiaiich means an actual spiritual
insight into those matters which formerly you ursieod only intellectually. This is called
"Perfect Vision', also samyakdristi, and this i< tfirst step or the factor of the
transcendentaleightfold path. So if you want to combine the tyau can do that.

Suppose you introduce the Eightfold Path throughttivee trainings, then what have you
got? You've got wisdom in the sense of an intali@icunderstanding - that comes first. Then
you've got, on the basis of that intellectual ustlrding a practice of morality as the first
step, and then having practised morality, and redthsome kind of skilful mental state, you
take up the practice of meditation, 'samadhi'.sTéiall mundane. Yes ? This corresponds to
the mundane Eightfold path. Then on the basisoof ynundane practice of meditation, on
the basis of your ‘'samatha’ that is to say, yolekdgvinsight. That is to say, you develop
"Perfect Vision', which of course pertains to thenscendental Eightfold path. Having
practised "Perfect vision' your whole mental atltucomes to be transformed, yes, in
accordance with that perfect vision: that is ytnanscendental samadhi. And then your
action also, your speech and action are transfarntledt is your transcendental practice of
‘sila’.  So you've got ‘prajna’, ‘sila’, ‘samadtprajna’, ‘sila’, ‘'samadhi'. The first three
covering the mundane path, and the second threeriogvthe transcendental path. So the
Eightfold path can also be arranged in the same Way've got sixteen members then, or
sixteen successive steps instead of six.

You start off with ‘right understanding’, and wittight resolve’, as it's usually translated.
And then on that basis you practise right speecight bodily action’, right means of
livelihood'. Then you take up ‘right effort’, nigmindfulness’, ‘right meditation'. So that
gives you your mundane eightfold patithen as a result of your practice of the mundane
eightfold path you develop “perfect vision' whichings you on to the transcendental
Eightfold path. Then that starts, as it were, deding: the effect of that, or the influence of
that starts, as it were, descending, and the wbblene's being comes to be transformed.
That of course, is the path of transformation. tis&n you have in succession the “perfect
emotion’, "perfect speech’, "perfect action’, gxrfmeans of livelihood', "perfect effort’,
‘perfect mindfulness', and “perfect meditation’, Wigich time enlightenment has been
attained in the sense that you are completely fivamed.

So in this way there is a mundane series of fackboraundane series of steps, followed by a
transcendental series. Whether it's a questiadheothree trainings, or whether it's a question
of the Eightfold path. So if you want to presdre path fully in these terms you must present
the two series. And this is hardly ever done, aiely never done systematically, and
therefore a lot of confusion arises.

Nagabodhi In the Eightfold Path series of lectures you rgeif tended to discount the
intellectual understanding and sort of replacedith "Perfect Vision', with the visionary
experience. You did seem to be discounting thiglfyalbof....

S: Not really, because I've gone into that in 1Burvey'already. I've dealt with this iiThe
Survey, and given a little list which equates the factoirshe Eightfold Path with the factors
of the Three Trainings, and pointed out the faett thlaced end to end they make one
continuous series. So it's to be read in the loflhat.

We also have a chart, don't we ? Which has nexem published.

VOICE : Have we?



S: Yes. There's a chart that Vajrakumara made ogtraat at Abhirati showing all these
interconnections, about three years ago. | beliergewith Ananda. People have seen it, yes.

Nagabodhi: I think it will be good if that gets around,dasise .....
S: Well, this is what I've been saying for the lastvfyears, that these charts should be
produced and circulated.

Nagabodhi:(interrupting) | know, this particular teachinggdause | think there are people
who feel in a way under pressure: that they fegy thaven't had perfect vision .....

S: Also of course this is connected with the questibthe “path of regular steps'. The “path
of regular steps' is that you start off with a pnéhary intellectual understanding of things.
On the basis of that preliminary intellectual ursfending or ‘right view', you adopt certain
ethical disciplines to help you eliminate unskilfuental states and cultivate and develop
skilful ones. Having eliminated the grosser urfskgtates and being inraoderately skilful
mental state, you take up the practise of conceotraand meditation. That is to say of
‘'samatha’. Having achieved some success with thamgou then call to mind, as it were,
your intellectual understanding and with the heiphe energy derived from meditation, that
is ‘'samatha, you transform that into a spirituaight. That spiritual insight when fully
developed, or when developed to a certain poirtpimes “perfect vision'. And that “perfect
vision' gradually transforms all the different asiseof your being. It transforms your speech,
it transforms your emotion, it transforms your sgegyour communication with others), it
transforms your whole way of life, all your actiongur livelihood, so that you are now
practising spontaneously those things which forynembu practised as disciplines. It
transforms your whole sort of mental attitude sattfiou are in a state, as it were, of
permanent ‘'samadhi’, and in that way Enlightennseattained. That is the whole step by
step path from beginning to end.

VessantaraWWould you mind going through the later stagesaf tigain?

S: | telescoped a few actually. But on the basithef samatha’' you develop “perfect vision'.
You develop that “perfect vision' by calling to whigour intellectual understanding of the
truth, or of the Dharma, if you like; and puttingghind that, the energy which you derived
from meditation: in that way the intellectual unstanding becomes transformed into
spiritual insight. And when this reaches a cerfaimt it becomes ‘'samyak drsti' or "perfect
vision' - a direct experience of the true naturéhofgs. So this is the “path of vision'.

[End of side one side two]

So the “path of vision' having been reached youagknbpon the “path of transformation’,
which is made up of the remaining seven factorsemen stages of théranscendental
eightfold path’, which represents the transfornmatbone's entire being at all levels, and in
all its aspects, in accordance with that “perféesion'.

So first of all the entire emotional life is transhed. "Perfect vision' represents, as it were
the transformation of one's intellectual life, framtellectual understanding to spiritual vision
or spiritual insight. So the second step of tlamdcendental Eightfold path represents the
transformation of one's entire emotional naturadoordance with that vision. Then the third
step will be the transformation of one's speechpra@’'s communication with other people;
and then the transformation of one's actions. herotvords one's skilful actions will become
spontaneous: you will spontaneously do skilful gsinor behave skilfully in the different
situations and relationships of life. You won'wvaao behave skilfully by making an effort,
and doing it as a matter of discipline. And themrymeans of livelihood: you will just not be
able to earn your living in certain ways. Accoglio the strict Theravada teaching you won't




be able to work at all. You'll be unable to work g@ain. An Arahant is simply unable to do
this: he is sort of constitutionally spirituallycapable.

So this is the basis of the Theravadin view thaenviyou become an Arahant yooust
become a bhikkhu. This is the basis of it. Onme lpecome an Arahant you cannot not be a
bhikkhu. Even if you are not ordained if you ac¢ a bhikkhu at the time of your gaining of
Enlightenment as an Arahant, and if there were lkkhus around to ordain you, what will
happen, according to some traditions, is you willaculously be ordained and find yourself
suddenly provided with robes and your head shamddl@e bowl in your hands! (Chuckling
voices) So what does this mean? What does it hean

Nagabodhi: Anyone who isn't a bhikkhu can't be an arahant.s

S:No ! No! It means exactly the opposite. One whan arahant cannot not be a bhikkhu,
not that you must be a bhikkhu in order to becomArahant - if that is what you said.

Nagabodhi: What | meant was that it would do away with igole idea of the householder
Bodhisattva or the householdes: [It would.] who's Enlightened, so it places thekizhu
sangha in a very strong position, because thedaitst be .....

S: ....Butnot organisationally, because what is the significamicinis saying, that if you gain
arahantship as a layman and there's no Sanghadayounto ordain you, you miraculously
find yourself equipped with your three robes, andrybowl, and your shaven head. What
doesthat mean? It means it supersedes ordination in thmedlosense, doesn't it? Because
that definitely requires a chapter of bhikkhusoanfal request etc., etc. So it really means
that even in the absence of formal ordination iy by virtue, by sheer force of your
spiritual attainment you will be leading the lifeabhikkhu. This is what it really means.

So that the life that you're leading is the direqgbression of what you have experienced. So
the Theravada tradition is virtually saying thag tnlightened person, if you take it literally,
cannot work, cannot be anything other than a bhikiktally devoted to spiritual things, and
economically entirely dependent upon others. Tikighe strict Theravadin view. The
Mahayana modified that to some extent, but yousssnthe point of the Theravada teaching.
And then the sixth stage of the "transcendentattiityl path', which is of course the “perfect
effort’. But here, of course, "effort' is no longdfort, it is the spontaneous manifestation of
energy; and then “perfect mindfulness', well, yon'thave to make an effort to be mindful,
you are always mindful. And “perfect samadhi', chhdoesn't mean trying to practise
meditation, but being spontaneously and naturdllyha time in that infinitely positive and
infinitely skilful mental state called 'samadh®o by the time that transformation is complete
then you have become Enlightened.

So | think it is quite important to trace step kgpsthe sequence through the mundane
eightfold path and the transcendental eightfoldhpat

Lokamitra:: You say that "the path of regular steps' staitls an intellectual understanding
?

S: If you take the path, as it were, in its full exte This may not be helpful to everybody.
Some people will start practising by imitation, iasvere, which means the path for them
starts more with faith.

Lokamitra:: In a way "perfect vision": I've always takenatbe more along the lines of faith

S: Well this is true if by faith you don't mean simhat preliminary, provisional belief, or



acceptance. Provided you understand it as anlaekperience - yes. I've said iffhe
Survey'speaking of Shin Buddhism that faith for them meansdom - the emotional
counterpart of wisdom. One mustn't think of "petfeision’ in exclusively, as it were,
cognitive terms. The Indian tradition does thatgpically, but one need not do that.

For instance, again, I've mentioned The Surveyyuoting a Japanese authority, that by faith
is meant a moment of pure egolessness, and thigady equivalent to wisdom, isn't it? It's
not just faith in the sense of belief.

Lokamitra: | suppose at the level of “perfect vision' thest jgo hand in hand. You wouldn't
be able to ......

S:Yes. You can't, by that time, distinguish theeligctual from the emotional in that sort of
split off way.

Lokamitra:: But at the mundane stage of ‘right view' hereildide likely to be more space
and one might start to ...

S: One could say that, yes.
Lokamitra:...have faith in something higher or S; [yes] ... or an intellectual ....

S:. conviction, that there is or must be somethinghér, or that it would be worthwhile
trying to find out by adopting a definite mode b

All right let's go then.

