General Introduction to Sangharakshita’s Seminars

Hidden Treasure

From the mid-seventies through to the mid-eighties, Urgyen Sangharakshita led many
seminars on a wide range of texts for invited groups of Order members and Mitras. These
seminars were highly formative for the FWBO/Triratna as Sangharakshita opened up for
the still very young community what it might mean to live a life in the Dharma.

The seminars were all recorded and later transcribed. Some of these transcriptions have
been carefully checked and edited and are now available in book form. However, a great
deal of material has so far remained unchecked and unedited and we want to make it
available to people who wish to deepen their understanding of Sangharakshita’s
presentation of the Dharma.

How should one approach reading a seminar transcription from so long ago? Maybe the
first thing to do is to vividly imagine the context. What year is it? Who is present? We then
step into a world in which Sangharakshita is directly communicating the Dharma.
Sometimes he is explaining a text, at other times he is responding to questions and we
can see how the emergence of Dharma teachings in this context was a collaborative
process, the teaching being drawn out by the questions people asked. Sometimes those
questions were less to do with the text and arose more from the contemporary situation
of the emerging new Buddhist movement.

Reading through the transcripts can be a bit like working as a miner, sifting through silt
and rubble to find the real jewels. Sometimes the discussion is just a bit dull. Sometimes
we see Sangharakshita trying to engage with the confusion of ideas many of us brought
to Buddhism, confusion which can be reflected in the texts themselves. With brilliant
flashes of clarity and understanding, we see him giving teachings in response that have
since become an integral part of the Triratha Dharma landscape.

Not all Sangharakshita’s ways of seeing things are palatable to modern tastes and
outlook. At times some of the views captured in these transcripts express attitudes and
ideas Triratna has acknowledged as unhelpful and which form no part of our teaching
today. In encountering all of the ideas contained in over seventeen million words of
Dharma investigation and exchange, we are each challenged to test what is said in the
fire of our own practice and experience; and to talk over ‘knotty points’ with friends and
teachers to better clarify our own understanding and, where we wish to, to decide to
disagree.

We hope that over the next years more seminars will be checked and edited for a wider
readership. In the meantime we hope that what you find here will inspire, stimulate,
encourage - and challenge you in your practice of the Dharma and in understanding more
deeply the approach of Urgyen Sangharakshita.

Sangharakshita’s Literary Executors and the Adhisthana Dharma Team
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SANGHARAKSHITA IN SEMINAR
Questions and Answers: Tuscany, 1982
THE NOBLE EIGHTFOLD PATH

Note from the Transcriptions Unit: Although these question and answer sessions were held
immediately prior to the ordinations of those attending the following sessions, their order
names are used throughout this transcription. At times Sangharakshita or members of the
Order Team refer to a person by their old (pre-order) name so these names have been
included in the list of those present.

Present: Sangharakshita, Amoghachitta (Chris Harper), Amoghavajra (Kenny McKay),
Amoghavira (Paul Holloway), Buddhapalita (Bipin Patel), Chakkhupala (Alan Morrow),
Chittapala (Robin Collett), Dhirananda (Kennet Nolcranz), Gunapala (Bernie Tisch),
Harshaprabha (Graham Stevens), Jinavamsa (Campbell McEwan), Khemananda (Tony Wall),
Khemapala (Mike Quaiff), Khemavira (Ken Chandler), Prasannasiddhi (Darren DeWitt),
Ratnaprabha (Robin Cooper), Silabhadra (Tony Bowall), Silaratna (Greg Harman),
Shantiprabha (Adrian Macro), Bodhiruchi (Gerry Corr), Richard Clayton.

Order Team: Vessantara, Devamitra, Aryamitra, Subhuti, Suvajra, Ratnaketu, Surata.
Day 1
[Bhante explaining spellings. Groups say how far they got.]

Subhuti: We first of all wondered about the Dharmachakrapravartana Sutta, from which the
Eightfold Path and the commentaries come. How early is that sutta?

S: It's very difficult to actually date any Pali sutta. I think it is now generally agreed among
scholars - and this is certainly my own view - that on that notable occasion when the Buddha
got together with those five bhikkhus, let's call them, in the Deer Park at Visipatana near
Varanasi, he didn't just straightforwardly deliver a discourse enumerating the Four Truths and
the Noble Eightfold Path. The Four Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path are clearly a
codification of the teaching or of some aspects of the teaching, a codification which may well
have been carried out by the Buddha himself. But I have [2] referred somewhere - I think it
must be in a lecture, a quite early lecture, possibly a Dharmachakra Day lecture - to the fact
that there are accounts of the Buddha's initial meeting with those five bhikkhus after his
Enlightenment and of the subsequent happenings, where no actual mention is made to the
Dharmacakrapravartana Sutta and to the Four Truths and Noble Eightfold Path, but where it
simply says that day after day, week after week, for the period of three months of the rainy
season, the Buddha exhorted them; that there was discussion between them.

My own view is that very likely it was not known what exactly passed between the Buddha
and those five bhikkhus. After all, it was at the very beginning of the Buddha's ministry.
Ananda wasn't around. And it may well be that there was no clear tradition about what
actually did pass, except perhaps that it seemed obvious that the Buddha in the circumstances
should have spoken about a Middle Way. So when, later, what became the scriptures came to
be compiled, the compilers must have thought, they must have reflected, that on an occasion



like this, his first discourse, the Buddha must have mentioned something quite important, and
by that time, by the time that the compilation was made, obviously the Four Noble Truths and
the Eightfold Path were quite important; they were a well-known codification of the
Teaching; so the compilers might well have assumed that the Buddha must have spoken about
the Four Truths, he must have spoken about the Eightfold Path. And in that way the content
of that original discourse, that first turning of the Wheel of the Law, came to be regarded in
that way and eventually compiled and edited in that way as we have it. Do you see what I
mean?

But despite that fact, despite the fact that it is very doubtful, to say the least, whether the Four
Noble Truths or the Eightfold Path as such were the content of the Buddha's teaching to those
five bhikkhus, there's no doubt that that particular codification is a very early one, probably
attributable to the Buddha, and also a very useful one that does codify much of the teaching.

The fact that, for instance, the codification of the Path as eightfold may well be comparatively
late is the fact that it's mentioned, for instance, only once, I believe, in the Sutta Nipata, which
is a quite ancient text. So clearly, in those early days, it wasn't at exactly the forefront of the
Buddha's teaching. Yes, clearly the Buddha spoke about Perfect Vision; clearly he would
have spoken about [3] perfect means of livelihood; clearly he would have spoken about
Perfect Samadhi. But it was only somewhat later, it seems, probably in the Buddha's own
teaching career, that all those angas, all those things which were helpful to the spiritual life,
were collated in that particular way, codified in that particular way, no doubt for teaching
purposes.

Subhuti: You have at times said that you thought that the image of the Path presented the
spiritual life only from one point of view, and you have suggested other images, images of
unfoldment. At one time you were saying that you thought that we needed to come up almost
with a new image, which would incorporate both the aspects of the Path and of unfoldment.
Have you thought any more about that?

S: I can't say that I have. It's as though the Path as a symbol, as an image, has its limitations,
as all symbols, all images, have; because if one takes it literally, which of course one
shouldn't, one thinks of it as leading to a clearly defined goal, just as a path has a destination,
and one thinks of the person walking the Path as quite distinct from the Path itself; whereas
the person is the Path, the Path is the person. The Path presents the spiritual life, one might
say, in terms of time - unfoldment or growth or development in time - whereas the other kind
of symbol that one has, that is to say of the lotus, or even of the rose or of the mandala,
represents the spiritual life as an unfolding, so to speak, from a static centre, provided one
goes deep enough. It's not that you go forward as you go in the image of the Path: you stay
where you are, but you go as it were deeper and deeper - the image is spatial rather than
temporal - and unfolds more and more from that deeper centre.

You could - though I tend less and less to bring in this sort of terminology - say that the one
approach was masculine and the other feminine, but obviously you need to have both.

Vessantara: Does not the Eightfold Path include both, inasmuch as it's the Astangikamagga?

S: One could say that, because in a way, yes, you are going forward on the Path. As regards
the mundane Eightfold Path, it is a path of prajna, sila, samadhi, prajna, so you are



progressing from one stage to another. But, on the other hand, as the Transcendental Path,
you have attained, so to speak, the Path of Vision; that vision is there, that's the centre; and
[4] you have as it were to go deeper and to unfold from that centre. The shoots have to come
forth from that centre, the angas have to come forth, representing different developing aspects
of your life or different unfolding aspects of your life. I think it would be possible - I don't
know whether this has ever been tried - not only to represent the mundane Eightfold Path as a
path of successive stages but to represent the Transcendental Path as a sort of flower, a sort of
lotus flower, with perhaps the Path of Transformation, Perfect Vision, at the centre, at the
calyx, so to speak; and the other angas as petals rather than angas, arranged around that
central calyx. Someone might even care to do this, undertake this. That would give one
another view of the Eightfold Path, one which was no doubt equally useful.

It does occur to me just now as I speak that you could combine both in a single image. You
could have the mundane Path represented as the stalk, with successive segments, and it would
culminate in Perfect Vision, which would then become the calyx around which would be
ranged petal-wise the remaining seven angas of the Transcendental 'Path',inverted commas, so
you are going up and then you are as it were going round. I think playing about with images
in this way enables us to realize not only the limitations of the images themselves but
certainly the limitations of concepts and even the limitations of words. It helps us to realize
that we need to get beyond these sort of limitations if we are really to get very far in the
spiritual life. We need continually to transcend our own limitations or, in the terms that I was
using yesterday, go beyond, outgrow, our original framework, our original framework of
reference.

Subhuti: We had another question arising out of something you said about Perfect Vision
being intuitive. Richard had a question in that connection.

Richard: Could you define intuition as related to the arising of Perfect Vision? Is it
synonymous with that which you previously termed the imaginal faculty?

S: The traditional terms in this connection are vipasyana, which is Sanskrit, or vipassana
which is Pali, and prajna, which we usually translate as wisdom, or panna; or even jnana or
jnana. If one wants to reproduce those terms in English, or if one wants to find English
equivalents, one is hard put to it. Usually one speaks of Insight with a capital I or Wisdom
with a [5] capital W, but these are really only makeshifts. One needs to go back to the
originals in Pali and Sanskrit, and of course even further back than that - one needs to go back
to the experience behind even those Sanskrit and Pali terms. If one uses the word intuition,
one is clearly not using it in the sense in which it is usually used in English discourse. One
uses the word Insight, if one uses it at all, to draw attention to the direct, immediate,
non-logical, supra-logical, supra-rational character of vipasyana or prajna. One uses it to draw
attention to the fact that it does not represent any going through a logical process. It goes, so
to speak, straight to the point. It's more in the nature of vision, because it sees directly. So one
uses the word intuition to draw attention to that fact, in fact to emphasize that fact.

But perhaps one needs to put a capital I here too, just so that one isn't thinking of intuition in



the ordinary sense [of] just a purely subjective feeling, a whim or a fancy or something like
that. Perhaps one needs even a qualifying adjective, something like Transcendental Intuition,
in order to make the meaning fully clear. If one wasn't careful one could end up with all sorts
of confusion. You could say that Insight and prajna, intuition, were all the same. It's well
known that women have got more intuition than men, so maybe women have got more
Transcendental Wisdom than men. You could end up with those sort of semantic confusions
if you weren't careful; especially if you discovered that, grammatically speaking, the word
prajna itself was a feminine gender (Laughter). But we won't go into that now.

Subhuti: Robin has a question relating to the relationship between micchaditthi or mithyadrsti
and samyakdrsti.

Ratnaprabha: We were talking about Perfect Vision, which in Pali is sammaditthi, and I had
been reading recently about wrong views, micchaditthis, and their replacement by right views,
sammaditthis. So I was wondering what the relationship is between right views, in the sense
of what one uses to replace one's wrong views, and the Path of Vision or Perfect Vision. The
same terms are being used in both cases.

S: Well, 'right views' would be those conceptual formulations of Perfect Vision which act not
only as expressions or means of communication for that Perfect Vision, but also for those
who haven't yet attained that Perfect Vision, as supports, [6] as bases for reflection, in such a
way that from Right View one can progress to Perfect Vision. For instance, the Buddha gains
Enlightenment; as part, so to speak, of that Enlightenment which he has gained, he has
Perfect Vision, so he sees things as they are. But then there's a question of communicating
that Perfect Vision to other people. That means perhaps speaking; that means perhaps giving
expression to what he has seen by way of Perfect Vision in terms of concepts. So he says such
things as 'All conditioned things are impermanent'. So that all conditioned things are
impermanent is a Right View. To hold or accept that all conditioned things are impermanent
is to hold or accept a Right View. So you have a Right View. And then, when, with your
concentrated mind, your mind purified and integrated through your dhyana experience, you
reflect upon that Right View, then you develop Insight; and that Insight leads to development
of Perfect Vision.

Ratnaprabha: This is Perfect Vision in the Transcendental sense, it's part of the
Transcendental Path?

S: Yes. In other words, the function of the Right View is to express in conceptual terms, on a
conceptual level, the content of the Perfect Vision, to the extent that that can be so expressed.
And not only to express it, from the point of view of the person with Perfect Vision, but to be
a means of access to it for the person who doesn't have Perfect Vision but who does have, or
comes to have, or accepts, Right View.

Subhuti: The same word, presumably, is used in both cases? There's no distinction in the
original Pali or Sanskrit between Right View and Perfect Vision?

S: Yes, there's no distinction in the original Pali or Sanskrit. Originally, of course, it was
always Perfect View. But when the words with which Perfect Vision was expressed came to
be understood - correctly on the intellectual level - by people without Perfect Vision, then it's
no longer Perfect Vision, it's Right View. So I find it necessary to make that distinction, to



draw attention to that distinction, by translating the expression differently in the two different
cases. The Pali and the Sanskrit do distinguish by referring to one as mundane Right View
and the other as Transcendental Right View. So Perfect Vision means Transcendental Right
View, and Right View means mundane Right View.

Vessantara: Is this a distinction which has been generally [7] caught on to in the West? ...

S: I think outside the FWBO people are hardly aware of the distinction, even though it's there
in the text in the terms that I have described. No, people even write books or chapters of
books about the Eightfold Path without understanding that there are two Eightfold Paths at
all; without understanding how they are connected or what the relation between them is. It is
extraordinary how something so basic should be what is really such gross ignorance (?). So
the reason for this is that people have never thought very seriously in terms of practising that
Path; that's what it really comes back to or comes down to. If they had thought seriously about
practising, then these questions must have occurred to them. Especially if you don't meditate,
you're unable to distinguish between Right View and Perfect Vision.

Darren: You speak of two paths, two Noble Eightfold Paths, in the series.

S: In a sense, yes: you could almost place them end to end, if you are thinking simply in terms
of a path, or continue to think in terms of the image of a path or extending the image of a
path. Because, as I've pointed out in the Survey - in fact, I have given a little diagram there -
the Eightfold Path is reducible, so to speak, to sila, samadhi and prajna. You really ought to
have this at your fingertips. Do you remember this? So you've got sila, samadhi, prajna as the
three trainings, as they're called. So how do these correspond to the Noble Eightfold Path?
Well, there you've got really prajna, sila, samadhi. So you've got prajna, sila, samadhi leading
to prajna, leading to sila, leading to samadhi. That is your double Eightfold Path; you can
work out the subdivisions in terms of the Eightfold Path for yourselves.