Text:“This insistence on morality, and the giving of sifie guidance on morality, are wholly
characteristic of the Buddha's teaching. Morality not a secondary matter; in the
prescription offered by the Buddha it issene qua non And just as the single requirement,
'morality’, was given fuller expression, in ternfstioe three major forms of moral conduct
which have just been mentioned, so these threealare given fuller expression in other
contexts. One of the most commonly used summafieghat moral living meant for
Buddhists, from the earliest days, is the listia# precepts: to abstain from taking the life of
any being; to abstain from stealing; from unlawdelxual intercourse; from speaking falsely;
and from the use of drugs, including alcohol. Ehage the basic moral precepts for the
whole of human society, as we shall see in cormeetith actual societies or civilizations of
Asia which reckon themselves to be Buddhist. Fembers of the professional order, the
Sangha, there is a more elaborate code of morédiée chapter 8, note 23) but this, with its
two hundred and seventy or so rules, is also ahaktion of those same basic principles of
morality, and has the same aim and intention aditleeprecepts.”

S: Several little points arise here. You notice thiavor Ling refers to the "Sangha' as ‘the
professionabrder'. Did you notice this? What do you thirfkltat? What do you think he
means? What do you think he's getting at?

:Full timers?
Manjuvajra:l think he sees it in connection with a kind chdemic. You take it on as a job...

Lokamitra: More serious ones.

S: Well at any rate the fulltimers. But do you seg kind of danger in this way of thinking?



VessantaraiYes.
S: What danger do you see?

Vessantara:Well, that it becomes a profession in terms &fral of career. Something that
you follow in the same way as you can follow othmfessions.

S: But what is a profession in that case?
Siddhiratna: It's a way of earning a living.
S: It's a means of livelihood. But why shouldnthé& a means of livelihood?

Vessantara: It's all right if, as a by-product, you derivdielihood from it but to view it
simply as a means of livelihood is....

S: Yes. It's rather significant that in this countnaditionally, we speak of the three
professions, don't we? The three professions befirgpurse the Law, the Church and the
Armed Forces. The medical profession is only eclatner. The medical business became a
profession only in the last century, or towards ¢he of the last century. Before that it was
considered barely respectable. But it is intemgsthat in England the Church is one of the
three professions along with the Law and the Arrredces. Do you think there is any
danger in this sort of connection that we have @catvare of, within the context of "The
Friends', or within the context of the Order it8elf

: Not until we've all to be supported.

Nagabodhi:: | think the whole institution syndrome of segithe Order, seeing the

Movement as a kind of an institution, as a kindMtimmy'. In some way ..... well, 1 think

you notice this in little ways, some people onceytte in the Order they tend to give up
certain responsibilities for themselves. They Ipeedess scrupulous about certain things.

S: Such as what?
Nagabodhi: Oh dear. [Pause] ......
Lokamitra: Tend to expect to have things laid on for them.

Nagabodhi:: Yes. Things like Order days - paying for Ordexysl subscribing to the
Newsletter (chuckling).

S: Well one can't have it both ways. If you are gitke bare minimum on which to live ,
well, you obviously haven't got.... and you're dewpall your time and energy to Order and
FWBO affairs, well, you can't be expected to pay dther things, can you? Just like the
bhikkhu in the East - he's supported. In a wagt'slthe whole idea, that he shouldn't have to
pay for anything. So he doesn't have to work, efee he can devote himself fully to
meditation, teaching, study, whatever he wishedao So therefore quite logically, say the
Thais, they give their bhikkhus free bus and ragges. So if you are giving someone who is
working for you fulltime, the bare minimum requiréal subsist, well, it is quite illogical to
expect him to save out of that for his retreats @ndier days, and so on and so forth, isn't it?
If you pay him a salary, that's another matter. Batdon't do that do we? We just give bare
living expenses, which don't usually cover suckmgkias retreats and so on, do they? So
either you've got to pay a salary, and ask himobutis salary to pay for his retreats, or you
give him his bare living expenses or her bare gvxpenses, and either pay for their retreat



expenses or allow such people always to go free.

So | think you have to be quite clear cut what g@doing: whether you're paying a salary, or
whether you're just covering living expenses.

Vessantara:lt's explicitly stated and clear certain Ordemmbers are only getting subsistence
support and therefore can't be expected to pagddain things. But if you have a situation
where like an Order day people..... it's not staaed people just think well I'm being
supported so | won't put any money in, it can lead lot of confusion, and a certain amount
of unpleasantness even.

S: Well | think it should be clear in everybody's m& who are those Order members who
are, one, working, as it were, to use that expoesdull-time for the Movement and are

having their expenses covered and who therefora@rexpected to pay for anything. There
may be others who are receiving some help towdres living expenses but who are not
working full-time for the Movement. Presumably yHeave got time, say, for a part-time job
in addition, well, they should be expected to p®ut the criterion would seem to be those
who are working full-time for the Movement and have time, therefore, to earn other

money, all of whose expenses are met, just basiglexpenses, from the FWBO funds, and
who therefore should not be expected to pay fothang. So this sort of category of persons
should be clearly recognised. Do you see whatdnfie

Lokamitra There are very, very few of those except for Swigi. There are one or two
outsiders.

S: It doesn't matter how few they are, but they nedak clearly identified and recognised, so
that nobody else who is in another category can\8dyy aren't they paying their way' sort of
thing. Well they can't. That's the position. Amk of the reasons why you support full-time
people is so that they shouldn't have to think abmsing money from other sources.

But anyway | got into this whole question from ¢he different angle. What gave me food
for thought in connection with this whole questiohprofessionalism, this was a year ago
was something that Vajrayogini said when | was oll&hd last year. You all probably know
that she has an Institute for the holding of Geé3thérapy courses. | think everybody knows
that and among other things she has special cotoséwining group leaders, that is group
leaders in Gestalt therapy. So she was tellinghmemore recently there had been a trend
which she found slightly disturbing, that is to $aypeople to apply directly for group leader
courses in Gestalt therapy, wanting to become gleagers without having had any previous
experience of Gestalt therapy. They wanted totgoght in and become group leaders. She
said the reason why they wanted to do this was @wdtalt therapy had become quite
fashionable, quite popular, people wanting to thkeGestalt therapy courses, and these also
were quite profitable - to run these courses wate quofitable. So people were thinking of
taking up Gestalt therapy and becoming Gestalathegroup leaders purely as a means of
livelihood, without any real interest in developitigemselves: but simply to learn the Gestalt
therapy techniques and operate the techniquesjnatids way conduct courses and earn
money, and make a living for themselves.

So this seems to me, in a way, the essence ofdhnisof professionalism, that you simply
operate the techniques, and you get a lot of thikis sort of field, the field of group therapy,
and encounter groups. There are all sorts of tquake that you can learn without changing
yourself in any way, or developing yourself, whigtu can then proceed to operate. You can
take courses, using these techniques, that isytgaacan lead or conduct courses, and you
can charge, and in that way you can make moneyth&e seems to be a lot of this sort of
thing going on. And I think this is the sort ofofgssionalism that we've got to beware of:
that we just gather up a handful of techniques e-kmwow a bit about concentration and



meditation, and communication exercises, and werbecsort of professionals in the sense
that we operate these techniques, maybe even lamfats, but are not thinking so much

about working on ourselves, on developing ourselViss is the sort of professionalism that
we have to be on our guard against.

| do know several people within the field of say psybleoapy and psychoanalysis who
become very very much involved with these thingd,an a way, solving other people's
problems and helping other people work on themselas an escape from their own
problems, and as an evasion of their responsibitityards themselves, and to work on
themselves. [Pause]

So | think it's very dubious to refer to the Sangisaa "professional' Order. It really does
suggest a set of people who operate the technidiesise]

VessantaraYou can see going along with that developingradlaf "career' mentality, where
you're doing the ‘right things', so you... ratheart working at a centre, say, because you
really need to work at a centre, it's like buildiung a good sort of career track record. So you
were working in the Manchester Centre for two yeds®meone chuckling) and then you
moved to Sukhavati, and then you came to stay sihjham House with Bhante for a year.

S: On the other hand one mustn't overlook the faat tiere well may be a structure of that
kind, but it wouldn't be a career structure. Iraildnd for instance you have a sort of career
structure for bhikkhus with grades and emoluments so on and so forth, and titles. It's

usually linked with passing examinations in P&¥hen you pass your first examination you

get a title and you get an allowance of so manytsb&?) per month. You pass another
examination, the next higher, and you get anotitlerand your allowance is increased, and
in this way you go up the ecclesiastical laddeo W& just don't want anything of that sort.

[Pause]

Manjuvajra: One danger that | do foresee is with us gettimplved in more businesses and
more kind of activities of that nature, then obdlyu if you're involved with an activity it
makes certain demands of you, and sometimes theredtradiction between maybe just
doing some meditation - | don't want to make thatiiction too much between spiritual life
and mundane life, but let me make that as a worknngciple for the moment - you forget
the spiritual side of whatever it is you are dobegause you're so involved in the mundane
side of what you're doing, and you can see that ihihappening. But still, because the
mundane side puts lots and lots of pressures olygowan get drawn off into that.

S: Do you think this actually does happen very much?
Manjuvajra:: It certainly happened for me in Cornwall.

S: But you are in a very exceptional position of jhstng one, solitary Order member down
there all on your own, having to do everything.

Manjuvajra:: But | would of thought it was easier for me io& of ways, because there's a
lot of space around me. | don't mean just physidait | can sort of step back from it very

easily. But whereas if you're involved working e time within a kind of organisational

structure, it's very difficult to step back, espdlgiwhen people keep coming out and pulling
you back into it.

Lokamitra: It's not so much stepping back as if you're imedlin an organisational situation,
it may be very difficult to get on with your meditan, or something, because your mind's
always twirling around on things that have to bealand so on. But | do think that if you're



in a situation, if you do have a regular practind gou are in contact with other members of
the Sangha, then if this does happen, you're goimgme up against it sooner and later, and
have to do something about it.

S: Well, it will also show itself in your work. [Voes: Yeah. Yeah.]
Lokamitra Yeah. You lose energy and so on.

S: | think looking back at the history of "the Friehdldon't think that this has been a danger.
| think the danger has actually, if there has beelanger, been rather the opposite one. The
actual fact is that we've had to get people workihgthink back say, six, seven years, partly
in order to get their energies out, and to get tleemof a state of sloth and torpor, and
general apathy. So the work and the involvemenvank does have definitely a spiritual
significance and value. So we shouldn't overldo,tor thinktoo much in terms of work
say taking you away from your meditation, becauser all, how much meditation would
most people do anyway? Even if they weren't waykimThey probably wouldn't do more
than two or three hours a day, at the very mosemlember one Order member telling me in
the very early days, that he was on a full-time golol worked quite hard, but he kept up his
meditation and he said, thinking that he'd likeitanfiore time for meditation, he'd change
from full-time to part-time - the same work - lukihe could do that - his boss was
sympathetic and allowed him to do so - but he fotlvad after changing from full-time work
to part-time work he didn't seem to have any mone than he had before, and even though
he tried to do more meditation, actually he foueddidn't, or couldn't. So one must bear this
in mind too: it's as much a matter of the orgarsabf one's time as having time.