So what you've got in this sort of double Eightfold Path, or extended Eightfold Path, is: first
of all, you've got prajna in the sense of an intellectual understanding of the teaching. Then, on
the basis of that intellectual understanding of the teaching, you practise sila as a discipline.
Having practised sila as a discipline, you practise samadhi in the sense of mental
concentration or experience of the dhyanas. Having practised, or on the basis of the practice
of dhyana, or samadhi in the sense of dhyana, you develop Transcendental Wisdom, you
develop Perfect Vision. You come now to the second part, so to speak, of the Eightfold Path;
you come to the Transcendental [8] Eightfold Path. Then, with your Perfect Vision, with your
Transcendental Wisdom, you are able to transform your behaviour into as it were
Transcendental behaviour; you are able to practise sila in the higher sense, and similarly your
samadhi also, your dhyana, is completely transformed; that becomes, so to speak,
Transcendentalized too. So in that way you have a Path of prajna, sila, samadhi, prajna, sila,
samadhi; and then you can divide all of those - or at least you can divide the sila and the
samadhi sections - according to the angas of the Eightfold Path. In that way, you have your
Eightfold Path laid out, so to speak, double. You get two Eightfold Paths, two sets of sila,
samadhi and prajna, one succeeding to the other.

So you don't get this full picture if you don't to begin with appreciate that there is a difference
between the mundane Eightfold Path and the Transcendental Eightfold Path.



Usually the Eightfold Path, in little books about Buddhism, especially those emanating from
the East, is explained simply in terms of sila as the discipline, samadhi as the experience of
the dhyanas - at least they are enumerated - and prajna - well, they know that it isn't just
rational understanding, but inasmuch as there's no real experience of sila and samadhi, no real
understanding of what Perfect Vision is like, it amounts in effect to just, again, an intellectual
understanding of the teaching. You get nowhere near the Transcendental.

So, for all practical purposes, in many parts of the Buddhist East, sila becomes the purely
formal observance of rule, samadhi becomes a forcible fixation of attention, and prajna
becomes an intellectual understanding of the (...) of the Abhidharma. So what sort of
Buddhism do you have there? This is what some people try to export to the West for our
edification. No wonder it doesn't catch on very well.

Amoghachitta: Can you make a ... between what you said before about conventional morality
and natural morality to the two series as you've just defined them?

S: Not quite. Conventional morality is more a matter of ethics, of good manners: as, for
instance, you take your hat off when you enter somebody's house. But what is called natural
morality is that which has karmical significance; that which involves skilful and unskilful
mental states, and therefore, under the law of karma, either happiness or suffering. That is
natural morality. Conventional morality is not a matter of the Path at all, not even of the
mundane Path.

[9]

You could even introduce - I don't know whether this is done, in effect - you could introduce
a threefold category. You could speak of conventional morality - which is not morality at all,
strictly speaking - natural morality, and Transcendental morality. One could perhaps give
quite a useful little talk under these three headings, with examples of things which are matters
of conventional morality, things which are matters of natural morality, and things which are
matters of Transcendental morality. Anyway, that's just by the way.

Subhuti: This is probably along the same theme - the distinction between the mundane and
the Transcendental Path - but the examples you give of the ways in which Perfect Vision
arises - it isn't altogether clear exactly at what point Perfect Vision can be said to have arisen
properly, if you like ...

S: This is quite a point: at what point? One wonders, in a sense, whether there is a point. I
have made the point recently that perhaps one can know only in retrospect. It's not unlike
being ready for ordination. It is not that one arrives at a point at which one is ready, and
thereafter, indefinitely, until such time as one is ordained, one is ready for ordination: it isn't
quite like that. It's much the same, one might say, with Stream Entry. We had a discussion in
a study group very recently about this. The point that I made was this - [ am trying to sort of
recapitulate it - I think I gave the example of a pair of scales. Ah. I was speaking, I think,
more in terms of Stream Entry as the point at which the pull, the gravitational pull, of the
Unconditioned started preponderating over the gravitational pull of the conditioned. You are
familiar with this way of looking at things, familiar with this sort of terminology? So it's as
though at that point, that point of Stream Entry, that point of no return, the scale tips. So what
makes it tip? It's your Insight; you have a flash of Insight, another flash of Insight, another
flash of Insight (I'm mixing metaphors, but you'll no doubt appreciate what I'm getting at.)



But - all right, let's go back and dwell upon this image of the scales. Instead of speaking in
terms of flashes of Insight, let each flash of Insight be a grain of dust which is deposited on
the right side of the scale. So before your scale was like this, weighed down towards the
conditioned, because of the gravitational pull of the conditioned. On the other side, you're
depositing grain after grain of dust of Insight, or [10] attempted Insight. So gradually it goes
down. Now a point may come when, just as one grain of dust, so to speak, is deposited, the
scale turns. But do you think you'll see that with the naked eye? No. (Laughter) There is a
point at which the scale turns, but you may not see that. It's only after several more grains
have been deposited that there is a noticeable tilt, and you know that the weight has shifted.

So it's rather like that with Insight, with Stream Entry, with passing the point of no return. No
doubt theoretically there is a point, an exact point, but I think it can be located, so to speak,
only in retrospect, in the same way.

Subhuti: So the mundane path which one experiences are the grains of dust that are deposited
up to that point of transition?

S: Yes, they have as it were the form of Insight. They constitute Right View. Your meditative
concentration is increasingly behind them, but it's only when the scale tilts and the Stream has
been entered that, strictly speaking, one can speak in terms of the beginnings of Perfect
Vision. Of course, if you look at the matter too literally, in too exclusively a Heraclitean way,
you will conclude that Stream Entry is impossible - logically impossible - and you will be at a
loss to decide when, or at which point, Right View becomes Perfect Vision. It is very difficult
to tell; just as it's difficult to tell at what point exactly the scale turns, it's very difficult to tell
at which point Right View becomes Perfect Vision. You may be not clear whether the
thought that is passing through your mind is Right View or is Perfect Vision; you may not be
sure (...) It's only when there have been successive increments of Perfect Vision, with the
force of what will now be Perfect Samadhi increasingly (...) it is only when there's been that
sort of increment to a sufficient degree, that you will be able to recognize that that is Insight
in a real sense. But you will know that, so to speak, only retrospectively.

I think this is what is technically called reviewing Insight. You know that Insight has been
attained. You can have Insight, that is, and not know that Insight has been attained.

There is a separate Insight which knows that Insight has been attained: I can't remember the
technical term for that at the moment, but some Theravada texts do mention this kind of
experience.

[11]
Ratnaprabha: Is this similar to the reason why the destruction of the last fetter corresponds to
the knowledge of the destruction of the asravas rather than just destruction of the asravas?

S: Yes. One could certainly look at it in that way, because you may not know that they have
been destroyed. And in the same way, the point is that they have been destroyed: well, I won't
say the difference is so slight, but the change that has brought about that tremendous
difference may itself be so slight that you can't recognize it when it happens. You recognize it
subsequently, you recognize that the asravas have been destroyed; you recognize that Insight
has been attained.



Prasannasiddhi: So could you equate having a flash of Insight with having a flash of Perfect
Vision?

S: It may be a question of terminology, because one could say that insight with a small i
corresponds to Right View, and Insight with a capital I corresponds to Perfect Vision; one
could say that. One has to be careful in which way, in which sense, one is using the term:
whether one is using it as an equivalent for Right View or using it as an equivalent for Perfect
Vision.

Subhuti: It is a little unclear in the lecture, in that series of examples, whether they are
mundane or Transcendental. In so far as you talk of it being possible to lose the Insight, then
they must be mundane.

S: Yes, they must be.

Prasannasiddhi: So could you still call them visions, perfect visions, if they were only
mundane?

S: No, I wouldn't.

Prasannasiddhi: So these people who have had these Insights into the suffering bodies,
they've seen the suffering - they haven't actually had Perfect Vision?

S: No, I am giving examples of the sort of context within which both Right View and Perfect
Vision might arise. In those cases, in a particular context, where it was only Right View, it
could be lost; in those cases where - and I don't deny that [12] this possibility may exist - it is
actually Perfect Vision, it will not be lost.

Gunapala: So you only use Perfect Vision in the second stage - what do we use in the first
stage?

S: Right View.

Ratnaprabha: It does give one the idea that the first stage is more of an intellectual process,
Right View - intellectual understanding of the goal so to speak. But your examples somehow
are far more emotional - a very strong experience of bereavement, for example. It doesn't
seem somehow like Right View. I can't quite link between that and Right View as opposed to
wrong view.

S: I think one has to beware, despite the nature of the Indian terminology, of thinking, say, of
prajna - to take that example - as something which is strictly or even literally intellectual
rather than emotional. Because, at that level - at the level of the Transcendental, at the level of
Transcendental experience - what we call intellectual and what we call emotional are as it
were fused. So one could just as well speak of prajna in emotional as in intellectual terms. So
what we would regard as an emotional experience is just as likely to be a basis for the
development of Perfect Vision as an intellectual experience.

Ratnaprabha: What should we call those experiences, do you think, when they are simply
mundane experiences, part of the mundane path? 'Right View' doesn't seem to fit, quite. Or do



you think that's an adequate term for the emotional experiences that might lead one on later to
Perfect Vision?

S: Yes. I don't know that there is a generally accepted term. One might say that they are, so to
speak, profound emotional experiences which make one think, but only for the time being.

Subhuti: Are they are bit like sraddha? Sraddha doesn't imply Stream Entry. There is a depth
of emotional response, ...

S: Well, I'll give you an example. Someone came to me, only three weeks ago, I think it was,
and he was very deeply upset because a woman with whom he had been involved had just
[13] committed suicide. And his reaction was he just wanted to dedicate his life, commit his
life, to the Dharma: he wanted almost to Go for Refuge on the spot, he almost asked for
ordination. I think, in his own way, he did. But I could not help feeling it wouldn't last. All
right, I gave him whatever advice I could: I suggested he got into contact with the appropriate
local Centre. He knew some of the people there, I hope he will do that. But I could see that it
could be a passing phase. I'm not going to say that it definitely was - I don't know; I hope it
wasn't a passing phase. But I could certainly see the possibility that even though he had that
quite genuine experience, even though he had been made to think, though he was quite deeply
affected, it could be that it was just a sort of thinking(?), it was just a sort of Right View that
he had developed. What he said, the Right View was that the only thing that ...

Tape 1, Side 2
- Perfect Vision: that is not impossible.

Jinavamsa: You say that the mundane path is more to do with reflection; the Transcendental
Path is to do with action.

S: Did you say 'motivated'?
Jinavamsa: More to do with action.

S: Well, the Transcendental Path is also to do with reflection, inasmuch as there is an actual
understanding, a deeper understanding, of things as they really are. But it's also to do with
action, in the sense that as a result of that Perfect Vision, as a result of that Transcendental
Insight or Wisdom, there is an actual change: not just in one's actions, not just in the things
that one does, but in one's whole being, and in one's actions, because of the change in one's
being. In a way that is the characteristic mark of Perfect Vision. This is the only way in which
you or anybody else can be sure that Perfect Vision has been attained: that there is a practical
change. You are a different person from what you were before; you behave differently, think
differently, act differently; seem to feel differently, perhaps.

But to go back to the point I was making: despite the predominantly (Calvinistic) nature of
Indian Buddhist terminology, we must beware of thinking of prajna as something [14] that is
intellectual, in the ordinary sense, rather than emotional. There is in Western thought
something which is called intellectual intuition - I don't know if anyone's heard of that
expression? Right View is, in a sense, more like intellectual intuition. Because sometimes
you just see things so clearly, even though you're still on the rational level, you haven't



attained Perfect Vision, but you see things very clearly. You come to the end of your rational
processes; you have thought things out and you now see them clearly, in a sense intuitively.
But it isn't Intuition with a capital I. You could call that intellectual insight. We might even
coin the expression and speak of emotional insight for the emotional counterpart of that
intellectual insight.

Aryamitra: You used the terms intellectual intuition and intellectual insight. Was that just a
slip, or - ?

S: Mm?
Aryamitra: What's the distinction between intellectual intuition and intellectual insight?

S: I'm using the two terms as synonymous. If it was intellectual insight, the insight would
have a small i. It corresponds to Right View, as well as being synonymous with intellectual
intuition. One is feeling around, so to speak, for English equivalents for some of these terms
which might be helpful.

Amoghavira: So even the mundane Right Views like the fusion of the intellect and the
emotion - there's got to be both of these together?

S: Hm, unless there is a fusion of the emotional and the intellectual, there is no - well, unless
there is an integration of the emotional and the intellectual, Transcendental Wisdom or prajna
doesn't arise, doesn't develop; so despite the fact that prajna is called prajna - and sometimes
we should try to think what prajna is apart from prajna - despite the fact that prajna is called
prajna, it's no more intellectual in a narrow unintegrated sense than it is emotional. Or it is as
much an emotion as it is a concept; it is as much an emotional experience as it is an
intellectual experience. So therefore I have on other occasions made the apparently bold
statement that Faith, presumably with a capital F, is the emotional [15] equivalent of
Wisdom, with a capital W.

But, say, to go back to the examples - I gave the example of someone bereaved. We might
have a feeling, a sensation, an experience, of bereavement, of utter bereavement; and that
would be sort of equivalent to an understanding that in the last resort one is on one's own.
You might not put it in those terms, those conceptual terms, but that would actually be your
experience: that one is left on one's own, that one is alone. You wouldn't conceptualize it,
perhaps, at all; you would just be feeling it, just experiencing it, but the experience would be
something of that nature.

Any more questions from you on that?

___: We have another question, but possibly it's a little off the point, so it would probably be
better to do it if we've got time.

Devamitra: Questions that we might have are associated with what we have been discussing -
I don't know - they may have been made redundant. Ratnaketu had a question he's holding

very close to his (...).

Ratnaketu: All doubt has been removed from my mind. The obscurations have gone.



(Laughter)
Devamitra: You don't want to put your question. Gerry?

Bodhiruchi: This question came up in relation to just vision, without capital Vs or Perfects in
front of them. Hitler had a vision of an Aryan race and the Buddha had a vision of an
Enlightened being. My pet theory is that the actual vision itself is in a sense neutral: you just
see something beyond you, and the mental states, or the state that you are in, the translation of
that vision, decides whether it's good or bad vision. So Hitler just wanted to obliterate lots of
Jews, and his vision hooked on to that, whereas the Buddha actually did want human
Enlightenment. Could you say something on that?

S: I'm not sure what you mean by 'vision' here. I'm not sure what you mean by 'good and bad'
here. Maybe you should elaborate a bit more.

[16]

Bodhiruchi: Well, vision is just seeing past oneself. You just have a vision of, say, building
an opera house here, doing opera here, for example. And good and bad vision: whether it
causes harm or not.

S: I think the word 'vision' here is being used in a quite different way from that in which I
have been using it - almost in the sense of a good idea or a bad idea. If it's a good idea, well,
it's good to act upon it, and if it's a bad idea it's not good to act upon it. So it would seem to be
something rather different from Vision in the sense of drsti; something more subjective, if
you like, more psychological.

Prasannasiddhi: Couldn't you say that Hitler had more than an idea? He actually had feelings,
but ...

S: Oh yes, he did.
Prasannasiddhi: - something quite strong, but on the other hand it was quite distorted.

S: Well, some people - maybe Hitler himself - would even speak of his vision. But I would
say that this would be, from my point of view, a misuse of the word, not to say a
misappropriation of the term; because, yes, it was a sort of envisagement, let us say, of some
future possibility, but that was associated with negative emotions of such an extreme nature
that one couldn't speak of his envisagement of that future state of affairs as being anything of
the nature of a vision, in the sense in which we use this term in talking about Buddhism.

Ratnaketu: Would that be because - I remember in the lecture you talk about samyak, and one
of the things you said it could be translated as was 'whole' and 'integral’, and that it couldn't be
just an intellectual idea, though some people could argue that, as they say, he had a vision of a
perfect society, but the rest of his being wasn't integrated enough - well - to make that a
vision. It was merely something else and not a vision in the sense of samyakdrsti.

S: Any other points?

Amoghachitta: I'm not quite clear on the distinction we are making here between a vision and



what you called an envisagement of how things might be. You said that -

[17]

S: Well, an envisagement - I was thinking of something which takes place, so to speak, within
time. It refers to a future possible state. You envisage something happening in the future or
something that could be brought about in the future. In the case of a vision, it is not merely
something that could be brought about in the future; it represents a higher possibility at the
same time: a possibility of growth and development in the future. You could speak of a vision
of, say, Sukhavati. I would speak of, say, a vision of Sukhavati, not of an envisagement of
Sukhavati, because it's not simply something to be achieved within time, not simply a
possible future state, but a higher state which might at some future time receive embodiment,
so to speak, on earth. So I would speak of, say, Hitler, having an envisagement of the Third
Reich, the thousand-year Third Reich, but not a vision of it. I would distinguish between
those two things, because his thousand-year Third Reich did not represent any higher spiritual
possibility, not so far as I am concerned. So I would not speak in terms of him realizing his
vision, or trying to realize his vision, but only of trying to put his envisagement of that Third
Reich into effect. Some people might go so far as to say: "'What essential difference is there
between a vision of the Third Reich and a vision of Sukhavati?' I would say there is a
profound difference, a fundamental difference; so great that you need to keep separate terms
to describe these two kinds of things or envisagement and vision.

Any further questions from the actual study? If not, we can have the extraneous questions.

Vessantara: The questions, inasmuch as they are questions, that came out of our study group
were really extraneous. We were talking about, for instance, in one of the examples of what
vision is from Bucke's Cosmic Consciousness. We were talking about how such visions arose
in people who didn't appear to have planted any meritorious seeds in the past. And we
mentioned something which I haven't heard you talk about but have heard at second-hand,
that you talked about the Tathagatagarbha as being, if you just looked at the Wheel of Life,
it's very hard to see what would actually motivate one to get out of it, ...

We hoped that you would say something about that idea of the Tathagatagarbha, and also
whether you could see the spontaneous mystical experiences that people have as examples of
it in operation.

[18]

S: I don't know that I can say very much about the Tathagatagarbha at the moment. I'm not
sure | have said very much about it in the past; it's a very obscure concept of Buddhist
‘philosophy'. But with regard to this question of spontaneous mystical experience, you say that
in the case of certain people it would appear that they didn't have many - what was the
expression you used?

Vessantara: That they hadn't planted any meritorious seeds.

S: I think the word 'appear’ here is significant, because if one looks at the question within the
purely traditional Buddhist context, it's unlikely that good roots should always appear or be
evident or be obvious. There's one's previous lives. You may see what a person is like now;
you may know him very well as he is now, but do you know him as he was then in those
previous lives? Do you know what good seeds, or bad seeds, he might not have planted?



So I think if one does accept the traditional Buddhist teaching about karma and rebirth and all
the rest of it, it's not in the least surprising that there should be such things as spontaneous
mystical experiences. One might even say that such things are, in a certain proportion, a
certain percentage, of cases, only to be expected. So they should occasion no surprise at all,
and are just a reminder, whether one believes in karma and rebirth in the Buddhist sense or
not, of the complexity, the hidden depths, of human nature. And also, perhaps, a reminder
that perhaps one doesn't know other people as well as sometimes one thinks. One says that
the most unlikely people have mystical experiences: well, 'unlikely' is a very subjective term -
who says that they are unlikely? They are unlikely to have mystical experiences as far as you
can see, as far as you can see them; but how far, after all, do you see them? Probably not very
much further than the end of your own nose.

Anyone who takes communication, even ordinary human communication, seriously knows
that it isn't easy to know any other human being. One should perhaps always remind oneself
of that fact.

Amoghachitta: So you feel that you can't really have spontaneous mystical experiences?
Mystical experiences always really depend on ...

S: Well, what does one mean by spontaneous? No such [19] mystical experience, I would say,
appears, so to speak, out of the blue, out of nothing. If the antecedent cause is not in one's
present lifetime, presumably it is to be found somewhere else. Or there may be even in this
present lifetime things going on of which other people may not be very aware.

Amoghachitta: I suppose I was thinking in general terms of whether you can have mystical
experience which doesn't depend on seeds that you've sown personally, as it were, some time
in the past. Do you see what I'm getting at?

S: I don't think that there could be such a thing as a totally gratuitous mystical experience. |
think, in a sense, mystical experiences have to be earned - of course, we are using a very
vague term here, 'mystical experience' - they have, so to speak, to be earned. The antecedent
conditions have to be foregoing, otherwise I'm afraid you lay yourself open to all sorts of
insoluble problems, because then the question arises: why should some people have these
mystical experiences and not others? Because, if they don't depend upon causes and
conditions, why should not everybody have them, because in everybody's case the causes and
conditions are absent. And if they do happen to some people and not to others, there must be
some cause, some condition, why they happen to some people and not to others, in which
case they cease to be spontaneous.

Ratnaprabha: I don't know how literally one should take this, but the reading last night about
the operation of Avalokitesvara in the world spoke not only about people being saved from
very desperate situations simply by calling on the name of Avalokitesvara, but even of, say, a
whole shipload of people being saved from a storm by only one who called on
Avalokitesvara. Is that relevant in any way?

S: I was wondering whether anybody would raise this. (Laughter) Sometimes people take it
without a murmur, and you expect (...) Sometimes I think that either people's faith is
unlimited, or they don't have very active minds, but I would say -I can give here only my own
personal opinion - I don't personally believe that the mere invocation of the name of



Avalokitesvara can save you in these situations of material difficulty. So then the question
arises: how do you interpret it? And I would personally interpret it by saying that you are
saved, so to speak, by invoking the name of Avalokitesvara, if you can do it with sufficient
sincerity, you are saved in the sense that you are put into a state of mind where it doesn't
matter whether you are shipwrecked or not. So you are, so to [20] speak, well, you're not
shipwrecked; because it doesn't matter to you. If it doesn't matter, you are not shipwrecked. |
look at it in this way. I wouldn't be able personally to accept the as it were magical
possibilities which seem to be suggested here.

On the other hand, there may be other situations, not just of purely material practical
difficulty, where other people, other minds, are involved, where it might work, quite literally.
I can cite an experience of my own in this connection where invoking the name of
Avalokitesvara certainly helped; but it wasn't any such occasion as being shipwrecked or
devoured by wild beasts or executed or anything of that sort. But it goes back to Kalimpong. I
have related the story before; some of you may have heard it. Someone came to stay with me
in Kalimpong - it must have been 1953 or 1954 - and he was very (...) He was of a
well-known family, he must have been to public school. And he was about 24, 25, quite
good-looking, quite well-dressed, well-spoken, the perfect young English gentleman. But it
transpired, in the course of conversation, that he was up to his eyebrows in black magic. You
can't trust these public schoolboys! (Laughter) And he told me all sorts of hair-raising things
about black magic going on - the main centres were London, Paris and Brighton (Laughter).
He really told me some dreadful things about deaths being brought about by black magic and
contests between black magicians, and all that sort of thing. It was really quite horrific, quite
hair-raising.

Anyway, he was going on talking and talking about these things, and we were eventually left
alone together, and he started talking about this subject. There was nobody else staying with
me at that time, he was just staying for a few days, and my cook at that time lived outside. So
after serving us with our meal, the cook left and we were left talking about black magic; and
it was getting later and later, and darker and darker, and he was telling me more and more
horrific things. My hair wasn't standing on end because I had didn't have any! (Laughter), but
I started to get a rather uneasy feeling. I wasn't reassured when looking at him I saw that in
the pupils of his eyes there appeared a little green flame, a little bright green flame in each
eye. I thought, 'That's odd!' (Laughter) It was vivid green, emerald green, like two little green
lamps, right in the centre. So as we talked, the little green flame got bigger and got brighter. 1
thought, 'That's very odd, it must be the reflection of something in his eyes.' I just glanced
around the room: but no, it couldn't have been a reflection. To cut a [21] long story short, this
green flame got bigger just like the flame of a lamp that you turned up - bigger, brighter; big,
green flames, and eventually they engulfed the whole room. So I thought, 'Something is going
on.' (Laughter) I had heard - I think I must have read it in the Saddharma Pundarika Sutra, I'd
read it by that time... "There's something going on here' I thought, so I'd better do something
about it." So I just repeated 'OM MANI PADME HUM' to myself once - and the green flames
vanished. And so it worked, you see.

So there are certain circumstances, one might say, under which, yes, it works, apparently,
where another human mind is involved which can be influenced, but I really doubt whether
the invocation of the name of Avalokiteshvara would influence in the same way inanimate
things, rocks and stones and trees - well, not trees - ships and so on, I'm really doubtful; even
animals I'm quite doubtful about.



There was another question. That was the first part of what you were asking about. What was
it?

Ratnaprabha: The second part was a whole shipload of people being rescued by only one of
them ...

S: Quite an exaggeration! (...)(...)(...). But I can't really take this literally. But there was
another question still, wasn't there?

Aryamitra: Just a point. I remember you saying once - I think it was a Roman Catholic
church, it might have been a Hindu thing, where you said you could actually see the prayers,
the power of the prayers. And once when you were on a bus in India or something where
people were praying - I think it was there - you said you thought that it was actually having an
effect.

S: Yes. I do think that there is such a thing as thoughtforce, and prayer is a form of thought. I
don't mean just that it is a form of thinking; it's mental; but I did, on my first visit to Europe -
it was in - when was that? 1966, it must have been. This happened in Luxembourg; I went
into the cathedral of Notre Dame in Luxembourg and I actually saw this, and I could see the
prayers almost flying through the air, I could see the currents of mental force, one can only
say, going through the air in the direction of the image - it was of the Virgin Mary. [ don't
think - I remember the instance you are referring to about this trip probably to Poona - and I
don't think I actually saw prayers on that occasion. I sort of felt them. But there [22] was that
previous occasion on which I actually saw the prayers, as it were, flying through the air.

So, yes, thought is a force. When I say that I can't believe that the invocation of the name of
Avalokiteshvara could produce those sort of effects - not just a casual invocation that
somebody might make who wasn't a great yogi. I'm not saying that a great yogi couldn't do it,
though I don't think any limit could be set to the power of thought. But certainly just the
repetition of the mere words, without corresponding mental force, I think wouldn't do it.

Aryamitra: The story that you related here: did you at the end, when you did actually say the
mantra, say it aloud or to yourself?

S: To myself. He didn't know, though he must have known something had gone wrong.
Silaratna: Don't you think he meant to cause you harm, or -?

S: Well, I consulted a knowledgeable friend of mine about these matters some time later. He
said that the chap was trying to hypnotize me. I didn't feel that I was being hypnotized; I
certainly didn't feel that I was coming under his influence, but this is what this friend of mine
thought, and he may well have been right.

Prasannasiddhi: Did he change after you had - ?

S: He just went on talking, and I went on talking as though nothing had happened. After all
we were both English! (Laughter) He was an ex-public schoolboy, even if I wasn't.

Devamitra: Would you say that on that occasion in any sense you were beginning to come



under his direct influence?

S: I didn't feel that I was at all, or that I was even beginning to come under his influence.
Devamitra: It's just curious that you should have seen that flame.

S: Two flames, one in each eye; vivid green.

Devamitra: I think you have said that you don't feel personally that it's possible for any one
person to come under [23] the influence of another unless they deliberately ...

S: Unless they want to.
Devamitra: Yes. So, in actual fact, presumably, what they ...

S: To the extent that they are an individual. If you're just a group member, you can come
under all sorts of group influences.

Devamitra: Yes, but in that specific context, presumably there was no way you would have
wanted to come under his influence, therefore there could have been no way that he could
have actually done any harm to you.

S: Mm. This is... I didn't feel that I was actually coming under his influence, I didn't feel I was
in danger of succumbing to anything. No; but I just wanted to put an end to this performance.

Prasannasiddhi: Do you think he was consciously trying to hypnotize you or bring you under
his - ?

S: I think that is quite likely. I think he was telling me all these stories about black magic to
create the sort of atmosphere and get me interested, hooked on it, and then he would have
tried to influence me and bring me under his control. I think that is quite likely.

Is that the lot, then?

Day 2 Tape 2, Side 1

Suvajra: The first question our group has is on the first paragraph of "The Nature of
Existence'. Vessantara's got it.

Vessantara: Perhaps I should say that in a way, in studying the lecture up to this point, we've
had some difficulty. It seems that most previous commentators about the Eightfold Path
viewed Right Understanding from both the mundane and Transcendental (...)and that's where
the confusion is. In this lecture, you don't make the distinction between the two Eightfold
Paths, so it seems that you are using Perfect Vision to cover both the mundane and the
Transcendental, both what you were calling yesterday Right View and Perfect Vision; and



that, [24] in a way, we have also found quite difficult. But the basic question here was just: in
these first two paragraphs on page 5, where you are talking about the nature of existence, are
you talking about Right View or are you talking about Perfect Vision?

S: Well, to the extent that one is speaking about sammaditthi, one is speaking about both. In
the one case it would be an intellectual understanding, and in the other case it would be an
actual spiritual experience, an Insight.

Vessantara: So when you say 'this vision is something quite simple, direct and immediate, and
more of the nature of spiritual experience than intellectual understanding', on what level are
you speaking?

S: Well, this is clearly referring to Insight, to vipassana, to Vision. Because a logical process
is not simple, direct and immediate; logical processes would be involved in Right View or
Right Understanding, at least in the early stages.

Vessantara: When you say it's more of the nature of a spiritual experience than intellectual
understanding, that implies that there is an element of intellectual understanding taking place
in the Insight.

S: Because the intellectual understanding provides a basis for the, one might say, intuitive
Insight itself. It's not as though that is completely superseded; it remains at least as a sort of
medium of communication of one's own Insight to oneself; communication between one's
own as it were intuitive level and one's own as it were intellectual level, as well as a medium
of communication to other people. It's through the conceptual formulations that one makes as
it were clear to oneself, on one's own intellectual level, what one has experienced spiritually
on a quite different level.

Vessantara: | think when it says 'this vision is something quite simple, direct and immediate’',
that seems to be referring to the actual moment of direct vision. But if one then goes on to
say: it's 'more of the nature of spiritual experience than intellectual understanding', that seems
to imply that you're still somehow, at the time that you're having ...

S: No, I think what is happening there is that, having used those words, I am safeguarding
against the possibility that [25] they may be understood intellectually rather than
experientially. Just read that again, let me explain it a little more.

Vessantara: 'We must emphasize here that samyakdrsti is Perfect Vision, and that this vision
is something quite simple, direct and immediate, and more of the nature of spiritual
experience than intellectual understanding.'

S: Yes, the words which I used - 'simple, direct, immediate' - these are to be understood as
referring to a spiritual experience and not to anything of the nature merely of intellectual

understanding. Not that they are sort of two-thirds spiritual and one-third discursive; not that.

Prasannasiddhi: When you say 'more in the nature of a spiritual experience', is that more
Transcendental or - ?

S: Here the implication is Transcendental, not just a superconscious experience in the sense



of a higher dhyanic experience.

Suvajra: We had a second question which arose out of yesterday's discussion. It's one on the
Bodhichitta and Insight from Kenny.

Amoghavajra: Yesterday you were saying that Insight could arise gradually by drops at first,
on the scales. In the text the Bodhicitta ...

S: Though I was using that - no, I wasn't using that to illustrate the gradualness of Insight. I
was using it to illustrate the fact that the fact that Insight had in fact been attained might not
be evident at the time that it was attained. I wasn't using that illustration to establish that
Insight is attained gradually, regardless of whether it is or is not. So does that modify the
question?

Amoghavajra: It does, actually. I could put the question that you seemed to come to the
conclusion that Insight could arise gradually, and that it could also arise dramatically, in a
moment. [ wondered if that was due to character or temperament.

S: There is a passage in the Pali scriptures where the Buddha says that there is no sudden
attainment of Insight, and the illustration which he gives is that of the shore which he [26]
says slopes down gradually stage by stage into the sea; there is no plunging by way of a
sudden precipice. In the same way, he says, Insight is gradual. On the other hand, in the Pali
scriptures there are instances where people seem to attain Insight almost immediately,
instantaneously, when they have listened to the Buddha. So it would seem that there are cases
where people develop Insight gradually, there are cases where people attain Insight suddenly,
instantaneously; and very likely this is due to a difference of temperament or to the degree of
previous preparation. It isn't easy to say.