Also there's another thing I think I'll say nowchase I've been thinking of saying it for some
time, though it's not directly connected with, @vimg relevance to what you've just been
saying: that is connected with this question ofg#ainl notice quite often people saying, You
must be careful of such and such danger’, andoBem wondering about this, and I've been
trying to see what was the sort of mental attitbdeind this warning against possible danger.
And | came to the conclusion that it was almostagisvnegative. Do you see what I'm
getting at? For instance people would say thiilgs "We must be careful that we don't
build up too big an organisation, because that dounkan we would get away from the
“spiritual’ side of things." Or they would say,s ldangerous' - this was one we heard in the
early days - 'it's dangerous to meditate too muaddr something of that sort. But the
motivation behind this warning against danger setnise an attempt to keep things down.
Do you see what I'm getting at?

| wish | could think of a few more examples, be@uqgsite a few came to my notice even
within the past few months. Has anyone else comagainst this? Give me a few examples
if you can.

Lokamitra:It's dangerous to work too hard. (Laughter)

S: Yes. It's dangerous to work too hard. But theee @her examples, many of them. Yes,
another one was, It's dangerous to study too muélyou read a couple of books someone
says, Oh, be careful there's a danger of intelidistm’. In other words this "danger’ is
evoked to try to sort of stop you doing somethirigis sort of inhibitory. It sort of damps
you down.

Lokamitra:: It's a sort of projection, isn't it? It's a gojion from the person who hasn't got
their energies going, or is "delicate' in a negasiense.

S: And usually it's with regard to the Movement. adurite one is, "If we do so-and-so, or if
we do such-and-such isn't there a danger thate (iéggmks out) | seem to have been hearing



this sort of talk of danger much more in previousnths than before, and this is why I've
started thinking about what was behind it. Biuggéms as though usually it's just an attempt
to damp things, or damp certain people down, @tap their energies almost.

And I've had lots of instances of this sort, as Baid, in recent months therefore I've started
thinking about them: the danger syndrome, "the iplesslanger' syndrome, to stop you, or
stop somebody doing something here and now, or enpgdviding the person who is making
the objection, or raising the scare of possiblegeanproviding that person with an excuse for
not taking part, or not helping.

So watch out for this and next time you hear i} jly to see what it really means, or what
that person is really getting at. It's usuabssibledanger, not actual, real danger that might
develop quite soon, bpbssibledanger, in the remote future.

Lokamitra It almost always, in my experience, comes dowimértia in that person who is
saying it. And lack of wanting to commit themsalvi® something, or be involved in
something.

-1 think it sort of resolves to certain individualdoesn't it? Some people abuse the
word and others don't.

S: Well sometimes there are objective dangers to lwbie should be quite alive, but in nine
cases out of ten the sort of objection raised ftogth because of possible dangerous
consequences is of this sort of nature and isguwsish to damp people down or stop certain
people doing something which is actually quite pesi Anyway maybe that's enough on
that point. Maybe it's sufficient to put you onuyoguard. All right, let's go on to
"Individuality and the Human Malaise".

Text: “INDIVIDUALITY AND THE HUMAN MALAISE

In its simplest form, the intention of Buddhist ality can be said to be the undermining,
erosion or withering of the idea of one's own peamerdt individuality. For each human being
commonly feels this to be supremely important o, land since it was this attachment of
importance to individuality which, in the Buddhalsw, was the root of humanalaise its
destruction was the essential feature in the cdrthat malaise Of the three characteristic
marks of existence, suffering, impermanence, aadi¢tional quality of the ego, the first two
are relatively easy to comprehend, even if they raok accepted; in any case, Buddhism
shares them to some extent with other systemsudih But the third, the assertion that the
individual ego is a pure fiction or illusion, is enwhich will ordinarily be found more difficult
to accept because it seems to run counter to comense. It is, moreover, an assertion
which Buddhism does not share with any other systethe time; indeed it belongs almost
wholly and uniquely to early Buddhism, at leastilurgcent times and the development of
modern psychological theory. It was the one feataf Buddhism which other Indian
philosophers regarded as its characterispiar excellencefor they labelled it the no-soul
doctrine'(nairyatmavada)’

S: Now what does one make of this? Trevor Lingrseéo equate individuality with the
ego, and the Buddha's negation of the ego as dioegd individuality, and individuality, as
we saw, was considered to be an urban phenome8ordo you see what Trevor Ling is in
effect saying? He is saying that the old tribf Was completely integrated but as the result
of various factors it became disintegrated, amdrasé factors being the development of
urban life, and the rise of the monarchy, and imhliglism developed. And the purpose of
Buddhism seems to be to undo that individualisna, resumably to restore the “status quo
ante': to bring back - one can't even say the iddal - but to bring back that state of tribal



integration, or something like it which existed dwef the rise of individualism. This is, in
fact, what Trevor Ling seems to be saying, is@'t it

So in a sense, he is saying that what the Buddisatyimg to do was to get back to the old
tribal society, or something like it, by undermigimdividuality which is the same as the ego.
So what do you think of that? Is it true that Bhodth tries to get rid of the ego, or tries to
get rid of individuality? [Pause]

:Only in the negative sense in which those ternudcbe used.

Siddhiratna:lsn't that the way he is interpreting the worddiimduality” - in the sense of
people sort of cut off from one another in a batkse.....

S: But he seems to believe that individualdagly bears that bad sense. ..... Siddhiratna:
Yeah. ..S:....that individuality is individualism.__Siddhitha:Yeah. ..S: He seems to feel
that the condition of the individual being separfaten the integrated tribal identity - tribal
consciousness - is somehow a fall or a lapse shassociated with the rise of urban life and
culture, the rise of the monarchy and so on, amrd tine Buddha is, as it were, trying to
reintegrate that primitive sense of identity witte ttribe. In other words, that the Buddha's
aim and object was to restore that lost sense aticgpation mystique'. So where has he
gone astray, do you think?

NagabodhiWell, he keeps switching his levels - (a) not emstinding the various levels that
are involved, but in his own terms switching froine tsociological level to the psychological
level without any understanding of the "Transcenalelevel.

S: Yes. Well, he seems to me to have gone astrélyeatery beginning with regards to the
emergence of individuality. Whatever pain andstrthe emergence of individuality, or even
individualism may involveit is a forward step. Do you see what | mean? The development
of self-consciousness is a forward step, even thaudoes bring its own problems, and its
own pains. But what the Buddha was trying to day) yoight say, was, yes, to dissolve
individuality, but not because it was a step in Wreng direction, but because there was a
further step aheadwhich could be taken. The Buddha wants you toawdrd, not back.
The individuality is to be dissolved, yes! Agredilit not dissolved by a restoration of that
primitive sense of identity with the group, butsti/ed through the development of an even
higher state of consciousness - up through the "dhyéorasistance, to begin with. But do
you see the difference?

Lokamitra He's saying - the Buddha's saying - there's b thing as a self, but that on the

S: Well what does it mean by saying that there's mthshing as the self? The Buddha
didn't say that in so many wordsThe Buddha says there is no fixed, unchangingelf,
which is quite a different thing. But what somé@als thought of as an unchanging entity
the Buddha saw as a process. So what we calsahkor "the self', or "the ego',nst, as

we usually think it is, something fixed, somethpgrmanent, that has come to a full-stop and
cannot be changed, it is something which is capaiflechange, capable of further
development. So the dissolution of the ego mesmnglg not allowing the ego to remain as it
is, by recognising the possibility of growth andrelepment to the next highest level, which
is what the Buddha did.

So, it is not that the ego is thing' which in fact is not there, - the mistake lieshmking of
the essentially changing contents of consciousagssichanging, and as constituting a fixed,
stable ego-entity. It is not that the other schdmlieved in a soul and the Buddha didn't, and



said there was nothing there - No! They were baghi were, faced by the same set of facts,
but the other schools tended to see those facterns of stability, and identity, and
changelessness - the Buddha said, "No! They aii@ allprocess of flux." That means they
can change; that means they can develop.

So on the practical side, the Buddha's teachingafi-ego’ meant that there's no reason for
you to stop with yourself as you at present atlémistaken belief that it cannot be changed
- it canbe changed, because there is no fixed, unchamgitity there: there's a process there;
there is a flux which means that development isibbes.

Trevor Ling sees the emergence of individuality,emo’, as he call it, as a mistake, and sees
the Buddha as trying to reverse the trend, to uhdssense of individuality, to get rid of the
ego. But ego and individuality are not really szene thing.

[End of Tape 15 Tape 16]

The ego is only the way in which you see the selthe individual, when you forget that the
individual is changing, and is capable of furthbamge, capable of development. So the
Buddha doesn't want the individuality to merge batk the group, he wants to lead the
individuality to ahigher level of reality. There isn't a unchanginging' that has to be
brought to an end or merged in something highes, jiust allowing the process of
development to continue and not to stop where. itAsd egotism is simply attachment to
yourself as you, at present, are, instead of aligwourself to develop, to go forward. So do
you see the difference? He really has got it vezpy wrong!

Lokamitra In a way, if you think in terms of getting rad the ego you're thinking along the
wrong tracks.

S: | think you are! Yes. | think you are. If you tkinn terms of development and further
development, then you're perfectly safe. Misurtdedings cannot arise.

Siddhiratna Presumably with the ego, if you can think in terof that ego being elevated -
that, in fact, may be quite useful.

S: Yes -in a manner of speaking Though it's not so much a question of thealen of
the ego but just a continued process of growth.

Lokamitra | don't know what most people mean by “the ego'.

S: Exactly.

Lokamitra: Do they mean the relative self or do they meanething else?
Siddhiratna Do you mean theidea of their self, their persona?

S: No. | don't think they even mean that. But theeatial point is that the ego is considered
to be something fixed, something that you permdypeme from which you cannot possibly
get away. That' is you! But Buddhism denies that. Buddhism says: 'Yoedn&ot be you'.
That really puts it in a nutshell. (Sound of chuaff) "You need not be you'. You need not
continue to be the individual that you now are. yd¢iu think that you are bound to be
everlastingly the individual that you now are, tlés ego’ belief. In other words you
absolutise your present state of being.

So it's not that ‘the ego' is a ‘thing' that oughit to be there. There's no such thing as the
ego, there's only the ego view. There's only #igefbelief in ego. There's no such thing as



an ego at all. Even if you believe that thererisego, (chuckling) you are changing all the
time nonethelessyou don't see that The fact that you don't see it means that yaktim
terms of stability and changelessness and thatus yego' belief. So there is no such thing
as an ego that you have to get rid of, there's th@ywrong interpretation of experience in the
form of the ego belief that you have to get rid 8o if you think in terms of getting rid of an
ego that is actually there, you are completely mgsghe point! Because you are not tackling
your wrong thinking. And this is a very fundamergaint.