But I think, speaking more generally, this whole question of sudden or gradual attainment,
which you may remember was much discussed in Ch'an circles in China at one stage, and this
whole question of when precisely it occurs, is to some extent not a real question at all. It
arises out of - I did refer to it yesterday, in a way - the sort of Heraclitean situation in which
you think of something which is continuous as divided into discrete bits or sections. If you
take this too literally, then of course it makes attainment neither gradual nor sudden but in
fact impossible; it doesn't take place at all. So you end up with a situation in which it's
impossible for attainment to take place at all, but at the same time it does take place; so how
does it take place? Well, clearly your ways of looking at it have their limitations, whether one
looks at it in terms of something gradual or something sudden, something instantaneous.

If you look into it a little further, it does seem very strange. If, for instance, you distinguish
the mundane completely from the Transcendental, presumably you have the last mundane
instant followed by the first Transcendental instant. So you've got mundane, mundane,
mundane, mundane, mundane, and then suddenly Transcendental, Transcendental,
Transcendental. But is it possible to have a complete and absolute switch-over all at once
from the mundane to the Transcendental? After all, the mundane is mundane, which means
the mundane is completely mundane, and the Transcendental is completely Transcendental.
So if there is this absolute and total switch-over from the mundane to the Transcendental,
how is the switch-over possible at all? How is it possible to make that tremendous leap?
Surely it must be a gradual process? But once you introduce the notion of a gradual process,



you are up against a difficulty, because, all right, you can't have just mundane switching over
to just Transcendental; all right, so you've got something which is half mundane and half
Transcendental, so in what sense, in what way, is it half mundane and half Transcendental?
Can [27] one have such a category at all? One gets into difficulties of this sort.

So perhaps it's best to look at it in a quite common-sense way, and not try to establish too
closely, too categorically, whether the attainment of Enlightenment is a gradual or an
instantaneous process. If it's almost instantaneous, it isn't a process at all. But just quietly
accept the fact that it does happen, somehow, by one means or another; and perhaps it isn't
completely explicable or understandable in conceptual terms.

Prasannasiddhi: We do seem to have an instance from the Buddha himself. There seems to
have been definitely one point at which he suddenly realized something which he didn't know
before, having experienced which he could then say that he had freed himself from the rounds
of suffering.

S: But even in the Buddha's case, even if one starts looking at his experience logically, trying
to understand it in conceptual terms, these same difficulties will arise: whether the Buddha
did in fact attain Enlightenment at one particular point; whether by way of gradual approach
or instantaneously. Whether there was, in fact, as it were, a sudden switch-over from a totally
mundane to a totally Transcendental mental state. Because if one wants to introduce
something in between the two, neither mundane nor Transcendental, that also gets one into a
difficulty. In what sense is it partly mundane and partly Transcendental? Is such a thing
possible at all?

Gunapala: A being like this, half way between two stages, is called something ...

S: There is a term, gotrabhu, which is used both by the Theravadins and by the
Sarvastivadins, in a somewhat different sense. The Sarvastivadins changed the use of it in the
sense of the determination of a particular 'spiritual destiny', inverted commas - that is to say,
determination of whether you were going to become an arhant or pratyekabuddha, or a
samyaksambuddha. I've gone into this somewhere - gotrabhu - I've either written or spoken
about it quite recently.

But what I was thinking was that there's the question also of the arising of the Bodhichitta -
it's open to the same intellectual difficulties; because the question arises whether the
Bodhicitta also arises gradually or whether it arises instantaneously. Shantideva - I don't know
whether you're going [28] to quote that verse again - says something about the arising of the
Bodhichitta being rather like the discovery by a blind man on a dark night of a jewel in a
dung-heap. So this suggests that what happens, that is to say, the arising of the Bodhicitta,
cannot be foreseen, cannot be predicted, cannot be explained in terms of any antecedent
circumstances. None the less, preparation must be there.

It is as though, in a sense, if one accepts the dualistic point of view, one has to accept an
absolute discrepancy between the mundane and the Transcendental, an absolute discontinuity,
an absolute breach. But at the same time preparation is necessary. So what is preparation?
Preparation seems to consist in the progressive refinement of the mundane, and it would seem



that the most refined reaches of the mundane act as a basis for the realization - one might say
the instantaneous realization - of the Transcendental, even though they do not, strictly
speaking, represent a gradual approach to it; because even the most refined levels of the
mundane, as mundane, are as remote from the Transcendental as its grossest levels.

So one ends up with a rather paradoxical situation. Preparation is necessary, in terms of a
progressive refinement of the mundane, but that preparation, strictly speaking, doesn't bring
you any nearer to the Transcendental; but in some mysterious manner, or for some mysterious
reason, it is possible to attain the Transcendental, so to speak, from those higher, more refined
reaches of the mundane. That's about as near to it as one can get. It is not that there's a sort of
intermediate state, half mundane and half Transcendental; the attainment of the
Transcendental (...) happens instantaneously, but there's been a long prior preparation, not,
strictly speaking, by way of approximation to the Transcendental but by way of progressive
refinement of the mundane. Even the most refined mundane, as I said, is as remote from the
Transcendental as the grossest and crudest level of the mundane; but nonetheless, as we see in
practice, as it actually happens, that even though there is no more connection between the
most refined mundane and the Transcendental than there is between the least refined
mundane and the Transcendental, when you get to the most refined levels of the mundane and
reflect, and direct your mind in a certain way, then something happens which we refer to as a
Transcendental experience or Insight or whatever.

Aryamitra: Could it be possible that it's because one's being is refined that, although the
Transcendental is quite [29] different from the mundane, because one's being is refined the

possibility of the Transcendental coming about, so to speak, - is it possible for one to absorb
.2

S: Yes. But one has to be careful not to conclude that the more refined mundane, because it is
more refined, is, so to speak, more of the nature of the Transcendental. It isn't. Because,
inasmuch as it is mundane, it remains mundane. So one has to be careful, I think, how one
explains or describes, even, what happens when, so to speak, in dependence upon the most
refined level of the mundane, there arises the Transcendental.

Shantiprabha: You couldn't say, for instance, that the most refined level of the mundane is as
distant from the grossest level of the mundane as it is from the Transcendental?

S: Well, the most refined level of the mundane is very, very far from the grossest level; one
can measure it how one likes. But, however far, it is measurable. But the distance between
even the highest levels of the mundane, the most refined levels, and the Transcendental
cannot be measured at all. It is incommensurable.

Silaratna: Is it because one operates in time and one operates completely outside time?

S: One could put it like that. Because one could inquire: how does one go, so to speak, from
time to eternity, let's say? Supposing one speaks in terms of the realization of the eternal, that
which is outside time; is that a process which takes place in time or not? If it takes place in
time, how can it be a realization of the eternal? But if it doesn't take place in time, how are
you to realize the eternal, because you are in time?

So it seems that here again you need an intermediate category - which is a logical absurdity -



of that which is neither in time nor out of time to get you from that which is in time to that
which is out of time; from the temporal to the eternal. But none the less, mysteriously,
somehow, involved though we are in this temporal process, we manage, in time but yet not in
time, to realize the eternal.

Dhirananda: You said that because Insight does not arise in dependence upon anything - but
what about the Spiral conditionality and the Spiral Path? Because there it does arise [30] in
dependence on ...

S: No, I didn't say that it didn't arise in dependence on it; in fact, I said that it did arise in
dependence on it. That is the Buddhist formulation: that, in dependence upon the most refined
level or most refined degree of the mundane, there arose the experience of the
Transcendental, there arose Insight. But then we must remember what the Buddhist teaching
or Buddhist doctrine about dependent origination is, whether as regards the round or whether
as regards the spiral. The succeeding nidana - let us use the technical term - is neither the
same as nor different from the preceding one. In the same way, the experience of the
Transcendental Insight arises in dependence upon that last, subtlest link, nidana, of the
mundane, but without being either identical with it - because although it's not Transcendental,
it's mundane (?) - or totally different from it; because if it was totally different how could
there be an arising at all?

Dhirananda: This would apply equally to mundane conditionality, wouldn't it?

S: Yes, this would apply equally to mundane conditionality: neither the same nor different,
nor both nor neither. It's as though we can do justice to situations of this sort only by
combining, so to speak, logically contradictory terms.

Suvajra: The third question comes out of the section entitled 'Conditioned Existence is
Devoid of True Selfhood'.

Vessantara: Here you are talking in terms of - I'll give you the passage: '... nowhere in
conditioned existence, including ourselves as conditioned beings, will we find true being, true
individuality, or reality of any sort. If we just look at ourselves we become aware very often
just how empty, unreal and hollow we really are. We experience that our thoughts are not real
thoughts, our feelings are not real feelings, our emotions are not real emotions. We do not
feel real, genuine or authentic with ourselves. We will not find genuineness, authenticity or
true selfhood on the level of the mundane or the conditioned. We will only find them on the
level of the Unconditioned, in Reality.'

I was just a bit concerned that somebody reading that could take it that, through experiencing
their sort of psychological alienation from their beings, they might feel they were [31]
experiencing anatta or penetrating into anatta. It seemed there was a danger that it could be
taken psychologically.

S: Yes, I think that terminologically I hover between the psychological and the metaphysical.
The expression 'true selfhood' is ambiguous; not totally Buddhistic. Let me go into this a
little. I used the term quite deliberately; one might even say I was waving a red flag in a
certain direction quite deliberately. This goes back to the viparyasas, really, or at least to the
three laksanas and their corresponding vimoksas. Let me just take one of them as an example.



Conditioned existence is dukkha; all right, so unconditioned existence is - ?
Voices: Sukha.

S: Sukha. There is certainly no doubt about that! So: conditioned existence is anitya, so
unconditioned existence is anitya so unconditioned existence is - ? It's nitya, nicca in Pali.
Then, of course, conditioned existence is anatta, therefore unconditioned existence is - ?

Suvajra: Atta.

S: Yes, well, that's the logical conclusion in the light of the previous laksanas. But actually,
Buddhism, historically at least, says not at all: as you know, not only are all samskaras, not
only are all samskrta dharmas, anatta, but also all asamskrta dharmas are anatta: this is
standard Buddhist Theravada-cum-Sarvastivada-Hinayana teaching. None the less, there are
traces of the more logical view even in the Pali Canon. I believe there are two passages where
the term maha atta (?) is used, and in each of these passages this term seems to bear some
metaphysical significance. It all depends what one means by selfhood - what is selfhood?

I think one reason why I used here this term 'devoid of true selfhood', or the term 'true
selthood' at all, I felt we shouldn't be afraid of the term 'self’. I myself in my early life - when I
say 'early' I mean in all the things I wrote in India - avoided it most scrupulously. I never
spoke in terms of true or real selfthood, however loosely or poetically. I think no doubt that
was correct, that was conforming to the greater part of Buddhist tradition. But then it occurred
to me that one should not be too bound by words, even Buddhist words, even traditional
words; and also I had become aware that there [32] was this sort of other, very minor trend in
Buddhism. For instance, there is the Mahayana Mahaparinirvana Sutra. In this Mahayana
Mahaparinirvana Sutra - I say Mahayana Mahaparinirvana Sutra to distinguish it from the
Hinayana and especially the Pali counterpart, the so-called Mahaparinibbana Sutta - in this,
nirvana, or the state of Enlightenment, is spoken of as sukha, as nitya, as attam, and there's a
fourth term - I can't recall for the moment what that one is - but it definitely speaks in terms
of a sort of Transcendental selfhood.

Some scholars and some Buddhist authorities therefore have serious doubts about the as it
were authenticity of this sutra, if one can in fact even think in terms of the authenticity or
inauthenticity of a sutra; but I think that, even though the general trend of Buddhism is
undoubtedly anattavagga, and though undoubtedly Buddhism does not speak in terms of
selfhood or true selfhood or Selfhood with a capital S, I think it useful that we occasionally
permit ourselves to use this sort of terminology, so that we don't get bound by our correct or
orthodox Buddhist terminology, however more desirable or more appropriate, on the whole, it
may be. So this is what I meant by my waving a red rag by using this term.

But there's no need for us to be afraid of this term. For instance, in some Theravada Buddhist
[circles], if you even use the word atta, in however innocuous a way, they just hold up their
hands in horror. I have recounted an incident of this sort in The Thousand-Petalled Lotus in
connection with one of my own teachers, Bhikkhu Jagdish Kasyap, who, when he was in
Ceylon, happened to point out in a lecture that you couldn't understand what anatta meant,
non-atta, unless you first understood what atta was. When he made this statement in the
course of a lecture, there was an uproar, and bhikkhus were shouting: 'We don't want that
Hindu philosophy here!' There was no question of his introducing Hindu philosophy, he just



wanted to clarify what was the meaning of anatta, what was actually being negated, by
clarifying the meaning of the term negated; but they thought 'It's one of these clever Hindus
trying to smuggle in something of Hindu philosophy.' So he was shouted down, he wasn't
allowed to proceed. So this isn't really very intelligent. So we shouldn't be afraid of these
words. Yes, we know that Buddhism isn't an attavada, no, it's a sunyavada; well, we need not
be scared of words like 'true selfhood'; just using them occasionally.

But, to go back to this point. What was the ancient Indian [33] understanding of atta - leaving
aside more etymological matters in connection with (...) and all that? One of the leading
characteristics of selfhood, of atma or atta, Buddhistically speaking, was called asvarya. I
don't know whether anyone is familiar with this term. It comes from isvara - another nasty
word that we usually avoid; isvara, of course, means God. So let's be very cautious here!
Isvara - what does the word literally mean? Isvara is more like 'the lord', or 'the ruler’, 'the
master’, if you like; so 'God' is obviously the ruler, the lord, the master of the universe. But
there is this abstract noun, asvarya, which means something like 'rulership'. Rulership. So
asvarya characterizes atma; rulership characterizes atma, self.

What does one mean when one says that rulership characterizes self? It means that you are
completely master of your own self. You have asvarya over your own self. And you can say to
your own self, as it were, 'Be this and you are that; be something else and you are that'. But
can you do that? No. Therefore you have no self. And the Buddha actually uses this argument
in a number of passages in the Pali Canon.

So this would seem to suggest that if you possessed asvarya you would have selfthood. And,
presumably, in the state of the Unconditioned, the Enlightened Being, the Enlightened One
has asvarya, so could it not in a sense be said to have selthood?

So perhaps there is some justification for introducing a sort of quasi-metaphysical notion of
true selfhood, at least when we allow ourselves a sort of terminological holiday. Well, you've
of foreign(?) holidays, so here is a terminological holiday.

I think also it's time we reminded ourselves that if the Unconditioned - I won't say sunyata -
transcends all opposites, transcends all dualities (and Unconditioned itself is part of a duality,
even sunyata is as a term), then surely it should also transcend the duality between self and
not-self. So that it ought to be possible, at least occasionally, to speak of Reality in terms of
selthood, just as it is possible to speak of it in terms of no-selfhood. So we need not be scared
of these terms. Anyway, having said these things, having covered the ground, perhaps you
would not mind reading that passage again, so I can maybe sort it out a little more in the light
of what I've just said.

[34]

Vessantara: '... nowhere in conditioned existence, including ourselves as conditioned beings,
will we find true being, true individuality, or reality of any sort. If we just look at ourselves
we become aware very often just how empty, unreal and hollow we really are. We experience
that our thoughts are not real thoughts, our feelings are not real feelings, our emotions are not
real emotions. We do not feel real, genuine or authentic within ourselves. We will not find
genuineness, authenticity or true selthood on the level of the mundane or the conditioned. We
will only find them on the level of the Unconditioned, in Reality.



S: I think one can view that passage or that statement in the light of an attempt to say
something about the Unconditioned from this particular point of view for the sake or for the
benefit of people who were very much concerned with this question of true selthood or
authentic selfhood, and who were thinking of it perhaps in predominantly psychological
terms.