So to speak in terms of getting rid of the egoewen, as | have done in some of my earlier
writings, of going beyond the ego, even that iszdlly very good. It's the wrong belief in the

ego that's got to be dissolved. You are there irtdividual is there - the individual is real -

but the individual is not really an ego. Thatm&reading of the facts of the situation. So
this is what is meant by saying that the ego fécteon' - is aconceptualfiction. (Pause) It's

a fiction because it's a false interpretation oftMs actually there. But to say that the ego
belief is false is not to deny that there is sonmetlthere, but what is there is the individual in
a process of constant change, and therefore, patgndf development.

So what does it mean to be egoistic? To be egarstans to identify yourself with a sort of
cross-section of the flow, and to try to maintdiatt- to try to arrest the flow, as it were.

Anyway, the important point to remember is tharéfeeno such thing as the ego, there's only
the individual in a state of change, and you mastakienly think that the individual does not
change; or you may identify yourself with one obgk changing states, and consider it
permanent, or treat it as permanent. That is &goti Egotism is a false belief, or a false
attitude, it is not a "thing'!

If you say it's to be aware of the flow, doeattBuggest that you have no control
over it, that it just sort of sucks you in?

S: No. Youare the flow. You can direct it.
: So if you can arrest it, then you can also dirtect

S:You can also direct it. You can't really arrésyou can only try to. Actually you can't, as
you learn sooner or later, and then "dukkha' cames

:Does that hold for all individuals? Whether tihey@xposed to the dharma or not?
S: Does what hold?
:This flow idea.

S: Well all individuals are in a state of constantuehe, mentally and physically, but they
don't recognise that, or they think in terms ofharying egos, or unchanging identities, and
that's the mistake. ‘| am this. | am that." Yoaynbe relatively, for the time being, but not
absolutely. So if you think of yourself as "thig' "that' then you refuse to recognise the
possibility of change, and therefore the possibit development. If you say, "I am a poor
miserable sinner - that's me. That is what | esgntam.” You don't say, "I am an

individual who at present happens to be in theestésinning"” (if you use that expression) -
no, you say , "l am a sinner, and that is that!atTie what | am! That cannot be changed.
That is my identity." Well then, you close theoddo any future change, or any future
development. But if you say, "I am an individwdio, for the time being, is in that state”,

you recognise that in the future you may be, or gould be, in another kind of state. This is
what Blake said when he remarked that individuagésret states, states are not individuals.



States are what individuals are in. So it wadmt 2 man was good or was bad - the
individual was in a state of goodness or in a sthteadness, but the individual was not good,
the individual was not bad.

So, once again the solution seems to be to thinktarspeak simply in terms of change,
growth and development, and forget all about thee €bhe individual and the ego are not the
same, and Trevor Ling seems to identify them, dobef? So the facts of the case seem to be
when you are a member of the group you are a dliidual. When you break, as it were,
free from the group, though possibly still remagim relation with the group, a sort of
dialectical relationship, then you are an individuait even that is not enough. There's a
further and higher stage, which is covered by thHeles path of spiritual development
culminating in "nirvana’. So it's not that the Bbd taught that there's an actually existent
ego which has got to be got rid of. What you've tgoget rid of is the false idea that you
cannot develop further. That what you are now iymust be forever. (Pause)

So we must be very careful interpreting this "nol'sdoctrine - it isnot that the Buddha said
that there is no soul. What he said was that tli®reo permanent, unchanging soul.
Otherwise if you tell ordinary people that, accaglto Buddhism, there is no soul, they think
that Buddhism is simply mechanistic materialismgttBuddhism denies the whole of the
mental, or psychical side of life, because ‘sooVets that in ordinary parlance. So
Buddhism says, yes, there is a soul but it is@orstant process of change. There is nothing
in it - nothing covered by the term soul - whichist changing, and which, potentially, can
develop. At present it changes in accordance thighcyclical type of conditionality. It goes
from one extreme to the other - it oscillates betnvpairs of opposites. But you can change
it, you can re-direct it. You can direct it frommetcyclical to the “spiral’ type of conditionality,
so that it develops instead of merely changing, gralvs instead of merely oscillating.
[Pause]

There's an_awfulamount of misunderstanding of Buddhism; and anubwimount of
miscomprehension among the general public justusecpoints like this have not been made
clear, or Buddhism has been presented by so mampieso unintelligently without proper
thought. If you go along to most Buddhist meetinysu have got no soul' - and all that sort
of thing just hurled at you. [Pause] So instehdlwere you thought there was a soul, where
you thought there were feelings, and thoughts @andns you're told that apparently there's
just a great big blank, just a void, just an entpile. What are you left with? Well, the body.
If there's no soul, well, there's only the bodyt.leEo Buddhism is materialism. (Sound of
chuckling) This is another common belief.

Siddhiratna There's a “behaviourist' school of psychologwntishere?, Which relegates
things to the brain, or the mind is just a chemarabiological function.....

S: I don't think they even say that. They simply #agt all you can observe is behaviour.
You don't observe mind, you don't observe mentdest you don't observe emotions, all you
observe is behaviour.

Siddhiratna Well, 1 don't know that much about it, but | gae impression by saying that
they relegate things like art or one thing or arotfown to a mechanistic thing ......

S: Well, you can observe artistic behaviour. They'dseem to accept the possibility of

introspection. I'm not quite sure exactly whatytlsay about this, but presumably they don't
recognise introspection as having any value. Thensfic study of psychology is concerned,

as | say, only with the study of human behaviond gou cannot infer from that behaviour

any mental elements. SiddhiratAany life? S: any life? - No. | think they go as far as to say
that. So psychology is the study of human behavidPause]



Anyway let's go on to "Morality, Meditation and \W@m'.
Text*‘MORALITY, MEDITATION AND WISDOM

Since this popular notion of a permanent individegb has so firm a hold generally, special
measures are required to deal with it. These amnected with the Buddhist practice of
meditation. The purpose of this, in the earliestiqgd at least, seems to have been to enable
others to follow the Buddha along the path of reeedrom the confined consciousness of
being an individual, an ego, to consciousnesswider, fuller kind.”

S: This is quite true. This is quite correct. Betdoesn't seem to judge the significance of it
quite correctly. As you expand your consciousne®dl, you realise that there is no ego, not
in the sense of seeing that something that did exidonger exists, but simply experiencing

this expansive movement and knowing for yoursedirirthat experience, that you're not

limited to, you're not tied down by, your previatate of consciousness, your previous mode
of feeling.

Text “Step by step with meditational practices aimedttasd cooling down of the passions
which kept the notion of the ego alive went thectica of intellectual analysis of human
existence. One practised the analysis which tradBa had set forth, even though at first it
was very difficult. With continual practice, acqmamied by constant moral purification,
came a degree of mastery of this way of seeinggshinThe moral purification was of
necessity impersonal, since it was the notion dividuality which was being dissolved;

what was happening was described as the encourageofienorally good states of being
(states which were, however, not confined to argyindividual centre of consciousness) and
the discouragement of morally unwholesome statégiofy. It follows that meditation, in its
intention and scope, ranged over a much wider asedeing than the one encapsulated
within one human body.”

S: Mm. What does one make of this? He seems noé gaitwrong here as he was in the
previous paragraphs. But as | pointed out: aspragtise meditation it's not so much that
you see that there is no ego, but you have thealbauperience of an expanding
consciousness, and an expanding self. So natuyallydon't think of yourself in terms of
something fixed and unchanging. What about theaidf ‘impersonal? "The moral
purification was of necessiiynpersonal, since it was the notion of individuality which sva
being dissolved;...". What do you think of thigtion of “impersonality'?

Nagabodhil have absolutely no idea what he means.

Siddhiratna It seems to me he's referring to there not baidgity to bow down before, or to
dissolve one's ego before.

S: No. I don't think it has any reference to thanpérsonal' is ‘non-personal’, non-individual,
no ego. All right, take the case of the Buddhaespmably, according to Trevor Ling, having
got rid of the ego - yes? - the Buddha would ba Btate of complete impersonality. True?
The Buddha had no ego. Looking at it from Trevorgls point of view, would one say that
the Buddha had an ego? No! Certainly not! ThedBadhad seen through the ego, had got
rid of the ego, or transcended the ego. But wasBbddha impersoral When you say
someone is impersonal, what do you usually mean?

NagabodhiCold.



S: Cold. You usually mean a bit alienated. But if y@ad the Pali scriptures - | say Pali
Scriptures because there we come a bit neareretditiorical Buddha - do you get the
impression of someone who was impersonal? [Pause]

Lokamitra Not at all.

S: Do you get the impression of an individual? Woyltl not even say that you get a
stronger impression of the Buddha's individualityart you usually get of people's
individuality?

Lokamitra Much, much stronger.

S: Yes. Well, how come, if the Buddha has got richif ego, that his individuality is more
pronounced? Especially if “individuality' is egediwith "'ego’. How come that the more you
get rid of your ego, the greater the impressionryiodividuality seems to make? You
shouldn't have an individuality if individuality ithe same as ego. Doesn't that make
nonsense of the whole equation of ego and indiVity@a And question the idea that there is
such a_thingas the ego? So could you even speak in termiseo$piritual life right up to
Enlightenment or Buddhahood, in terms of becomimgenand more of an individual? And
it's this becoming more and moreanf individual that negates the belief of an eg®o you
see what I'm getting at? If you equate "ego’ amdividual’, or egohood and individuality,
and take egohood as something real that has totlrédgf, well, presumably when you have
become a Buddha, when you have become enlightesed, there's no ego and no
individuality, you shouldn't make any impressiorakit But the Buddha, going on all that we
know of him through the Pali scriptures, had a vsirpng individuality, a very powerful
individuality. He created a tremendous impressi@a much so that he still, as it were, is
very much alive after two thousand, five hundredrge How come, if he got rid of the ego
he had, or seems to have, a stronger individualityost than anybody else? A more distinct
individuality, if “strong’ is not the word.

So, clearly, if we are equating ego and individyalve are very much on the wrong track.
And this again suggests, there's no such thingeasgo. What we call egotism is just a state
of arrested development. Our attitude, very oftefike that of a child - the child, when he's
seven or eight, say, - When | grow up I'm goingléathis, I'm going to do that. I'm going to
have as many trains as | like, as many model tiasndike. I'm going to spend the whole day
eating sweets. Well, he projects his child-likatstinto the future, he can't imagine that he's
going to change. He can't imagine that he's gmrdgvelop.

So this is what we tend to do, all the time. Ahdhere is any such thing as egotism it is
simply this tendency, or this attitude. So | thime need a whole lot more clear thinking on
this whole subject of the ego, the self, the simdlividuality, and so on. So the Buddha is the
completely developed individual you could say. STt the significance, possibly, of that
phrase in the Vandana when the eight kinds of re’yaho make up the Arya Sangha, are
referred to as "atapurisa pugala'- those fouspairndividuals, the eight persons'.

So individuality is not something to be got rid oidividuality is something to be developed.
So one can't agree with Trevor Ling that the indlmality that emerged allegedly in
connection with the development of the cities, #drarise of the monarchy, was a bad thing
that had to be got rid of, and that it was to begaggd with egotism, and the whole purpose of
the Buddha's life and work was to get rid of it gardsumably restore Man to the state of
group consciousness. It's really an absurd walpaKing at the Buddha and his teaching!
It's really quite nonsensical!

All right, let's go on.



Text“More than this concerning Buddhist meditationstnot appropriate or even profitable
to say in the present context. It is hoped, howekat this will give the reader sufficient
understanding of the general point of view and metbf early Buddhism to enable him to
decide to what extent and in what sense it wasigioa.”

S: How does this come into it? It seems quite iralg, doesn't it? Anyway, let's go on.
Since it's irrelevant let's just ignore it!

Text: “When the practice had been faithfully followetien, there would follow, almost

immediately in the case of some people, or momlglm the case of others, that realization
of the truth which the Buddha himself had first wdrhis was the third and final state of the
Buddhist schema, after morality and meditation, amd characterized either as 'wisdom’, or
as the state of enlightenment, or liberation fréma state of being bound to the ego-idea.”

S: Well, this is a bit more accurate - "being boumdhie ego idea", not to the ego itself, but to
the false idea of the ego.

Text: “The notion of the individual ego having been dlgsd, with it inevitably disappeared
the whole burden of individual karma or retributi@nd the prospect of the continually
repeated experience of the sufferings of the iddadi ego. This, however, was only the
negative aspect of the matter, the condition ofrdim which human existence needed to be
cured. There was also the positive aspect, the waler, fuller consciousness of being which
was opened up when the walls of individualism waeken down. This was the new
community, and without careful examination of wiéd entailed, any attempt to understand
early Buddhism is bound to be unsuccessful. desause some Western descriptions of early
Buddhism have left out this social dimension thatythave failed to make sense. We must
examine the new community which Buddhism entaiéeyg soon, but first, however, it is
appropriate to consider the nature of the Buddlaisalysis in relation to other systems of
thought.”

S: There seems to be a Maoist influence here. Dotwre? Don't you think so? Do you see
this? VOICE:No. S: Well, individualism is something to be broken dowand when you
break down your individualism you just become a hemof the "New Society', and you
devote yourself wholeheartedly to that without kimig of any individual interests. You
completely identify yourself with the masses.

Siddhiratna | think that's contained in what he says abouhere is also the prospect of a
wider, new community -

S:Yes. "When the walls of individualism are broldown ...." Well, that's very true, but this

was the new community'. So he clearly sees the ecaawmunity as another kind of group

replacing the old tribal community. The old trit@immunity is no longer viable for various

social, economic, and political reasons. But whem've got rid of the ego or the

individuality which emerged when the old tribal ynbroke down, then you reconstitute
some other kind of tribal unity, and that is thewnsociety', the 'new community’. So it's
quite clear that Trevor Ling sees the Sangha, @ve community, as a sort of reconstituted
tribal group in which there's no individualism, malividuals. He doesn't see it as a spiritual
community ofindividuals. Do you see the difference?

You get the same sort of difficulty with peopley,saho regard childhood as the ideal state.
Do you know what | mean? And who regard the dewelent of individual consciousness as
you get older as a sort of mistake, and you musirmeto the child-like state, which is

analogous of course to that of the tribal groug's the sort of pseudo-Wordsworthian
approach. [Pause]



So Trevor Ling's sort of picture seems to be: trigeoup, then individualism emerges,
individualism is a mistake, undo individualism, a®imack to new kind of tribal group - that
is the Buddhist sangha, that is the Buddhist comtywu The Buddhist view, at least as
interpreted by me, is: say group, say tribal grongividual emerges, the individual develops
individuality to the point of enlightenment, ancetimdividual forms with other individuals a
completely different kind of society, which is tiliritual community. Do you see the
difference between the two? [Pause]

SiddhiratnaHe's yet to say how he thinks this new group @b, f&ill be constituted.

S: Yes. Well, there's a whole chapter on that, Wwhwe'll come to in due course - "The New
Society". [Pause]

Nagabodhiln a way, | find it quite easy to understand huosis fallen into this trap, because
it is a very kind of popular, progressive way ahking in the West.

S: Right. What is?

NagabodhiThat a spiritual alternative to the modern wasldo transcend your individuality
in order to kind of give to society. | think | fintthis in the Order too, sometimes - in myself
and in other people - that you can slip into sdrplacing the absolute unit as being the
Movement, or the Order, rather than the individadilthe time......

S: Ah! You mustn't think in terms of giving yourseld the group, or merging your
individuality, or your individual needs in the gmubut giving yourselfs an individual to
other individualsas individuals, if you think in terms of giving at all. It's nthat the group,
the impersonal group, that you're devoting yourseglit is that you are concerned with, you
are devoting yourself to individuals, or people vére in process of becoming individuals.

Nagabodhilt can be very hard to keep that in mind. rlsch easier to mentally give up and
just think I'm working for the group!

S: Well even that is all right if you think in terna$ the spiritual community, and don't forget
that the spiritual community is made up of indivatgi Working for the spiritual community
then means doing something which will be of bengfitall the members of the spiritual
community. And not to think of the spiritual comnity as a sort of collective entity which
exists apart from the individual Order membersthst you almost end up with .... it doesn't
matter even if this doesn't benefit any singlevidiial of the Order, it's good for the Order as
a whole. (chuckles) Do you see what | mean?

Siddhiratna That's probably quite a good thing to think ofo-remember that ....... as a
mistake.

S: Therefore some people - some politicians - they dadoesn't matter what harm | do,
how many millions of people die, what I'm doingfas the good of the State." Well, isn't
this, very often the attitude? [Pause] It ddasmatter how many people are put into prison,
or how many people are executed, it's all for thedgof the People' - capital P. [Pause] So
this is one of the reasons why | stress keepingnithgidual units, (for want of a better term),
within the Movement reasonably small, so that tloame be individual contact. We should be
very careful that groups don't become too big -ugsoof Order members ..... [VOICE
Chapters.]S: | mean chapters. But we need not bother how sthall are, provided that
there are at least four or five people in contaith wne another. But ten or twelve would
seem to be almost the ideal number, really.



Lokamitra: It depends. Personally I'd like to be with a Benagroup, because I'd have more
contact with those people. Maybe that's just ag@h&Sound of chuckling from others)

S: Maybe it's just a phrase, eh ? (Sound of softklimg)
| meant that the fact that maybe it's just a pleseaybe just a phrase.

Lokamitra:Yes. [Pause]

S: But it would be very unfortunate if someone watting in an office somewhere
concerned with the affairs of the Order, but newsstually meeting an Order
member.(laughter) Do you see what | mean?

Lokamitra: It is really difficult to think in terms of......

S: Again this is one the things I'm not very hagimput with regards to a large Convention.
Because if there are so many people that you'raggtm have very minimal individual

contact, it cannot but become something of a grafi@r. You just spend all your time

rushing from person to person just saying Hell&ou've barely time to say hello to

everybody before the Convention comes to an enid yae. [Pause]

Vessantaralt does give you the opportunity to decide whmiit of the large number of
individuals you'd particularly like to have contadth.

S: Well, if you can tell at a quick glance. You daalivays tell, can you? You need to get to
know someone quite well before finally deciding yadan't like them. (Sound of chuckling)
[Pause]

Well, perhaps we'll close there because time isamg, go on in the afternoon t&arly
Buddhist Doctrine in the Context of the Times".

But are there any general points or comments weifard to what we've done this morning ?
| think we've cleared up something quite importam]l, two things: one about the whole
sequence of steps and stages of The Path' - maradmhtranscendental, and then this "ego
business. | think this "ego’ business created afleonfusion. | think one just must not
speak in terms of getting rid of the ego. This ocaly be misleading and cause confusion.
And just talk in terms of growth, and make it cledmecessary, that there's no permanent,
unchanging nucleus of the growth, but the procéggawth takes place throughout: there's
nothing that doesn't grow, nothing that doesn'ingeawithin one. Any identity is in the
continuity of the process, not in the conservatainany unchanging element within it.
Language compels us to speak and use changingictually there is only a particular kind
of changewhich is you Not that you are unchanged, and that changensething that
happens to that unchanging you: No!

You are the change, the change is you. You areribeess, the process is you. There is no
fixed, unchanging subject of the process.

This is why Buddhagosha says, "Rebirth takes ghateo-one is reborn. Nirvana is attained
but there is no-one who attains it." [Pause]

Vessantara:ln a way this modern phrase like "go with thevfls wrong in a sense?
S: Yes. Quite. Then you start making efforts to “gthwhe flow'.

Right, leave it there. [BREAK]



Text:"EARLY BUDDHIST DOCTRINE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE TIME S
One way of characterizing the Buddhist system gagtothat it is a form of rationalism.

By rejecting animism and ritualism and emphasizngtional outlook which treats reality
as a causally and functionally determined systenplafal synergies(samskaras) the
emergence of Buddhism marks an important evemgristory of Indian thought. The most
distinctive feature of Buddhist ethics is its freedfrom theism, which leaves room for
rationalism and rules out submission to some supedn power controlling the world-
process.”

S: Well, what do you think of this? - ‘Buddhism idaam of rationalism'. What does one
usually understand by rationalism?

VOICE: Something intellectual.

S: Something intellectual.

__ :Rationalism usually denies the emotional contengny emotional content. [Pause]
Vessantaralt's a form of materialism usually.

S: What about, say, Eighteenth Century rationaligi@use]

Rationalism usually, | mean strictly speaking, netire belief that reason is the highest of all
human faculties: that there's no human faculty érighan reason and that everything has,
therefore, to be judged in the light of reason. Ahdt usually implies a subordination of
emotion to reason. It doesn't necessarily negatgtien altogether, but emotion is definitely
subordinated to reason, and there's no highertfaeither in the form of intuition or a higher
emotion, or higher insight, or of course revelationanything of that sort.