One can say that - well, yes, most people don't possess true selthood. I think that is obvious.
But I think one can say that even in an ordinary psychological sense true selfhood is not
attainable. Let me go into that a little more. There's no such thing, say, as purely
psychological authenticity. If the attainment of true selthood depends upon, say, the
achievement of complete authenticity, then the attainment of true selfthood, in a merely
psychological sense is not possible; because, in order to attain, in order to experience,
authenticity, with all that that means, all that that implies, one has to go beyond the
psychological, beyond the merely spiritual, beyond the mundane. One has to introduce a
Transcendental element. So therefore one can make the statement that true selfhood, if such a
thing is possible at all, is not possible on the psychological level, it's not possible on the
mundane level, but only on the Transcendental level.

Of course, by the time one gets there, even though one has spoken of true selthood only being
attainable on the Transcendental level, by the time one gets there one may well feel that the
very conception of true selfhood is not really applicable to what one has now attained and is
now experiencing. But if one is thinking in terms of true selfhood or the attainment of true
selfhood, and if one is thinking of the attainment of that, say, psychologically, then it has to
be pointed out that on the psychological level, on the mundane level, the attainment of true
selfhood is not possible. One [35] needs to rise to the Transcendental. Whether that
constitutes an attainment of true selfhood in a Transcendental sense, or whether it constitutes
a going beyond the category of true selthood altogether, may be debated.

Does that make the passage clearer?

: Yes.

S: The passage itself needs to be rewritten.
Tape 2, Side 2

- It's really rather like that with the other laksanas too, actually, because - let's take up this
apparently innocuous laksana of dukkha: that conditioned existence is characterized by
dukkha, unconditioned existence is characterized by sukha; that's quite straightforward, quite
plain, quite simple. So what sort of sukha? What is this sukha that the Unconditioned is
characterized by? Is it the sukha that we usually experience, only carried to a much higher
degree, or is it something completely different?

Now, there are passages in the Pali texts where the Buddha says that ordinary sukha - as far as
I recollect it must be mundane sukha - arises through the dependence, or through the contact,
of a subject with an object. Through a certain kind of contact of a subject with an object
sukha arises. This is true of sense pleasures, it is true even of dhyanic bliss. In the case of
nirvanic, which is to say Unconditioned, bliss, the sukha is not the product of a contact
between any subject and any object. So can we have any conception of such sukha? Is there



the remotest resemblance between such sukha and that with which we are familiar, where a
subject impinges on an object or an object impinges on a subject, or they impinge on each
other, and thus give rise to that familiar phenomenon of sukha - or unfamiliar phenomenon of
sukha, or pleasure? Is there anything in common between the sukha which arises as the result
of contact between subject and object, and a sukha which arises in the absence of any such
contact? Have they anything in common except the bare word?

So you have to say, yes, the Unconditioned sukha is sukha, yes, it's bliss; but it's bliss of a
kind of which we can have no possible conception. If you can say that, can you not say it
about self? Well, yes, the self that we experience when we have [36] realized the
Unconditioned is self, but it's something of a completely different kind, in a completely
different category, from our ordinary mundane self. Well, if you can say that of the one, why
can you not say it of the other? Which is, of course, I'm sorry to say, I'm afraid the Hindu
argument. But there is a certain logical force in it, could one not say?

Because if we are going to use the same words for both mundane and Transcendental
categories, experiences, if we can use the word sukha to cover both can we not use the word
selfhood to cover both? Can we not use the word person to cover both? Indeed, (...). The
Theravadins seem to have maintained, despite a certain amount of evidence to the contrary in
their own scriptures, that pudgala was a purely mundane category; the pudgalavadins, of
course, maintained it was also a Transcendental category, but why not?

You are having to use all the time words derived from mundane experience originally to
apply to Transcendental experience. So if there can be a mundane bliss and a Transcendental
bliss, why should there not be a mundane selthood and a Transcendental selthood, a mundane
personality and a Transcendental personality? We have to tread very carefully here, because
we don't want to fall headlong into any heresy, a concealed pit of atmavada or asvaryavada or
anything of that sort; but none the less we mustn't allow ourselves to be bound by words.
Hence my small waving of the red duster.

Suvajra: Was this the sort of view that the pudgalavadins held, then - that there was a (...) also
Transcendental sense?

S: Well, if you had put it to them in that way, the pudgalavadins would have said no. In order
to safeguard the orthodoxy of their position, they maintained that the pudgala was not the self.
Perhaps that is largely a question of semantics. But they did very firmly maintain - and they
were a very large and influential school - that there was such a thing as a pudgala, that the
pudgala was an ultimate reality. They identified the pudgala with the Tathagata on the basis
of certain scriptural verses or passages. For instance, there are texts which say a pudgala
arises for the benefit of all beings; that pudgala is the Buddha. Well they say here's the word
(7). The Theravadins said it's only to be understood as a sort of figure of speech; it can't be
taken as having any metaphysical significance. The pudgalavadins didn't agree.

[37]

It's interesting that one of the foremost Theravadin Pali scholars of modern times, a Bhikkhu
in Ceylon, as a result of his own impartial study of the Pali texts, became a pudgalavadin.
That was the famous Buddhadasa Thera, who translated the Dhammapada, a copy of which
we have here. (There were) enquiring minds, even in the Theravada.



Devamitra: Did he attempt to revive the school?

S: I don't think so; his views were similar to or even identical with those of the ancient
pudgalavadins. He hasn't written anything to that effect, but I have been told this by people
who were associated with him.

Subhuti: Does it actually make any difference? Is it just a sort of metaphysical philosophical
debate, or does it make a difference? What consequences did the pudgalavadins draw from
their viewpoint?

S: Well, the Theravadins themselves believed that a difference of this sort did not make any
difference to the possibility of one's attaining Nirvana. There's a quite striking thing about
early Buddhism, and I think this point arises from the (...) also, that there were strong
disagreements on certain doctrinal points, but all schools were agreed that the followers of all
schools were able to attain Nirvana. There was no disagreement about the path to be
followed. They did not regard these doctrinal disputes or differences as affecting the Path.
Had you said, for instance, that lobha, dvesa and moha were not obstacles to Nirvana, that
would have affected the Path, but the differences between them were not of that sort. Whether
there were two or three or even more asamskrtadharmas - these were not, they considered,
matters which affected the Path. The Path could always be followed by all Buddhists,
Buddhists of all schools. Buddhists of all schools could attain the goal of the Path regardless
of their philosophical differences. Perhaps it was a bit of a compromise, but that was the
view. The Theravadins also held that view.

Vessantara: Did you say perhaps it was a bit of a compromise?

S: In the sense that perhaps they weren't sufficiently rigorous, that perhaps if they had pursued
the matter more rigorously it would have emerged, or it would have transpired, [38] that
certain at least of these doctrinal disputes made some difference to the Path or to the way in
which you followed the Path, and therefore perhaps to the possibility of your attaining final
Nirvana.

Vessantara: Can you give any examples?
S: Well, perhaps the pudgala path itself as commonly understood.

Devamitra: Presumably there must have been a quite strong danger of the pudgalavadins
falling into a sort of more orthodox Hindu position?

S: That does not seem to have happened, in fact.
Devamitra: It could have happened, could it?

S: They were regarded by others sometimes as having seceded from the strict Buddhist
position; they never so regarded themselves. They were always quite firm on that point - that
pudgalavada is not atmavada. There is much that could be said on this, probably, but it is
likely to lead us rather far from (...) In Buddhist Thought in India, Conze has quite a bit to say
about the pudgalavadins.



Suvajra: Another question. It's a miscellaneous one.

Devamitra: We had two questions that arose out of our study this morning: one arose out of
just considering the nature of the Indian symbols, and I think Ratnaketu wants to put the
question.

Ratnaketu: This came out of a discussion on the section where you are talking about the three
main images for existence.

S: The Wheel, the Spiral and the Mandala.

Ratnaketu: The Wheel, the Buddha, and the Spiral. And it was just to do with symbols in
general; we got talking about symbols in general. And we began to wonder whether - we were
talking about colours as symbols, and whether a symbol, whether the meaning that a colour
has is just because of association or whether there was anything inherent within that colour of
a spiritual - it would communicate a spiritual value, like, say, the colour red we tend to
associate with compassion. And we learn that, it's in association with (...). If we were really to
[39] meditate on, say Amitabha and red, would we be able to get in touch with the experience
of that redness which usually has a spiritual value?

S: It does seem that there is to some extent a natural association of certain colours with
certain emotional states. At the same time, along with that, in different religions and cultures,
for so to speak doctrinal reasons, dogmatic reasons, there is the artificial association of certain
colours with certain mental and emotional states and so on. For instance, you mentioned the
colour red: I think even physiologically the colour red has a certain impact, which is
universal. It is after all the colour of blood, it's the colour of life, and it's the first colour to be
perceived, the first colour to be discriminated by the infant. Animals, apparently, so far as I've
understood, reading the results of people's researches, have no colour sense; they distinguish
only light and dark, black and white. And the human infant learns to distinguish first of all
red; then I think green comes next.

So it would seem that in most religions and cultures red usually symbolizes blood, anger, war,
things like that. But inasmuch, presumably, as there is a strong element of emotion involved,
a more refined red comes to mean emotional warmth, love and so on. In the same way, green
usually means something like nature; green is associated in some cultures with woman for
that reason, though again in some cultures it is associated with love - perhaps a more earthy
love, one might say.

Yellow seems to be directly associated with sunlight, with growth, development, prosperity,
riches, gold. And blue seems to be associated with space, with expansion, with breadth, a
wider perspective, truth, spiritual experience, and so on.

Ratnaketu: The question was if some person, without any knowledge of Buddhism, just

meditated upon the colour green, would they come to a similar experience to somebody who
meditated, for instance, upon Tara?

S: Well, it wouldn't be enough for someone merely to meditate on the colour green to have an



experience of Tara. One might say why does Tara have the colour green, or what connection -
again it comes back to what we were talking about before in respect of words, of certain
terms - what connection, what association is there between, say, the colour green and [40]
Tara or one of the forms of Tara, or between red and Amitabha? Is Amitabha really red? Is
Tara really green? What does one mean by giving them, so to speak, these colours?

Supposing you meditated, supposing you visualized the red Amitabha; supposing you
visualized a red Amitabha quite successfully: have you therefore seen Amitabha? Have you
experienced Amitabha? Not necessarily. You might see that red colour, that red Buddha
figure, quite clearly, but you would not necessarily have experienced Amitabha. The red
colour symbolizes, all right, love; so inasmuch as there is a sort of psychological connection
between the two - redness and emotional warmth, love - all right, it sort of helps you to get
the feel, visualizing red, visualizing a red Buddha helps you to get the feel of a Buddha of
love, a Buddha of compassion. But it's not enough just to see the red Buddha figure, you've
got to start feeling the love and compassion of that Buddha, you've got to start feeling, got to
start experiencing that Buddha as a Buddha of love and compassion. And when you start
doing that you may forget all about the colour red.

And then again, you may be feeling that Buddha as a Buddha of love and compassion, but
what do you mean by love and compassion? Your conception, your experience of love and
compassion may be very limited. And even if you expand them, even if you develop them
more and more, they may still fall far short of the love and compassion which, say, Amitabha
embodies. In the end you may come to the conclusion that what you experience, what you
know as love and compassion, have got nothing to do with love and compassion as embodied
by Amitabha. All you've got in common are the words. And if you want to get in contact with
the love and compassion of Amitabha, you have to altogether abandon everything that you
know or experience of love and compassion and get into some completely new, completely
hitherto unexperienced dimension. But you have been pointed there: the red has pointed you
to the emotional warmth and that's pointed you to love and compassion, and the love and
compassion have pointed you beyond even love and compassion in the ordinary sense.

So not only is Amitabha not red; Amitabha doesn't even embody love and compassion,
because we know of love and compassion only from our own limited experience, and he
certainly doesn't embody that. He embodies something that we have no experience of as yet,
but to which perhaps our experience of love and compassion can point us. Perhaps it's a [41]
question of not trying to understand Buddhas and Bodhisattvas too literally; I think this
question will come up later on. A Buddha is no more a Buddha of love and compassion or a
Buddha of Wisdom or a Buddha of power - or a Bodhisattva, for that matter - than he is a
Buddha or Bodhisattva who is red or green or blue.

Devamitra: We have one other question which arose out of the Wheel of Life.

Dhirananda: We'd just like to know a bit about the origin of that symbol and its development.
It was a pre-Buddhistic symbol that the Buddha took up.

S: Apparently the oldest representation that we have - or had, rather, it's faded away now - of
the Wheel of Life was found in the Ajanta caves, so it could date back to 500 or 600 AD. I
say we've had it because it's apparently faded; it was fairly visible, (...) been photographed
and copied, but now it's almost indecipherable.



There is a Sanskrit work, preserved, I believe, by the Sarvastivadins, in which the Buddha is
represented as giving advice or giving directions to Sariputra regarding the construction of a
vihara, and he directs him to have the Wheel of Life depicted on the wall. I believe that is
regarded as the oldest reference, the ultimate canonical source, for this particular symbol.

Aryamitra: It's not pre-Buddhist?

S: To the best of my knowledge, it's not pre-Buddhist at all. The conception of samsara as a
wheel, yes; that is certainly the bhavacakra - that, one may say, is probably pre-Buddhistic;
because if one has the conception of repeated existences, the image of a wheel constantly
turning naturally suggests itself. So the symbol of the wheel as representing a cycle of
repeated births and deaths, that may well be pre-Buddhistic, but I wouldn't be certain that it
actually is, but it may be. But certainly the more detailed representation of the Wheel of Life,
the so-called bhavacakra, with the three animals at the centre, and the black and the white
halves, and the five or the six worlds, and the twelve nidanas around the rim - that is
definitely and exclusively Buddhistic.

Dhirananda: And all the details came down from the [42] Buddha's life? There was nothing
added later on as a development?

S: I think the Tibetans have elaborated. I don't recall how detailed was that description the
Buddha gave, when he instructed Sariputra about the Wheel of Life (...) wall of the vihara.
But it is, I think, to the best of my knowledge, an exclusively Tibetan tradition. But then, of
course, the Sarvastivada texts are part of Tibetan tradition. That is where they get it from. But
they certainly elaborated it.

Amoghachitta: I understood that the twelve nidanas were added on at a later date. Is that so?

S: You are referring to the depiction of the Wheel of Life or the doctrine itself?
Amoghachitta: To the Wheel of Life.

S: I haven't come across any such statement. It could be, but I don't think I've ever seen any
representations of the Wheel of Life which did not include the twelve nidanas. It could be that
there are ancient ones which don't include them; I don't remember any reference to them.

Subhuti: Still on the theme of the Wheel of Life, Bernie's got a question.

Gunapala: It came out the part of the Wheel of Life, where you have the black and white
sections, one representing the good or ethical path, leading up, and the black half representing
unethical behaviour. I suggested that that's where the Spiral Path was connected with this
ethical behaviour. It seems like they had two different views almost: there's the white section
only led to - well, it never led off, as it were, in a spiral direction, it only led back on to the
Wheel, but it was circular. So I suppose what I want to know is whether you can see it in a
spiral way, and if you can, whether the connection between the circular leading to the god
realm, leading back down to the hell realm, and this practice of ethical behaviour leading on
to the Spiral.



S: Well, first of all one has to realize that three-dimensional representations of spiritual truths
have their limitations; you can't provide for everything, or get [43] everything in. Having said
that, it's usually considered that the white half of that second circle represents an upward
movement within the Wheel of Life. One mustn't forget, though, that the Wheel of Life
contains the realm of the gods, and that the realm of the gods - or the realms of the gods -
correspond to the dhyanas also; the realms of the higher gods correspond to the dhyana states.
So one could regard this white section of that second circle as included in the Spiral, as well
as in the Wheel, but in that part of the Spiral which is intermediate between the Wheel proper
and the Spiral proper, or between the Wheel and the Spiral proper.

There is a section of the Spiral which is intermediate between the Spiral proper, that is to say
the Spiral which begins with the Point of No Return, or Stream Entry, and ...

Gunapala: That's quite a long way up the Spiral.

S: Yes. But you can go up there, but you can fall back. So, in another sense, that section of
the Spiral is included within the Wheel, and the upward movement represented by that
segment of that circle is a movement within the Wheel, and therefore is a movement, one
might say, within that section or segment of the Spiral.