So the author whom Trevor Ling quotes says, "Thstrdistinctive feature of Buddhist ethics

is its freedom from theism " which is fair enoughhich leaves room for rationalism and

rules out submission to some superhuman poweralbngy the world-process”. So does the
fact that one is free from theism necessarily imgakationalism in the sense that | defined it?
Historically speaking, in the West, it did. Becauwgeere did you derive your belief in God,

your theism from? Well, usually from revelatiow, i§ you discarded revelation, and if you

discarded God, well, this was because reasontatonalism' was uppermost. So the two
things usually went together: the discarding ofisime and the adoption of ‘rationalism'.

Except, of course, in the case of those peoplebetieved that the existence of God could be
established by rational proof quite independenflyevelation. Those people were usually
called Deists.

But as regards Buddhism, the fact that you disttaetsm doesn't necessarily mean that you
at once adopt rationalism': that you believe thedison' is the highest of all human faculties.
This is not to say that Buddhism is irrational tetain the next paragraph Trevor Ling refers
to ‘the rational outlook’, and there is clearly somnuth in this, but not ‘rationalism'.
Buddhism is not ‘rationalism'. It doesn't beliehat reason is the highest of all human
faculties. It points to “prajna’, wisdom, or "gredsbr awareness of ultimate reality, as the
highest of all human faculties.

[End of side one  side two]

"Synergies' for 'samskaras' is Mrs. Rhys Davidshtéy the way: “energies functioning
together'.



In other words this is still really discussing Bhdkin in terms of Western thought, or in
terms of the history of Western thought. In thesteelief in something which is superior to
reason, i.e. revelation, and belief in God go tbgetand rejection of belief in God and
‘rationalism' go together. But it doesn't meart thay have to go together in the East in the
case of Buddhism. Buddhism is non-theistic, big not ‘rationalism', because it envisages
a whole range of human experience beymason, beyond the rational. [Pause]

Buddhism certainly recognises the place and theoitapce of reason, but at the same time,
as | have said, it doesn't believe that reasohashighest of all human faculties. Reason
should be used where appropriate, but in relatomltimate truth, the use of reason is
inappropriate. Reason can only observe a respad#ace. And this is why “nirvana’, or the

truth realised by the Buddha, or the Dharma , id &abe "atakkavaccaro' as | mentioned the
other day : "beyond the reach of logic', "beyoredrébach of reason’.  All right, let's go on.

Text:“The ‘rational outlook’ which was certainly a vergarked feature of early Buddhism

had, as G. S. P. Misra's words imply, two aspe@s.the one hand there was the rejection of
dogmatic theistic presuppositions. On the othHesrd was the attempt to analyse, that is to
reveal, the basic data of human existence. ThealBadhimself is represented as making a
clear distinction between these two contrastingates: 'l am,” he said, ‘an analyst, not a

dogmatist." By dogmatist he meant one who madegyoatal statements which were to be

accepted simply on the authority of the one whoarthém. The Buddha insisted that all

propositions must be tested, including his owne tsting of these had to take the form of
the living out of the disciplined life of moralityyeditation and the systematic cultivation of
insight. The propositions, as such, were not toobee objects of attachment, any more than
anything else in life, but were to be regarded $yn@s pointers or guides.”

S: Well that's fair enough but there is a point abthé Buddha being an analyst not a
dogmatist. How does one usually understand "ataly&nalysis'?

‘Rational.
Siddhiratna: Almost in the sense of laboratories.
S: Yes, but what's the general sort of charactergdtanalysis?
Manjuvajra: Breaking it up into discrete units.

S: Yes. but this is not what is meant here whenBihédha said that he was an analyst - he
did say this, this is true - the word in Pali isbhajjiyavadin'? This really means not so much
‘one who analyses' but ‘one who distinguishes'd #we context where this word is used in
the original makes quite clear what sort of analysr what sort of distinguishing is meant.
The Buddha meant that he was not one who gavearataganswers to questions which did
not admit of any categorical answer: he distingeislor he analyzed. He said, "Well, if you
mean such and such then the answer is so-and-sd,dyuthe other hand your meaning is
such-and-such, thetime answer will be different. This is wha¢ meant, which is quite a
different thing from analysis in the sense of thduction of the object of analysis to discrete
parts. Do you see what | mean ? So the Buddhaawamalyst, a "vibhajjyavadin', that
sense.

Manjuvajra: Can you give an example of what you mean?
S: Well, put it this way: well, suppose someone aties Buddha, "Is there a soul?” The

Buddha wouldn't say "No" , He wouldn't say "Yes Would say, "It depends what you mean
by a soul. If you mean by a soul something permaaad unchanging, then in that case



there is no soul. But if on the other hand you mtan flux of your individual psycho-
physical being, then in that case there is a sdBlit he could not have said “Yes there is', or
"No there is not' without distinguishing. So hesveene who did not give categorical answers
to questions which did not really admit of a careggd answer. So the person who gave
categorical answers to questions whichmtd admit of a categorical answer, that person was
a dogmatist, according to the Buddha.

So the explanation which Trevor Ling gives is naitg correct. He takes "analyst' in the
more popular English meaning of the term.  ArBly dogmatist he meant one who made
categorical statements which were to be acceptaglgion the authority of the one who
made them". Which isnduite what the Buddha meant, but anyway, near enougimd it is
true that "the Buddha insisted that all proposgiomust be tested, including his own". This
is quite true.  And that the testing took themiaof "the living out of the disciplined life",
etc. That too, is quite correct. [Pause]. Alhtiget's carry on.

Text: “One of the most important characteristics of Bweddha's teaching, therefore, was the
attitude of nonacceptance of traditional orthodafyany kind and, instead, a very marked
'intellectualism' as Max Weber called it. This eliéintiates Buddhism from the orthodox
theistic religion of the brahmans of his day, lutiees not, of course, mark off the Buddha's
teaching in any distinct way from the teachingothfer shramanas, who likewise rejected
traditional orthodoxy. What most clearly differetéd the Buddha's teaching from theirs
was his theory of the absolute impermanence ahailbs (anitya) and, above all, his denial

of permanent individuality (anatta). The Jainst fiostance, reacted very strongly to the

latter aspect of the Buddha's teaching; it wasytka&d, a 'pernicious view'".”

S: The Jains believed in an "atman' - something peemt and unchanging, and they
believed that 'karma' was a sort of semi-matetiktance which somehow clung about the
“atman’, and had to be purged off by means of atiste leaving the unchanged “atman' in its
purity. But this, of course, wasn't the Buddipieint of view. The Buddhist point of view
was that there was rmmermanent individuality. That individuality was somethingat was
essentially changing all the time, either by wayhaf cyclical or by way of the “spiral’ type of
conditionality.

What about this question of “orthodoxy'? "the attt of non-acceptance of traditional
orthodoxy of any kind"?

__: ldon'tthink there was any orthodoxy at thatdj was there?
S: In a sense there wasn't.

__ :lt's consistent with his earlier claim of beinganalyst.

S: Yes - and also of being a rationalist.

S: What does “orthodoxy' literally mean? Do yowwk What does the word mean? It's
"Orthosdoxos' which is “right belief', or ‘righew' even.

Vessantaralt does suggest that the Buddha didn't distingbistween doctrines. He rejected
things .....

S: Just because they were traditional. But actualydon't find him doing any such thing.
He examined things and accepted or rejected on ol merits. It wasn't that he made a
wholesale sweep at everything orthodox. This isra af fashionable pseudo-intellectual or
pseudo-spiritual attitude - to reject orthodoxyavid you noticed this sort of thing? That if



you reject the orthodox you reject orthodox teaghireject orthodox tradition, orthodox
spirituality, orthodox religion, well, surely thateans you are automatically spiritual, as it
were; or veryhighly spiritual, as compared with those people who dogject the
orthodoxies.

| wrote some time ago an essay entitlétie Meaning of Orthodoxy in Buddhismwhich |
hope will be reprinted some day.

Siddhiratna: So in a sense the Buddha had a sort of radidtaicke to traditional orthodoxy.
S:Yes. But what does ‘radical' mean ? What doesvibrd ‘radical' mean?
SiddhiratnaTo go back to the roots.

S: Or at least to go down to the root. Maybe "bacthe root'. So to go to the root, not just
historically but even spiritually. So going to theot would mean looking at things from a
very fundamental point of view, and this, no doubtwhat the Buddha did. He wasn't
concerned to reject tradition for the sake of mpectradition, but he looked at the existing
traditions from the most radical viewpoint possjliteat is to say from the viewpoint of his
own Enlightenment; from the viewpoint of his owrightened experience. [Pause]

| suppose one could speak of the tradition of trehBiins as a “traditional orthodoxy', but it
was very far from being universally, or even widabtcepted. All right let's go on.

Text: “On the other hand, the Buddha's insistence onrdea possibility of human choice

and freedom of action, and his opposition to fatalidifferentiate his teaching from that of
the Ajivakas. His rejection of asceticism, and dosstant avowal of the importance of the
middle way between it and hedonism mark his tegcbih from that of the Jains and the
Ajivakas on the one hand, and the materialists Libkayatas on the other.”

S: Perhaps this is the point at which we might disaubit about asceticism. Well, what does
"ascesis' or "ascetis' literally mean? Do you knowferally it means “training’. The word
was applied also for instance, to athletes. Ad#lslevere said to undergo an "ascesis’, ‘a
training’, and that was "asceticism'.

So it is true that the Buddha condemned self-tertself-mortification, but one has to be very
careful about saying that the Buddha rejected mss®i, especially when you translate a
“bhikkhu', for instance, or 'sramana’ as "asce8cirely the Buddha didn't reject asceticism in
the literal sense, in the sense of training, evérara training, a difficult training. One can
say it's true that the Buddha rejected hedonismhbudid not say that pleasure should not be
enjoyed when it was skilful. In the same way heated asceticism, but he did not say that
suffering should not be undergone when the undeggof suffering was necessary. Do you
see what | mean?

So you must follow a middle way with regard to bbo#donism and asceticism, in a way. It
is not that all pleasure is to be avoided, nor #llasuffering is to be eschewed. Nowadays
things that we would consider very much a matteasifeticism the Buddha took just as a
matter of course, and regarded as simply an orglway of living. | have mentioned before,

that for instance in South India | found that pieadty everybody slept on the floor on a mat -
that is to say a thin reed mat. Nobody had a eestrit was just not known. It wasn't used.
These people were not practising asceticism, tlagt simply the way that they lived. So in
much the same way with the Buddha and his disciplésey didn't use a mattress, or
anything like that. They didn't use a pillow. Atliey would not have regarded that as
asceticism, though we might. That was just thenabrway of living, just the simple life.