Gunapala: So really there's no difference between this part of the Spiral up to Stream Entry
and the Wheel itself?

S: That's true, yes.
Gunapala: The practice of ethical behaviour.

S: Yes. Hence the limitations of the pictorial representation, because you represent, say,
between the Wheel and the Spiral, that is to say the Spiral as it begins from the Point of No
Return - you have an intermediate spiral section, though strictly speaking that is also part of
the Wheel. It's as though the Spiral and the Wheel overlap. You could look at it that way.

Subhuti: We've got about four more questions. It's one o'clock. We could leave it to tomorrow
if you like.

S: I don't mind, it's up to you; depending perhaps on what sort of questions they are - whether
they go off at a tangent, or have dharmic ...

[44]
Subhuti: Well, let's deal with one from Robin, about dukkha.

Ratnaprabha: We were discussing the Four Noble Truths, and then went on to the three kinds
of dukkha, so the first Noble Truth speaks of unsatisfactoriness, or dukkha, and the third one
speaks of the cessation of dukkha. Now I was wondering whether this applies to the first kind
of dukkha, namely dukkha as ordinary pain, dukkha dukkha, physical pain; in other words,
does this cease with the cessation of dukkha referred to in the Four Noble Truths?

S: Ah. Well, the answer is yes and no. The first of the three kinds of dukkha is, yes, dukkha
dukkha - suffering which is just suffering; the ordinary bodily, painful sensation. Now the



Buddha himself was not free from that, even after his Enlightenment; that is very clear from
various passages in the Pali texts. So the Buddha had eliminated craving; the Buddha had
eliminated hunger or trsna, but he had not during his lifetime eliminated that kind of dukkha.
So that's the 'no' part of the question.

But the 'yes' part of the question is that, having - this is according to standard Theravada,
Hinayana teaching - having, so to speak, relinquished the present physical body, having
attained not just Nirvana but parinirvana, he would not be subject to any future rebirth; he
certainly would have no physical body in future. Therefore the Buddha gained deliverance
from dukkha dukkha also.

Ratnaprabha: That still doesn't quite satisfy what [ was wondering, because I was wondering -
I'm not sure this can be answered, really - but it was whether the nature of the pain, as
experienced by the Buddha, is the same as pain as experienced by us.

S: Well, yes and no again. It's the same inasmuch as it is pain; but we are told that the Buddha
bore his pain mindful and self-possessed, which we may not do, and that makes a difference,
perhaps, to the actual experience of the pain itself, if you bear it mindful and self-possessed.
We are also told that the Buddha had the ability, had the capacity, if he wished, to withdraw
from the painful sensation by withdrawing into a deep what we might call trance state, that is
to say a higher dhyanic experience, in which he no longer experienced the painful bodily
sensation because he no longer experienced any bodily sensation at all.

But the Pali scriptures certainly do make it clear that, even after his Enlightenment, the
Buddha was not exempt from physical pain, so in this way also perhaps the Pali scriptures
emphasize, or at least underline, the humanity of the Buddha. He wasn't some kind of a
superman.

Are we going to leave it there or carry on?
___: I think we should leave it there, because we can take them up tomorrow.

S: OK, then.

Day 3: Tape 3, Side 1

Devamitra: This morning we are looking at different doctrinal formulations of the nature of
existence. In our group we had two questions arising out of the very brief paragraph on karma
and rebirth, the first of which Ratnaketu is going to put.

Ratnaketu: We were talking about rebirth and I wondered, firstly, whether the experience of
bardo transcended time and space, and if so did that mean that you could be reborn in the
future or in the past?

S: The question really involves the nature of time, doesn't it? I suppose one could go a little
into it, though it isn't directly relevant. What does one mean, for instance, by being reborn in
the past or in the future? What does that assume?



Gunapala: It's something quite solid that you can go back and forwards in.

S: What does it mean to be reborn, let us say, in the past? Is it a meaningful concept? Is it
self-contradictory?

Silabhadra: You can be pre-born ...

S: How does this question arise? There are really two parts to it: the bardo, whether the bardo
takes place in time - well, what do you think? You've probably thought about the bardo quite
a bit already, the Tibetan Book of the Dead; it apparently lasts 49 days - 49 days presumably
means it takes [46] time; or is one to understand the 49 days in some other way? If so, in what
other way? The experiences of the bardo seem to be or are represented as a series of
experiences; a series of experiences means time. Therefore the bardo, so to speak, occupies
time. If the bardo is not a series of experiences, what is it? Or if it is to be represented other
than as a series of experiences, in that case how is it to be represented? I am perfectly open to
the possibility that the bardo does not occur in time, that it doesn't consist of or need not be
represented as a series of experiences, but if that is the case please tell me what it does consist
of and how it can be represented.

Cittapala: Could it be more like the Wheel of Life, in the sense that in dependence on one
experience another arises?

S: Well, yes, but then we are still concerned with time; we are still concerned with a series,
we are still concerned with sequence, so it doesn't really make any difference. It would seem
that the bardo is essentially an experience of a series of visions; that would seem to be the
nature of the bardo, that you start off with an experience which is comparatively close to
Reality and you end up with one which is comparatively remote from Reality, in accordance
with which or as a result of which, under ordinary circumstances, you are reborn. The whole
conception of the bardo experience or experiences would suggest that it is essentially a
temporal process, occurring within time. This is not to say that there may not be times and
times, if you see what I mean. Buddhist thought is familiar with the idea of different times, or
different time scales, more correctly; the different worlds have different time scales: that a
year on earth, say, is a day in a devaloka, and a year in a devaloka is a year or 10,000 years in
a brahmaloka - these are different time scales.

There is, of course, a possibility that in the bardo a different time scale operates, so that a
person in the bardo may subjectively experience what seems to him like, let's say, 49 days,
but to someone still living who is as it were following his course, following his progress, it
may be a few minutes or a few days. That is a different matter. But it would seem that if you
are to conceive of the bardo as other than a series of experiences occurring in time you are to
so radically reconceive it that it becomes something totally different. Therefore what is it that
it has become?

[47]
Vessantara: Would it be a question of wherever there is conditionality there is time?

S: Not necessarily; because in the Pali Abhidhamma co-existence is for instance one form of
conditionality, so sequence doesn't apply there. In other words, the formula of conditioned
co-production covers instances other than those of temporal sequence. It isn't quite causality



in a modern sense.

You might even say, in Jungian terms, that it involves or includes elements of synchronicity.
Suvajra: What do you mean by co-existence?

S: Existing at the same time.

Suvajra: What sort of things would exist at the same time?

S: Well, as an example, you've got two playing cards upright one against the other, forming a
sort of tent, each mutually supports the other. It's not that one comes along first and the other
is dependent upon it after that; they are both at the same time, in the same time so to speak,
supporting each other, so there's a relation of conditionality between them but one is not
successive to the other. Therefore the question of time does not arise, you see?

Anyway, where does that leave your question - or the first half of your question?

Ratnaketu: From that I (...) that it's not so much an experience out of space and time, but
experience of time is - well, could be relegated ...

S: The time scale could be different. Even the experience of space could be different. But it
would be at least within that general framework.

Ratnaketu: Presumably it cuts out the possibility of being reborn in the past.

S: Yes. Well, not necessarily; not necessarily. There is this concept of reversible time, isn't
there? Ratnaketu seems to have come across it, anyway. Of course, it is usually thought, or it
has been thought, that time by its very nature is irreversible. After all, today always comes
[48] after yesterday and before tomorrow. So one can conceptually, as it were abstractly,
conceive of time that flows backwards. But though one can conceive of it in the abstract,
conceive of it logically, though one can put that particular form of words together, does one
really attach to that particular form of words - reversible time or time flowing backwards -
any idea, any meaning, that you actually apprehend? It's as though - please explain at great
length what that idea or what that meaning actually is, that one could be reborn in the past, or
preborn.

For instance, what difference would it make - supposing someone is born - usually in
Buddhism we'd say he is reborn. So what practical difference, if any, would it make to say he
was preborn - that he had come not from the past but from the future? What difference would
that make?

Dhirananda: It would be perhaps that conditionality would work backwards.

S: So what difference would it make?

Dhirananda: The future should give rise to something ...

S: No, what I'm getting at is this: supposing someone is born in the present, and you say he is



born into the present not from the past but from the future. All right, you can go into further
detail. Suppose you say that he is born in the present very handsome. Now, according to the
Buddhist teaching, this is the result of karma of good nature and good temper, a happy mental
state; so, all right, since he is so born in the present, he must have had, so to speak, that sort
of temperament in the future in order to be reborn handsome in the present. Well, what
practical difference does it make to put it in that way? In other words, is there really a
difference between past and future or is there really a difference between being reborn and
pre-born?

Ratnaprabha: Wouldn't it imply that you could plant karmic roots in this life which would
have an effect on this life?

S: Say that again.

Ratnaprabha: ... you could plant karmic seeds or roots in this life which would as it were later
have an effect on this present life? In other words, you would get to a logical absurdity.

[49]

S: Yes. The fact that someone appears in this life - if he appears in this life as a result of
karma, well, in a sense it can only be past karma, because future karma is really a
contradiction in terms. So you cannot appear from the future, you can only appear from the
past. Unless one can make greater sense of this whole conception of irreversible time. If
someone is reborn from the future, even if it was possible, it could not be a birth as a result of
karma, in which case why would the person be reborn, or born, at all? Why would he appear?

You could perhaps envisage someone being born into the present from outside time
altogether, say an emanation of a Buddha; but what meaningful idea could one attach to the
expression 'being reborn', as it were, 'from the future', rather than from the past?

Ratnaketu: What occurred to me as you were talking was that the only possibility would be
that - if you see the individual as being completely separate from the rest of the world, in the
sense that the individual always comes from his own past. His conditionality always comes
from his own conditions. He ... his own conditions. But that might appear in some cases to be
coming from a different place, in a way, than the rest of the world's conditions.

S: Well, let's look at it from a slightly different point of view. Suppose it's a film. A film
consists of a number of frames. You run, you play the film, you project the film; so what you
see you see an event that takes place in time. Well, you can run the film backwards, can't
you? So is this an analogy for the reversal of the time flow in a real sense, and possibly being
preborn rather than reborn?

D).

S: Suppose - all right, in the film you see someone's life. You see a baby being born, then you
see the baby growing up to a young man and then an old man. So you can speak here of
conditionality; you can speak of 'in dependence upon the baby arises the child, in dependence
on the child the young man, in dependence on the young man the mature man', and so on. All
right, you reverse that film. In dependence upon the old man arises a mature man, in
dependence upon the mature man arises a young man, in dependence upon the young man



arises the child, in [50] dependence on the child arises a baby. Does that give one a
meaningful model for anything that could be conceived of as actually existing? Any state of
affairs that could be conceived of as actually existing. Does it make sense to speak of, let's
say, the old man as the condition of the young man, instead of the young man as the condition
of the old man? Or does it perhaps not undermine our very conception of the nature of old
man and young man? So that perhaps we are just playing with words, without there being any
meaningful idea behind the words.

So that it's possible to recombine words in such a way that they seem to have a meaning but
they don't have a meaning. I am wondering whether, despite the fact that some people have
thought up this idea of reversible time flow, whether we are not perhaps concerned with
something of that sort here.

Prasannasiddhi: What about prediction of future happenings?

S: Well, it does seem that there is such a thing as prediction, it does seem that there is such a
thing as precognition, and this of course raises interesting questions about the nature of time. I
started thinking about these things myself in my teens because I had, as I think some people
know, a number of precognitive experiences. You know what I mean by precognitive? You
see things happening before they happen. So between the ages of 16 and 18, [ had a number
of these precognitive experiences. I used to see things unfolding just as though I was looking
at a cinema screen. It was as though a cinema screen was suspended up there and I would be
watching it, and I would see what was going to happen; and some time later it would happen -
usually not very long afterwards, half an hour or one hour. And clearly it was a precognitive
experience, it came quite spontaneously; I wasn't doing any meditation then. It might have
been something to do with adolescence, though.

But anyway, I had these precognitive experiences, and they are relatively common. So then
the question arises: how can one see something happening before it happens? That is the
question that I asked myself. So the only conclusion to which one can come, it seems, is that
time is somehow within consciousness, and not consciousness within time. This is the only
conclusion one can come to, in short.

Devamitra: Could you repeat that?

[51]

S: That time is in consciousness, and not that consciousness is in time. In a way, one might
almost say that - well, perhaps one shouldn't go so far immediately as to say that
consciousness is unconditioned; perhaps one should only say that consciousness has a
different time scale.

Ratnaketu: Consciousness has a different time scale to what?

S: Well, the events of the ordinary world. In other words, it is operating on a higher or a wider
level of conditionality on a different sort of time scale, and therefore could contain with it the
ordinary time scale which we usually experience. I am only saying that so that we don't make
a jump from saying that time is contained within consciousness, rather than consciousness
within time, to saying that consciousness therefore is unconditioned; I don't want to make that
jump so quickly. I'm quite happy to keep consciousness for the time being just mundane, even



though time does exist within it.

So if time exists within consciousness, if consciousness as it were occupies a point outside
time, then consciousness should be able to see as it were, at any time, any time. It is not that -
it is quite difficult to express this - it is not that when you have a precognitive experience the
future is existing in the present; it is that you are standing as it were outside time, your
consciousness is outside time. Your consciousness is simultaneously in contact with the
so-called future and the so-called present - even perhaps with the so-called past in some
instances. So that, from the standpoint of time, you see the future in the present. But actually
what you are seeing from the standpoint of consciousness - well, you are just seeing
something. It can be looked at as it were in the future, it can be looked at as it were in the
present. But consciousness transcends or envelops or includes time, not the other way round.

Amoghachitta: Isn't there another way you could look at this precognitive ...? Couldn't you
look at it in terms of seeing a karmic (...) before it bears fruit, seeing in what way it will bear
fruit before it actually does?

S: Well, you may in some cases, but not with regard to my own experience, because when I
say 'saw' I mean I saw a picture. I'm not using the word 'see' metaphorically, I'm using it quite
literally. That just as I might see what actually happened when [52] it happened, I saw it in
just the same way but sort of suspended in space in front of me. So I didn't see the things that
after a while might give rise to something in the future, but I actually saw in the present, so to
speak, a sort of cross-section of time, that which did exist later on in the future.

Sometimes you can just see the way things are going, and you can predict, because that's the
way things are going, something that is bound to happen. It was not like that. It was a sort of
static picture of the future which was sort of suspended in front of my inner vision; I saw it
externally as though I saw it with my physical eyes, though obviously I couldn't see it with my
physical eyes.

Also I heard what people were going to say, I heard conversations which afterwards took
place.

Silaratna: Did the things you saw actually involve you being involved in the situation, or were
they more or less things that you weren't actually going to be involved in?

S: In some cases, at least, I was also involved in the situation. For instance, I saw someone
coming into the room and speaking to me, and I replied to him. Things of that sort.

Richard Clayton: Have you any suggestions why these experiences might arise?

S: Well, I did refer half jokingly to adolescence, but perhaps not completely jokingly, because
they were all in fact between 16 and 19, maybe 16 and 17 and a half.

Gunapala: I have heard of people explaining exactly the same thing being a lot older - mature
women, for example, being able to see exactly in the same way into the future and the past.

S: I'm not suggesting that is invariably the reason for precognitive experiences, but possibly
in my case it might have been: general disturbance and disorientation of the faculties at the



time.

Devamitra: Did the fact that you had seen what was as it were happening in the future affect
your experience of the future when you got there?

S: No. As far as I remember, it didn't affect it at all. [53] I was just interested in checking that
what I had before seen did actually happen, or whether there was any discrepancy; but, no, it
all happened again down to the minutest details. I remember, for instance, when someone was
speaking, I'd be saying to myself, before they spoke, exactly what they were going to say, and
I said: 'Oh, I know what you're going to say', you're going to say such and such just a few
words ahead of them. It was always exactly as I had foreseen.

Devamitra: Presumably you could give a different answer.

S: That possibility didn't seem to arise.

Ratnaketu: You didn't feel ...

S: I didn't feel any temptation to depart from the script. (Laughter)
___:You were a good boy.

S: But even had I departed from the script, I would have foreseen that I was going to [do so]
(Laughter). The nature of the experience is such. But this did give me food for thought, and
the conclusion to which I came was that the mind does transcend time; that the mind is, so to
speak, outside time; that the mind is not limited by time; that the mind is not born or reborn.
Do you see what I mean? The mind, in a way, can move backwards and forwards in time.
Because, from the standpoint of the mind, in a sense, time is not time.

Silaratna: Do you think this comes into the idea of the alaya? The alaya vijnana, the store
consciousness?

S: Possibly, yes. Also, if one looks at the mind in this sort of way, in a way one needs to
re-interpret, at least, or re-present, the whole traditional doctrine on rebirth. The doctrine of
karma and rebirth, as traditionally taught, is no doubt as near as we can get to an explanation
of certain things, but it can I think be more deeply understood, in the light of what I have just
said, as well as in the light of other considerations. If time is not ultimately real, karma and
rebirth also cannot be ultimately real.

Ratnaketu: By karma and rebirth you mean conditionality?

S: They are not just conditionality, but a particular kind of conditionality, that is to say
conditionality as applied to the skilful and unskilful acts of the so-called individual being and
their consequences.

[54]

Also one might say that, if time is unreal, in the last analysis there is no such thing as spiritual
development. This is another way of looking at things, that there isn't any question of really
developing; development is an illusion, though a necessary one. So it is a question, from



another point of view, of realizing what you really are, what you are or were all the time. But
that is not a very helpful way of looking at things always. It suggests that there is nothing to
do, that you retain your sense of time when you think that within time there is nothing to do.
If you can get rid of your sense of time, and be without your sense of time, and outside time
so to speak realize that there is nothing to do, that's fine; but first of all you've got to get
outside time. As long as you have a sense of time, you have got to think in terms of
development. If you don't do things while retaining your sense of time, you don't go beyond
time, you simply stagnate, you ...

Anyway, perhaps we have gone into those matters sufficiently.

Devamitra: There is one more question which arose out of our discussion on karma and
rebirth.

Bodhiruchi: All the time you've been speaking about rebirth and karma for time, you have
spoken of an individual being reborn. Is it possible that if one looks at the individual as a
flux, as a process, as against some sort of entity, that it's quite possible that you will split? -
you need not necessarily be reborn as one person? Or else two people may come together to
be reborn as one person in the future? Is that a valid way of looking at karma and rebirth?

S: There is a teaching in Buddhism about the different ways in which the so-called mind and
the so-called body can be related. For instance, in the Pali scriptures the Buddha makes it
clear that in some worlds, in some realms, the rule is one mind to one body, but that in certain
other realms the rule is that a number of minds are associated with a single body; or that a
number of bodies are associated with a single mind. We usually think in terms of one body
being associated with one mind, but we are aware of such phenomena as multiple personality.
But Buddhism traditionally envisages the possibility of all sorts of combinations.

There is another point also. I'm not sure about the combination of, let's say, several minds into
one; I'm not sure [55] about that; I can't recollect any instance of that, I'd be very wary of that
sort of idea, for obvious reasons. But in Vajrayana tradition, certainly in Tibetan tradition,
there are instances, supposedly, of one person being reborn as more than one person. For
instance, one of my own teachers was one of five rebirths of one original teacher. You know
there is the Vajrayanic subdivision of body, speech and mind expanded to five: body, speech,
mind, guna and karma. Well, apparently, when the former teacher deceased, in dependence
upon that departing Enlightened consciousness, five personalities arose, that incarnated so to
speak separately. Two of them, in fact, I had some contact with. So this sort of thing is known
to tradition.

The implications, perhaps, for the standard karma teaching are quite interesting. There is no
doubt people can share karma, in the sense of sharing a common background. Sometimes -
some people, for instance, the Theosophists - speak of group karma, collective karma, though
I think that expression is not actually used in Buddhism. But there does seem to be something
like group karma. I have mentioned before the possibility of a number of people being
together in successive lives because of their common interest, their mutual contacts and so on.
It can keep them together. Empirical studies of cases of rebirth seem to suggest that people
tend to take rebirth in the group in which they previously lived - that seems to be the general
rule. Even in the same family.



Amoghachitta: Do you take it literally that one person goes through the bardo and gets reborn,
or can you see it more in terms of the skandhas getting reborn in terms of, say, one cup of
water being put into the ocean and taking out another cup, implying a mixture?

S: No, the way in which the teaching is presented traditionally does certainly suggest a single
individual undergoing that whole process and as it were emerging at the other end.
Conventionally the same, but in philosophical terms neither absolutely the same nor
absolutely different.

Suvajra: How on earth would you get that split into five parts? How ...[jet aircraft noise] ...

S: ...[much lost]... individuality in the ordinary sense. It is not a question of splitting up an
[56] ordinary subjective ego, but rather of a ... Enlightened personality emanating by it -
Enlightened ...

Devamitra: Would there be any connection between that sort of phenomenon and the one
which you commented upon in The Thousand-Petalled Lotus with Swami Ramdas -
appearing in two places at the same time?

S: Possibly, possibly. There do seem to be quite a number of instances of people appearing in
different places at the same time, and this is presumably understandable only on the basis of
some sort of division of personality; whether a real division or an apparent division, it is
difficult to say. Perhaps we should just use these sort of questions to help us question our
usual way of looking at things. For instance, we say 'a mind'; why should not a mind be
divisible? What do we mean by a mind being divisible? A mind is not a spatial thing,
presumably. So if we speak of a mind or psyche being divisible, what exactly do we mean by
that? It can't be taken literally.

Quite a bit of the discussion this morning seems to have pointed in the direction of a more
thorough investigation of what we actually mean by what we say. It even suggests that often
we don't know what we mean by what we say; no clear idea attaches to what we say. We
understand the meanings of the words, perhaps, taken separately, but we don't understand
what we mean when we put those words together in a particular way. Or we think we do,
because we understand the meanings of the words themselves. For instance, just to give an
example, you can speak of 'black light'. Well, we know what black means, we know what
light means, so you can apparently frame a meaningful question: "What is black light?' But do
you really attach any meaning to that question, as a question, as distinct from attaching
meaning to the words 'black’ and 'light', as well as to the words 'what' and 'is'?

Anyway, Perhaps we'd better come off karma.

Subhuti: We have actually got some questions on karma. I think they will probably come into
the same sort of categories. Never mind.

Ratnaprabha: I was wondering if you thought there was any value in attempting to investigate
rebirth scientifically and attempting to verify it, or indeed that there was any possibility of

doing such a thing.

[57]



S: The possibility of verification would seem to exist, and a certain amount of work has been
done in this field I think mainly by American investigators, and some of their results or their
conclusions are, to say the least, quite interesting. No amount of scientific investigation could
ever establish that all cases of human birth are cases of rebirth; it would be impossible to
establish. You could establish, perhaps, that certain cases of human rebirth were cases of
rebirth of other human beings previously deceased; that perhaps could be established. I think
perhaps in some cases it has been established.

Vessantara: Would it be possible to ever clearly establish that without there being alternative
explanations in the same phenomena?

S: Well, this raises the question of the nature of explanation, which is a very tricky question
indeed. But it might well be, and I think possibly has been, that there are cases of alleged, say,
recollection of rebirth or alleged rebirth where no alternative explanation has seemed to be
applicable.

An alternative explanation must be a real explanation. It's no use saying, 'Well, there could be
a man sitting up in the moon who is telepathically influencing this child's mind and also at the
same time telepathically influencing certain other events, and therefore causing the
appearance of recollection of rebirth.' That is no explanation at all; it has got to be an
intelligible, as it were fairly viable, alternative explanation, not a purely hypothetical, purely
imaginary one.

Tape 3, Side 2

- A Christian theologian would no doubt invoke the influence of the devil, but that does not
count as an alternative explanation, because the existence of the devil himself is to be
established, to begin with.

Ratnaprabha: The other part of that question was: does this have any value, does it have any
relevance, for the spiritual life, this sort of investigation?

S: Well, I think it has relevance if it is established that actions do have consequences, and that
you will live, so to [58] speak, to meet the consequences of your own actions. I think if you
were firmly convinced of this - whether by way of the establishment of there actually being
cases of this sort or in any other way - your whole conduct must be radically affected.

From what I have seen so far, it seems that there is a possibility of rebirth being established in
this empirical way; the question of karma seems less clear. Maybe karma is a too complex
sort of thing. In other words, it seems that in some cases it has been established that
such-and-such person was the reincarnation of such-and-such person recently deceased, but
that certain experiences befalling the reborn person were the direct karmic consequences of
certain actions committed by the previously deceased person - that is far from being clear. In
other words, karma perhaps works in a more general, rough and ready way than perhaps we
have been accustomed to think after reading some of the scriptures, or some even popular
modern accounts.

Subhuti: You had another question.



Ratnaprabha: Yes, well, perhaps in the light of what you've just said, the other question would
be: can you think of any other ways of encouraging such strong conviction that actions have
consequences? My previous question - I originally thought of it more specifically: can you
think of any specific ways of encouraging an experience that rebirth does actually take place -
fairly accessible?

S: Well, I think that it is obvious that actions have consequences within the limits of the
present lifetime. One can very often see the consequences of one's own actions or failures to
act. I don't know how you can convince yourself that there is such a thing as karma and
rebirth and therefore provide oneself with a motivation for living, say, an ethical or spiritual
life, other than, in the first place - Well, there are three possibilities.

The traditional one is that one, so to speak, has faith in the Buddha. The Buddha is believed
to have not only attained Enlightenment but to have developed various supernormal powers
and capacities, and sees beings passing away and being reborn in accordance with their
karma. So for the traditional Buddhist this is the basis for his belief in karma and rebirth: he
depends upon the higher spiritual vision, so to speak, of the Buddha, and he doesn't argue
about it very much, he accepts it.

One could presumably come to accept karma and rebirth as a [59] result of general
philosophical considerations about the nature of existence, and a law of compensation at
work in the universe along Emersonian lines. Or one could become convinced as a result of
the study of empirical evidence, cases of alleged recollection of rebirth or alleged recollection
of previous lives.

The whole question, to my mind, is very much bound up with the question of original
consciousness.

Ratnaprabha: Perhaps the trouble with someone like me is that, having gone through a very
rigorous training in scientific materialism, it's very difficult to see clearly the idea of
consciousnesses as it were becoming disembodied from the material body and then being
re-embodied in another material body.

S: Well, some people have had the experience of themselves as existing quite separately and
independently of their physical bodies - this has ... one or two. Because if you as it were see
your physical body 'down there', it's not very difficult to imagine yourself as associating
yourself with another, a different, physical body when the old one is worn out, because you
experience yourself as standing quite apart, and separate, and independent, and distinct from
that physical body. I think this is not an unusual experience.

Subhuti: One more. Richard - question?

Richard: How does self-consciousness arise out of sense-consciousness?

S: Hm. How does self-consciousness arise out of sense-consciousness? I wonder what one
means exactly by 'out of'. We know that, to use the Buddhist terminology, in dependence

upon sense-consciousness self-consciousness arises. Perhaps a clue to the question would be
found if we studied the behaviour of children.



What happens in the case of children, very young children? At first, apparently, they have
only sense-consciousness, don't they? Like animals, they are aware of warmth, cold, light,
darkness, they hear sound. They are aware of their own bodies; they are aware of the bodies
of other people, especially mother, though apparently at first they are not able to distinguish
between them very clearly; they are sort of merged. But then [60] what happens? Supposing
the baby is given something to suck, supposing it's given a dummy. It sucks the dummyj, it
enjoys the pleasurable sensation; this is all sense-consciousness. Then the baby is aware that
the dummy isn't always there when it wants the dummy, and it develops the habit, so to
speak, of screaming. When the dummy isn't there and it wants the dummy, it feels angry, so it
screams. Then it notices that when it screams, the dummy appears. So the screaming becomes
a sort of signal: you scream and the dummy is popped into your mouth, (and that gets
satisfied)?

So this goes on for a while, and then not only do you experience the dummy in your mouth,
you experience the dummy as lying beside you, so you play with the dummy, and maybe in
the meanwhile you are learning to use your hands, you can pick up things.

And then one day you scream for the dummy, and a voice says something like, "Why don't
you put it in your own mouth?' You may not understand what the words mean - you may not
have learned enough (...). But maybe some force takes up your hand and puts it on the dummy
and then transfers the dummy in that way to your own mouth. So you begin to get a
glimmering of consciousness of yourself as doing certain things, and that is reinforced by this
voice that says, 'Oh, clever baby! You've done it." And then you start getting the idea 'l have
done it'. And in this way, it would seem, self-consciousness develops. You not only are aware
of what is happening but you are aware that you are aware. It would seem, in the case of the
individual human being, that self-consciousness develops by way of interaction between
self-conscious adults. Whether - presumably this is how it developed, in some such way, at
the very beginning, but presumably over a very much longer period of time; as the human
race as a whole came to be more and more self-conscious.

Richard: The question did actually - probably [not] literally, the question did arise out of how
one arises out of animal consciousness ...

S: Oh, animal.

Richard: - animal consciousness to being a human being with reflexive consciousness. That is
perhaps quite different. But could you apply the same sort of analogy?

[61]
S: Well, yes, I think one could say that self-consciousness would arise out of the interaction
between human beings. Not just the interaction between man and nature, say.

Richard: It wouldn't be so for an animal, animal consciousness (?) - it's very literalistic,
perhaps, but animal consciousness which is just sense-consciousness, a very refined, say,
sense-consciousness on the verge of reflexive consciousness. I suppose I'm asking at what
point does one become human?

S: Well, again, it's a question of 'at which point?' And here one is concerned, in evolutionary
terms, or at least according to orthodox Darwinism, with very, very minute changes extending



over vast periods of time; and also one is concerned with a vast number of individual
members of a certain species.

Certain people recently have been carrying out experiments with chimpanzees, and some
maintain that a chimpanzee has - well, can develop - what we call reflexive consciousness,
and can learn, say, to recognize itself in the mirror and all that sort of thing, and have an
awareness of its own awareness.

Perhaps we shall never know historically exactly how the process took place, because it did
concern so many people and the changes were so small and so varied and extended over such
a vast period of time.

Richard: Go back one stage further to the question before. We were talking about how one
comes from the animal and talking about how one tends to think literalistically about there is
in fact a - Subhuti was saying there's a sort of soup of animal consciousness. If that's so, it
seems to suggest that if you came out of it through these minute differences that occur, the
ones that come into existence is really very random. Would you say that was so - your
existence is the result of - ?

S: Well, not random, of course, in the strict statistical sense. But, as I said, so many changes
are involved, such minute changes - the number of living beings concerned is so enormous
also. It is probably very difficult to plot a single uniform course of development from sense
consciousness to reflexive consciousness applicable to all species, as it were, culminating in
the human species.

[62]

Gunapala: It seems from what you said that the influence of more developed consciousness
on lesser developed consciousness plays a big part in development of lesser consciousnesses.
Would the same apply with us and the Enlightened consciousness?

S: This would of course bring us on to non-scientific ground. I have kept so far on the sort of
scientific ground, but some people do believe, according to some traditions, man was not
alone, so to speak, but beings of a higher stage of development appeared, and it was through
mankind's contact with those higher beings that early culture and civilization, and presumably
perhaps self-consciousness, or even spiritual consciousness, arose. That is one view -
non-scientific, although some people believe that there is some scientific evidence; but that is
one view.

Gunapala: From our point of view, though, we can see quite clearly that other minds do have
an effect on us. More developed consciousness has an effect on our consciousness.

S: Well, there's no doubt about that. One could certainly say that contact between a less and a
more developed consciousness speeds up the evolutionary process. It makes it a much less
chancy business. But it is not impossible, I think, from the scientific point of view, that the
mutual impingement of these various human or proto-human beings in the early days of
human evolution did eventually bring about the transition from sense-consciousness to
self-consciousness.