So we have to be careful when we speak about thedizu avoiding the extreme of
asceticism, because the sort of extreme ascetitiathrhe had in mind, and which should be
avoided, was a very, very extreme form of self-fiodtion, going to very extreme lengths
indeed. So his middle way in this matter was nelarevhat_ wewould regard as an extreme.
(Laughter) | used to say in India sometimes thatdains in the Buddha's day criticised the
Buddha for soft living, because he did not practiseencourage others to practise, these very
extreme forms of harsh self-mortification, but kedsto say that in the course of centuries
both the Buddhists and the Jains have moved away fineir original positions; and that the
Jains, even though they profess to be practisirigeiee asceticism, were actually doing no
more than the Buddha did in his day, and that thedBist "bhikkhus', far from following the
Middle Path, have now moved to the extreme of histon [Pause]

Nagabodhi If something for us seems to be an extreme,fygtiwere to put ourselves into

the Buddha's time, into his mind, if you like irathway, to him it may not have seemed like
an extreme but to us it does. Is the Middle Wayu® living in the West in the Twentieth

century ouridea of the "Middle Way', or is it still the Budalk? Isn't there the danger
(laughter) of ..... could it not almost become ditthe adopting of a foreign cultural outlook,
or trying to adopt, and simply impose upon ourselydoreign or an alien......

S: Well, first of all one has to bear in mind istttize Buddha lived in a sub-tropical country,
so he could do with less clothing, less shelted ao on. At the same time one must
remember that the Buddha's real emphasis was @iisity of life, an uncluttered life. And
as we know only too well our lives are very farnmfreimple. And | think it's this that we
have to watch. The so-called asceticism congist®ing, in managing, making do, with as
few things, and as simple things, and as ordinangs as is compatible with the leading of a
decent human life and getting on with one's peisdeaelopment. That is really the
criterion. And usually of course we do have farenthan we actually need. So if we stress
the asceticism, or stress the simplicity a bit mitvan perhaps theoretically is necessary, |
think probably it's not a bad thing. [Pause]

Maybe we need to go a bit more into the principle The Middle Way | think we've
touched upon it a bit before, but what is behint@sertification do you think?

: Has it got something to do with cooling down gassions?
S: Well, theoretically and traditionally, yes. Bsupposing nowadays you find people who
want to mortify the flesh, and all that kind ofrifi and are really hard on themselves, what
do you very often find is the case?

VOICE: Guilt.

S: Guilt. Yes. And what about people who are highégonistic, what do you usually find
there?

NagabodhiTotal lack of self-consciousness. [Pause]

S: Orinsecurity. You try, as it were, to fill tveid with a pleasurable experience, which you
can't do, so you have to go on from one pleasueperience to another. You never find real
satisfaction. [Pause]

L rrrr—— sort of judicious asceticism () entirely a bad thing?

S: More in the sense of training?



. In the sense of training. In the sense of sogetfing yourself used to it, giving up
superfluous demands.

S: For instance observing silence is a form of pesitasceticism, or fasting is a form of
positive asceticism; or giving up smoking, one migay. | mean things of this sort are all
mild forms of positive asceticism. Also such thengnable one to study one's own mental
reactions and emotional reactions, and to reaksbgps more clearly, how strongly one was
attached to something or other. If you are engyirall the time, if it's always available, you
don't always realise what a hold it has got on yfRause]  All right, carry on with the last
paragraph.

Nagabodhi:Sometimes I've heard people talking about thintjey say | know how to give
such-and-such up - it may be smoking or a relatignsbut I feel if | did, having to adjust to
that would so disturb my mind that | wouldn't bdeato meditate, so I'm going to wait till
next year when I'm not going to be doing this, @nad the other; when I'll have the space to
give it up, whatever it is. Do you think thereasy value in people doing that, in order to
maintain a sort of stability from which to carry with their ordinary practice?

S: | think it depends very much whether the dependemt that particular thing or person,
whatever or whoever it is, is neurotic or non-négro | think it is this that needs to be

ascertained. If it's a neurotic dependence, vty ought to give it up as quickly as
possible. The chances are they're not getting itth amy practice anyway. But if it is just

something which objectively, in a sense, you neadl you're dependent on it, and it is not
neurotic, well, there may be something in that biiéhought.

RatnagunaHow can you need something and it not be neurotic?

S: Well you are objectively dependent upon certaitsioe things. Like you are dependent
upon food. You need to go on eating to get on wikir practice; just so that you can

continue living. But supposing you've got a neigraddiction to chocolates: supposing you
consume a large box of them every day. You cag'tlsen that you're dependent in a sort of
healthy, objective way. This is clearly a neuratraving, that you're satisfying. So this is

quite different from an objective dependence upenfood that you need for the nourishment
of your body. So one could say this neurotic arg\or chocolate you just have to give up as
quickly as you can, but you don't have to give oprydependence on food, not if you're
simply eating what is necessary to maintain yohaalth and strength. So it's the same with
other things. [Pause]

If you have a neurotic desire for chocolatesthisre much point in giving up
chocolate? Isn't it something else you've gotive gp?

S: Oh well, of course, but then you've got to givetlp chocolate to give you an opportunity
of studying that.

:You think you should give up the chocolate rattien finding out what's causing
S: | think you must be very careful not to use thiswese that you're trying to find out what
causes it, and then you'll give up as a reasoju$bicarrying on indulging yourself.

. If you give up the chocolates will not your neticalesire take some other form?

S: If you allow it to it will. (Sound of chuckling)lf you keep a sharp eye on it, it need not.



And you'll experience great pain and stress, aatl tf course, will be an additional reason
for your really trying to find the cause. If yowrdinue to indulge in neurotic craving,

probably you will look for the cause of that onlgilhheartedly. But if you're really suffering

the pains of deprivation then you'll really makethink, a more earnest effort, a more
wholehearted effort to find out why it is that ybave this strong craving. [Pause] And
boxes of chocolates every day aren't good for heaifth anyway. [Pause]

And one might say it's an integral part of the osig that you can find endless reasons for
not giving up whatever it is that you are neurdljcattached to, or dependent on. That is
part of the neurosis itself. Surely you'll haveamumore space, if it is a question of space,
just by giving up that object of your neurotic dray. That will leave you very free indeed to
turn round.

Siddhiratna How do you think this affects things like addmtiin terms of, say, alcohol and
drugs and things like that?

S: You're speaking of physical addiction?
SiddhiratnaAh! That would be one ......

S: Well, there is a difference between physical atifsiicand psychological addiction, if one
can use that same term. Physical addiction méamtyour system has got used to taking in a
certain substance and if you deprive your systethaifsubstance suddenly then there will be
various repercussions and even the metabolismbeildlisturbed, and so on. So, therefore,
probably, if it's something that involves physi@aldiction, you have to give it up quite
carefully and thoughtfully. You may be able toaiw up all at once, but on the other hand
you may not. You may need to give it up gradualy tekat you don't experience the
withdrawal symptoms too strongly. But in the caske something to which you're
psychologically addicted, all that you suffer are the pangs oftfation, mentally and
emotionally. (Pause) All right, let's go on.

Text: “It is not necessary to go farther in indicatinget general outlines of the Buddha's
teaching, and in pointing to those features of fiticki are indisputable and unmistakable.
The main purpose has been to show, first, thatahehing of the Buddha cannot justifiably
be described as religious', if by that we mean igweference to or depending on belief in
any superhuman being or spirit.

Such beliefs are not affirmed in the teaching & Buddha, nor are they seen to be a
necessary part of his scheme of thought. Howissvibw of life to be characterized, if not as
a religion? We are left with only one possibilityn its original form Buddhism is best
described as a theory of existence, an ideologpassibly as a philosophy. But even in the
simplest form known to us, it is, by its own tewohseference, not a Personal philosophy.
This point is important, and calls for a little &laration”.

S: Do you think this is very satisfactory? - to ghagt Buddhism is "best described as a
theoryof existence, an ideology, or possibly as a pbpbg." - rather than as a religion? |
VOICE: No.]S: Well clearly, ‘religion' isn't very satisfactorgut these other descriptions
don't seem any more satisfactory, if anything irtaie cases, they're evéesssatisfactory.

So what could it be described as, in Englishhése a word? Is there a term? We don't seem
to really have anything like it, which isn't venyrprising, is it?

| think we talked about this on a previous semiaad the point was made by some people
that maybe we ought to drop all attempts to desdBbddhism, or speak of it as a religion,
philosophy, spiritual this-that-or-the-other, amugly refer to the Dharma.



| suggested another term which is the "sasana. y8u familiar with that term? Sometimes

it's ‘Buddhasasana'. It's difficult to translagasana’ - it's more like “directive’, the Buddha's
directive. It's more than "advice', because #osething which is stated, which is so sort of
true that you cannot but recognise the truth anitl act upon that truth. And this is the

‘sasana’, the Buddha's ‘sasana'. [Pause]

So suppose somebody asks you is Buddhism a religityat are you going to say? Perhaps
you just have to distinguish. You have to makaaar first of all that it's non-theistic, so if it
is to be classified as a religion at all, that it inus as a non-theistic religion, which, for some
people, will be a contradiction in terms. And ev¥kaugh it's non-theistic one has to make it
clear that it isn't just a form of rationalism. Thiadoes recognise ranges of experience that
are beyond the reach of the rational mind. (Pause)

| think this whole question of how we present Buddh or how we refer to Buddhism, is
really quite important just in the context of "TReends' themselves; because obviously one
IS going to ask, people are going to enquire, what that you're offering, what is it that
you're involved in. And if you say a religion, Wiat gives rise to misunderstanding. If you
say a philosophy that gives rise to misunderstapdeven if you say it's a way of life, that
doesn't really sound very adequate. So what ig@de? What is one to say? How is one to
describe it?

Lokamitra: We'll have to distinguish like the Buddha. We'dlvie to ask people what they
mean by religion as | suppose and then go on fharet

S: Sooner or later, presumably, we'll have to firglngle term that describes what we are.

Ratnaguna:l get the feeling though that even if you do gedingle term it wouldn't sort of
convey what it is....

S:Yes. It means you have to educate people fisst, \aere.

You could say it was FWBOism. But that wouldn'neey anything to them, unless you'd
explained to them about non-theism, supra-ratiemgliindividual development, spiritual

community and all the rest of it. So really we éavsort of complex, a sort of organic body
of principles and practices within "The Friendg’ Wehich there is really no parallel in the

West at all. [Pause]

Nagabodhi A phrase which popped into my head while you weue was something like
either “idealistic pragmatism' or “pragmatic idsali

S: | did some time ago coin the term "Transcendem@hanism'. (Sound of chuckling)
Which I think isn'ttoo bad.

RatnagunaSounds like something the Maharishi would say.

S: He hadn't come along when | coined this exprasksibink.

Humanism' excludes God, and ‘transcendental’ eesluthe purely materialistic and
rationalistic approach, hence "Transcendental Hisman [Pause] But | really think,
unfortunately, the Maharishi has pre-empted thisrdwoTranscendental’, and if their
meditation is anything it's not transcendental atTik not as we use this term in Buddhism, as
the English equivalent of ‘lokkutara', ‘transcegdihe world’, hyper-cosmic, that which
pertains directly to the Unconditioned, and inclttee Unconditioned.

Vessantaralranscendental Meditation would just be a sampthatice would it?



S: It would seem so. [Pause] So | think we havestdise that in the FWBO we've got on
our hands something, as it were, quite undefinaid,quite unclassifiable in Western terms.

Nagabodhi But | think we do need to find some kind of siepérm, because often, | have
had the experience of people asking what we ard.lAmd | can only answer by giving a
fairly lengthy answer. | can't put it across iocauple of words even.

S: Do you think it suffices to say that we are a il movement, and then go on to say
what kind of spiritual movement?

Nagabodhi Well you have to go on very quickly, because eveflLoud laughter obscures
words ) ... the word “spiritual’ (words indistinct).

S: Well every word seems to be suspect doesn't itéleology' is certainly suspect, isn't it?
It suggests something very rigid and dogmatic, @adty-line'-like.

. | think talking about "humanism' is very mislaagli It's bound to be misleading
whatever word you use. You have to choose a waddlzen try to step the word up in a way.

S: Oh yes! Also we must say, that to describe itBagddhism' is misleading in view of the
sort of impression that most people have about dBistin. At once they think of something
negative, ascetic, world and life-denying, possihigerable, repressed, Oriental, and so on.

Lokamitra Pessimistic.

S: Pessimistic. Even now, this view doesn't seelipetgoing - this seems to be the original
impression, and it does really seem in this casta@sgh first impressions do stick, do last
the longest. Because there is a hundred times lterature available now about Buddhism
than there was, say, a hundred years ago, atdeashdred times as much, several hundred
times as much. But all that literature has notceaded in obliterating, or correcting the
original impression of Buddhism; or the originalgrassion about Buddhism, has it?

VessantaraSometimes | think the word "Buddhism' seems taveg more - people seem to
misapprehend that more than most of the othematees that we've got.

Lokamitra: | wonder if they do misunderstand it to that extdmecause they say it's
pessimistic, it's miserable and so on, nihilistaylme, but then you say, well, what is the state
of your life really? - You look at their lives, @rfrom there you can go on and say that
Buddhism shows a really optimistic point of viewt's almost a fear of looking at our lives
often.

S: Yes. But there is to be considered the effecthempossible effect, of the word "Buddhism’
when someone simply sees it on a poster. [VOIgS.] S: And there isn't your sort of
friendly FWBO member just standing by to explainaivht really means. (Sound of
chuckling)

‘What about "Transhumanism'?

S: Transhumanism - Mmm, not bad. (someone chucklitNg. | don't think we'll find a
solution. We might in the course of the next headyears, but not this afternoon.

Siddhiratnal think that's almost what needs to be, Bhathis, t
idea of education or studying the history of Dhaimaome way. | think the word '‘Dharma’
is sufficiently not known but vaguely in the airiasvere, to be used now, and give it time to
mature as it were, it could do as a substitute i@mluddhism.



S: | think also we need much more popular literatwrehin the Friends. | think we need
many more popular statements in a very succinch foir what we really are all about. Some
of them just a page, some of them maybe four @ pi&ges. | think we need a lot of literature
of this sort, very simply written and without usifignclear) Buddhist terms and possibly
without the word 'Buddhism’, though mentioning Bweddha.

:Siddhartha Gotama?

S: Well, yes, the Buddha, well even if you mentiondbidrtha Gotama that's not enough,
really is it? The whole point about him is thatbexame the Buddha. So you'd have to bring
that in somehow.

. Especially what we want is a small introduction Baddhism like .....
Christmas Humphries has got one .... Life of theldha ... so that when people want to know
about Buddhism they find a short book - Life of Bueddha - or something.

S: Well we have got our introduction to the FWBO waiitby Devamitra, that's not bad, but
| think we need something more generalised asriéwe

: One of the best sellers at our bookshop is Sadad&isThe Buddha's Way",
something like that.

S: No, I'm thinking of a statement of principle, wheg at present stand for, with things like
the development of the individual, the spirituaircounity, right livelihood, the extension of
right livelihood into the entire economic field anbdings like that. Mind reactive and
creative.

Nagabodhi: Do you think it's possible to do something basedttan four lectures you're
about to give in Brighton?

S: Possibly, possibly.
Nagabodhi: They could be edited and published quite quidldiatively quickly.

S: I'm not very happy about lectures being printedthat way, they really need to be
rewritten, and | just don't have the time to dot thiyself. I'd rather that someone with a
fluent pen just recast my ideas in his own worli$.much rather that somebody did, or tried
to do that. Even boiled them down very much inwdwn words, or her own words. I'm
sure there are a few people who could do thatgdting. Otherwise the lecture is usually
too diffuse. You need something more concentradad, you need something quite well and
sharply written.

NagabodhiBut the basic material for such a treatment wdagldontained (words overridden
as S. breaks in) ........

S: Yes, just lift the material from the lecturessyéifter all it is in a way common property.
There's no copyright in the ideas, as it wereaughter) It might be a good idea - this is
another thing I've been thinking about in connectiath the Convention - there could be a
session, or one or two evenings, even two or taveaings, when Order members gave talks,
giving their presentation of what the FWBO and W8O were fundamentally all about.
And maybe answered questions from the floor afteseza What do you think of this sort of
idea? And possibly some of the material producetiat way could be used.



[End of Tape 16]
Lokamitra:We could even do this sort of thing on Order Days.
S:Ye-e-es. That is also true, but | think in a Wlag bigger the venue the better.

Siddhiratna A little earlier did you say the FWBO's positiam relation to economics and
sociology ......

S: No. I mentioned ‘right livelihood' and its extemsiinto the whole economic field.

Maybe first of all one could make a rough list imyasort of order, of all the things one
thought were of importance in the Movement, ana i@ange them in a systematic way and
produce either a lecture or an article about thkmTake a comprehensive view. Supposing
you were trying to describe to the proverbial ‘'mfaom Mars', giving he knew your
language, or you knew his, who didn't know anythatgut religion, or philosophy, or the
history of India, or the history of England, whaiuy particular Movement was basically
trying to do; what it stood for [Pause] in the mgsheral terms. A sort of bird's eye view of
the FWBO. You mustn't get bogged down in detailvell the FWBO runs classes in
meditation, and lectures once a week, well, soésd but that doesn't tell you anything at all
about it really, or very little.

SiddhiratnaThere are a number of things like this aren'teli®e

S: Yes, we've got this model of factual material, iouad way the factual stuff doesn't tell you
really very much about the movement. It tells yeayittle!

Siddhiratna So in fact you're talking about tigeals of the Movement rather than the ......

S: Yes. You could probably say that - the ideals.oudh obviously you want to indicate
some of the more important applications of thosals, or the fields within which the ideals
are applied, or exemplified. It isn't enough ty #aat we have meditation classeshy do
we have meditation classes? Why is meditation napt? What is it's place in personal
development? What is it's place in the overallesoh of things? You want to explain all
that? Whatis meditation essentially? Not simply inform youraders that you have
meditation classes at all your centres. That esmiugh. [Pause]

Perhaps one needs to link the Movement up withithes, or place it within the context of
the times. In the sense of asking for instancethdrat is enough to be content with material
improvements with regards to an increase of thedstal of living, and is this the true object
of human life? Or is there some other aim, sorherateal, and whas that? And how does
one look at that? How does one even justify thaPhe has got to look at it within a very,
very broad context, so that people who've neverchegspiritual life, never given a thought
to spiritual life, don't care at all about medibati even if they have heard about it, can
understand, at least very broadly, what the Movénseall about. But | don't think we've got
anysort of very general statement of this kind, hae€ | might try and work on one myself,
but | must confess that my mind is not very muchhase things, but on certain other things.
| feel perhaps | can leave things like this soratdeast some Order members. Some Order
members at least ought to be quite capable of imgngut some general statement of ideals
and principles, written in an attractive sort ofrmar.

Nagabodhi Have you seen Ananda'’s little thing that he's usught out, or we're just about
to bring out as a publicity handout for FWBO, Syfte [S: No.] It's quite good. B:
Good.] |thought he would have shown it to y¢8. In prose?] (laughter) Yes. It's really



quite good. §: How many pages?] Oh just back and front of addldheet.

S: Ithink he is very good at things like that besmie has been around long enough and he
does try to sort of digest things, and not just tnt the customary phrases and terms.

All right let's carry on then. Anyway he ends ypdaying, "even in the simplest form known
to us, it is by its own terms of reference not aspeal philosophy”. Well this is very
misleading because above all Buddhism is concenmigdthe development of the individual,
whatever personal might mean. No individual, ndrits|al community. Anyway this
statement provides Trevor Ling with a means of diteon to his next section "Early
Buddhism as a Psycho-Social Philosophy".

Text: “EARLY BUDDHISM AS A PSYCHO-SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY

The Buddha, it was acknowledged in the early Bugldinadition, was a shramana. The

nearest equivalent which modern English can givisugserhaps, 'philosopher’, although this

is not altogether satisfactory, as the basic megmifithe word, which its usage preserves, is
‘one who strives, or labours hard'. Karl Marx obsed that 'The philosophers have only

interpreted the world, in various ways; the poimbwever, is to change it" and one imagines
that the Buddha would have agreed with the obsemwat

S: Do you think this is correct? Do you think thedBliha would have agreed with that?
VOICE: With half.

S: With half of that. Mm. Which one?

Manjuvajra: Both halves but only half way between.

S: Well, the Buddha in a way does ‘interpret the dothe presents a vision of existence, a
vision of human existence, and he does exhort mamange, not merely to change, but to
develop, but to develop in a fashion that far tcansls Karl Marx's wildest dreams! (sound of
chuckling)

Siddhiratnalsn't that the point with Marx? He didn't - hetailed his own wild dreams, and
that he wasn't "utopian' at all. He didn't thinkenms of creating an ideal world.

S: Well, in a way, he did, or rather he believed tatideal world would inevitably come into

existence, but he doesn't seem, except in his early years, to have considered the
individual as such. And he doesn't seem to hawvadit in terms of development of the
individual. Though he certainly was aware, pattidy in his earlier days, of the fact that in

modern society, especially under modern industiadditions, the individual human being

tends to be alienated. He was certainly thinkingtlmse lines in his earlier years, though
that line of thought seems to have got lost inntfegass of economics.

Siddhiratna It's almost as if Karl Marx gets bumped up toegre that even Karl Marx
wouldn't have agreed that he should have beemne seays.