First of all, you have sense-consciousness; you are aware, say, of another human being. And



then you make that other human being aware that you are aware of him. Then he begins to see
himself through your eyes; he begins to see himself from the outside, he becomes aware of
his own awareness, and in that way reflexive consciousness develops. So it could certainly
develop through the interaction of people on roughly the same level, or even the same level,
but it would take much longer to develop than it takes, say, to develop when it's a question of
someone with a highly developed self-consciousness interacting with someone with purely a
sense-consciousness, as in the case of the interaction between the infant and the parent. Does
that seem comprehensible?

Voices: Yes. Straightforward to me.

[63]
Suvajra: Just one question. You were speaking of the view that man is perhaps not alone and
you said that some traditions hold that. What sort of traditions - Buddhist traditions or - ?

S: Well, nearly all, actually. He is called the culture hero, I think, in anthropology: a figure
who appears. It's Osiris in Egypt, or it's Prometheus in Greece, or it's Manu in India, or it's
Quetzalcoatl in South America [Mexico]. He appears very early, at the dawn of history, and
teaches men; teaches men agriculture, he teaches them how to make baskets, he teaches them
how to make weapons, how to worship the gods, and so on. So these traditions are very
widespread in probably all cultures.

Suvajra: Would Buddhism incorporate Manu in its philosophy?

S: Yes, very likely, I would say. Though, of course, Buddhism, also, according to certain
sutras, sees man as a sort of fallen angel who has somehow put his finger into this sticky mess
of the world and started licking his finger and liking it, and gradually got involved with this
sort of treacle which eventually covers him; and out of it a physical body eventually is
manufactured for him. That, of course, is the traditional Buddhist view.

It is - just to mention this again, to emphasize this - it is a very widespread belief, I think
present in all early cultures, that there was a culture-bringer, a culture hero, who taught
mankind what mankind knows. So it is a question of - the ubiquitousness of the belief or
tradition is not questioned. The question is what significance one attaches to it: whether one
regards it as reflecting an actual historical situation, (...) That is another matter. But it is rather
curious that that is how, I think, all early traditions, all early cultures, see themselves as
emerging.

Silaratna: In the traditional little book The Buddha's Law among the Birds, I suppose this sort
of thing would apply there, like supposing a Bodhisattva out of compassion would become a
certain form to teach.

S: Yes, sort of visit the birds.

Gunapala: ... vision of Bodhisattvas treating us the same way we treat animals, a sort of being
higher forms of [64] consciousness, in the same way; a bit like Buddhas, we are to Buddhas

as animals are to us.

S: Hm, there is a Hindu text which says that human beings are the cows of the gods.



Time is passing. Are there any more questions?
Vessantara: We can look at one last one about rebirth.

Jinavamsa: We've been reading about karma and rebirth, and we've seen how being born as a
human one is very unlikely to be reborn as an animal after that. I wondered whether being
born as a man, how likely is it to be reborn as a woman?

S: Well, that depends upon karma. The Buddhist teaching here is quite straightforward,
though I think quite unacceptable to feminists, I must warn you of that in case you have
feminist sympathies. The general Indian belief, and certainly the Buddhist belief, is that
woman is so to speak more mundane than man, and especially more involved in, more
interested in, bodily life and biological processes. So the Buddhist teaching is that, if, say, you
are a man in this life, but your interests are mainly bodily - you are interested not just in the
physical body but in sex, reproduction and children and all that sort of thing - and if you
develop no other interests, and if your interest in these other sort of mundane, body-based
things is particularly strong, then there is a likelihood that you will be reborn as a woman,
because the female body is more suited, and more adapted, to these interests than is the male.
This is the Buddhist traditional teaching.

Amoghachitta: You said it was a general Indian belief. I thought it was quite a bit more
Buddhist than that. (?) ...

S: It would seem so. I won't be too positive about that. But it is in a general way a general
Indian belief. But certainly, quite definitely, a Buddhist belief, and I think a Jain belief.

Amoghachitta: Are there scriptural references?
S: Oh yes, yes.

Bodhiruchi: Would you then say that karmically it is equidistant between being born as an
animal and being born as a man to be born as a woman? Or is one -

[65]
S: Well, which animals do you have in mind? (Laughter)

Bodhiruchi: I was just thinking of the animal world in general.

S: What does one mean by 'equidistant'? Because when one says 'equidistant’ one is thinking
in terms of space, so how is one as it were to translate that into presumably terms of
consciousness? I think - again at the risk of upsetting feminists - I think the Buddhist tradition
would say, in terms of the scriptures, that the female consciousness, to use that expression, is
nearer to the animal consciousness than is the male consciousness; but how near,
quantitatively speaking, how one is ever to measure that, that is quite a different matter.

Bodhiruchi: I would have thought that their reflexive consciousness was playing quite a large
part in that both man and woman have reflexive consciousness.

S: What do you mean by 'playing quite a large part'?



Bodhiruchi: I would say that being born as a woman was closer to being born as a man than
to being born as an animal.

S: Well, if one takes reflexive consciousness as the criterion, that would be the case, because
both men and women are human beings.

Gunapala: So a woman has more in common with the men than they do with animals?

S: Well, this raises the question first of how much the men, that is to say human beings, have
in common with animals. That isn't an easy thing to say. And also what one means by 'having
in common with animals'. Is the 'animality', inverted commas, of a human being the same
thing as animal animality? Is it a question of animal animality added to a sort of human, let's
say, reflexive consciousness? Can one think in those terms? Or is the animal part of one's
nature so interfused with this so-called human that one can't really speak of an animal part?

Do you feel, say, human and animal as two separate things, or do you feel one thing, which is
sort of - well, one can hardly say partly animal and partly human, but do you feel the
humanity and the animality more as two poles of the same thing - not two separate things put
together? It's a very important [66] question.

Ratnaketu: I see it as humanity is animality developed, so it's not so separate, it's not a
different thing, it's not a development of ...

S: Well, that really begs the question. You can say 'What is development?' Man is sometimes
defined as a rational animal; so is it that rationality has been added to animality to get the
human being? Or is it that the rationality has so completely transformed the animality that one
no longer can speak of a separate animality? Is your animality detachable? Can you imagine
yourself as purely human without any animality? What does one mean by animality in the
case of a human being?

Cittapala: Well, presumably, not to the extent that even a Buddha has to function in any sort
of animalistic way, although there are certain activities which are not really (...) (?)

S: The Buddha still hears, the Buddha still sees. These are animal activities, presumably, but

he sees not only as a human being and hears as a human being but as a Buddha. So it's as
though the animality is taken up, even subsumed into the humanity.

Gunapala: Can we draw the conclusion, then, that not only do we see as human beings, we
also see as animals? That there is ...

S: Do we see as animals? Do we see in the way that an animal sees, other than purely
formally? The mechanism of our eyes is the same, I think, in terms of the mechanism of the
eye of an animal, but do we see as an animal sees?

Gunapala: If your consciousness, surely, dropped low enough, you would.

S: Then the question might arise: could your consciousness drop as low as that?



Ratnaketu: But if it did you might as well be an animal.
___: Well, I suppose so, yes.

[67]
Bodhiruchi: So in a sense to compare man and animal is like comparing apples and oranges?

S: No, because an orange did not develop from an apple, nor an apple from an orange, as far
as [ know. Whereas we do usually believe that man has developed from the lower animals;
but even this is quite a question. As I said, what do we mean by develop in this case?
Supposing a human being becomes Enlightened, supposing a human being becomes a
Buddha: well, a Buddha is an Enlightened human being, a human being is an animal with
reflexive consciousness; so where does that leave the relation between, say, animality and
Buddhahood?

Bodhiruchi: But we went into this yesterday - that Buddhahood is of the Unconditioned, and
we can't really say how you leap or step from the conditioned to the Unconditioned. So by the
same token ...

S: Well, it's more than that. You can't even say whether you leap, because leap involves the
crossing of a gap: is there a gap? There are logical difficulties if there's a gap. There are also,
of course, logical difficulties ...

Bodhiruchi: But do the same rules of illogicality apply to, say, comparing an animal and a
man, and a man and a Buddha? Is there an element of the Unconditioned in a man? Because
if there isn't, then one could compare man and animal.

S: Well, you could say is there an element of the Unconditioned in a man? If there is,
presumably there's also an element of the Unconditioned in an animal.

Bodhiruchi: Unless you link it to the reflexive consciousness.

S: Well, you could hardly link the Unconditioned exclusively with the reflexive
consciousness. This is connected with all sorts of interesting questions - I am not going to go
into them now, just indicate them. One interesting connection is the connection with the
question of abortion. You know, there is this great debate about when a foetus becomes a
human being - you are familiar with this? Some people say that a foetus is not a human being,
so we can kill a foetus; we are not killing a human being, therefore the killing is justified.
This is the argument. Others say that a foetus, if left to itself, so to speak, does develop into a
human being, therefore a foetus is a human being. So therefore when you deprive a foetus of
life you are in fact [68] killing a human being, so therefore abortion is not on, it's an unethical
act. But you could carry this further, because a human being also can develop into a Buddha;
well, not just as a foetus develops into a human being, because the foetus will develop into a
human being without any effort on its part, as a result of natural growth and development.
That is not the case with a human being developing into a Buddha; but none the less a human
being can develop into a Buddha. Therefore a human being is a Buddha in much the same
sense as a foetus is a human being.

So there are many associated questions. So when you kill a human being you are killing a



potential Buddha, you could say, just as when you kill a foetus you kill a potential human
being; and a potential human being is a human being, a potential Buddha is a Buddha.

The whole difficulty arises about the difficulty of conceiving of the developmental process as
being either completely continuous or proceeding by way of leaps and starts - logically, that
is.

Anyway, perhaps we'll leave it there for this morning.
____: Thank you, Bhante.

Day 4: Tape 4, Side 1

S: - how far we've got this morning.

Devamitra: We've got as far as considering the negative aspects of Perfect Emotion, which
takes us up to page 27 of the transcript.

S: Page 277 ... All right: who has the first batch of questions?

Devamitra: I do. The first question arises out of the distinction between Perfect Vision and
Perfect Emotion. A few days ago, you did emphasize the fact that there was an emotional
aspect of Perfect Vision, in which case it seems there is possibly quite a strong common
factor between Perfect Vision and Perfect Emotion, and we wondered if you could clarify the
distinction between Perfect Vision and Perfect Emotion.

S: Hm. In the case of - in Perfect Vision there is an emotional component. At the same time,
there is a difference [69] between speaking of Perfect Vision as containing essentially, so to
speak, an emotional component and speaking of it, whatever it may be, in emotional terms.
Do you see what I mean?

Devamitra: No.

S: Oh. Well, suppose we - we are talking about Perfect Vision. We can only speak about it in
terms with which we are already familiar, if we are to speak about it at all; and those terms
with which we are already familiar will have been drawn from our ordinary experience, that is
to say our experience preceding our experience of Perfect Vision. Our experience preceding
our experience of Perfect Vision is a divided experience, because we are divided beings. We
have, so to speak, at the very least, a sort of intellectual aspect and a sort of emotional aspect,
but when we attain Perfect Vision it is neither an intellectual experience nor is it an emotional
experience: it partakes of the nature of both, at the same time it transcends both. So one can
say, in a manner of speaking, that there is an emotional element, an emotional component, in
Perfect Vision, just as one can say that there is an intellectual element in it, an intellectual
component. But only with reservations, because in both cases that element or that component
doesn't exist in Perfect Vision, so to speak, in a separate form; emotion is not separate from
intellect, intellect is not separate from emotion, in Perfect Vision, and both are in any case
raised to a higher power.

So that is one thing. Then the other thing is, having attained or having achieved this Perfect



Vision in which both emotion and intellect exist in a higher power, carried to a higher power,
and as not differentiated from each other as they are in our ordinary experience - having
attained that, we have to speak of it. We can speak of it in terms of our emotion or in terms of
our intellect; that is to say, our divided emotion or our divided intellect. So these are two
different things; that is to say, the fact that there is, so to speak, an emotional component in
our experience of Perfect Vision, and the fact that we can speak of Perfect Vision in terms of
emotion.

So how far does that go towards answering your question? Or perhaps you can remind me of
the question.

Devamitra: Well, the question was that there seems to be an emotional component in Perfect
Vision, therefore could you clarify the distinction between Perfect Vision and Perfect [70]
Emotion?

S: Ah. So the position is that once you have attained a measure of Perfect Vision you are, so
to speak, partially Enlightened. There is a part of you that has been transformed, but there is a
greater part which has not been transformed. So this means that, in the case of emotion, part
of your emotion, so to speak, has transformed and is now a component of your Perfect Vision,
but part of your emotion, the greater part, has not been transformed. So Perfect Emotion
represents the transformation of the remainder of your emotion.

So the relation between Perfect Vision, from an emotional point of view, and Perfect
Emotion, is the relation between that part of your emotion which is, so to speak, now a
component of Perfect Vision and that greater part of your emotion which is still
untransformed or in process of transformation into a component of, of course, a greatly
enlarged and expanded Perfect Vision.

So Perfect Vision contains an emotional component; it contains transformed emotion. But
Perfect Emotion represents the transformation of the totality of one's emotional life, that is to
say whatever is left over untransformed after the experience of the initial Perfect Vision. And
the same applies, pari passu, to the transformed and the untransformed intellect.

Perhaps it is assumed - I don't know; this is not actually stated - that in the case of Perfect
Vision your intellectual life has been completely transformed, and that your emotional life
remains to be completely transformed. Perhaps that is assumed. Though, on the other hand,
one might say that perhaps it is not strictly or literally possible to have a completely
transformed intellectual life, with so much of your emotional life remaining untransformed.
But, in any case, you start off with Perfect Vision, and inasmuch as for most people it is
self-consciousness, it's rational thought, which is the growing point of the Higher Evolution,
one thinks of Perfect Vision initially, perhaps, predominantly in cognitive rather than in
emotional terms.

Ratnaprabha: Could this have some connection with the first three fetters, [which are] being
broken by a Stream Entrant, being predominantly intellectual while he still has more than one
emotional fetter to break?

S: Well, one can certainly speak of the first three fetters as being predominantly intellectual,
but what does that [71] mean? Because if one speaks of the view of a self, sakkaya-ditthi, as a



predominantly intellectual fetter, it isn't just an idea that you have, it's an attitude - an attitude
strongly reinforced by your emotions. So I think we have to be careful - though it is a useful
distinction - we have to be careful how we speak in terms of intellectual fetters and emotional
fetters.

Any further questions?
Devamitra: Yes, we've got a question from Kennet about renunciation.

Dhirananda: One gets the impression from what is said on page 23 that it's almost as if one
shouldn't give up something unless one is already detached from it; there really is no such
thing as giving up from a Buddhist point of view. But that doesn't take into considerations ...
detached.

S: Well, I see I say here, as a sort of illustration, 'it's not a sacrifice to the adolescent to give
up the child's toys.' But it may be a little difficult. One does find people who keep their teddy
bears even up into their 20s, and it may be a little difficult just to throw them away. So I'm
not actually suggesting that there's no such thing as giving up in the strict sense at all, I'm not
suggesting that there's no question of your giving up until you can give up so easily that
giving up is no longer giving up. What I'm suggesting is that one shouldn't think of giving up
necessarily in terms of a powerful wrench. I think there would be a little bit of difficulty,
perhaps; it's a question of striking a balance, following a middle way, not outwardly giving up
things to which you remain in fact deeply attached, but on the other hand not waiting
indefinitely hoping that you'll just stop being attached to them. Maybe - the illustration that
occurs to me is like a loose tooth: the tooth has to come out, it may be hanging by a little bit
of flesh, you really want it out, but it is still a bit painful just to tug it and snap that little
integument of flesh; but you do it. It's more like that, perhaps.

I don't mean to suggest that when you are grown up you just automatically give up your
childish things; because what does 'growing up' mean? It means you gradually detach yourself
from those childish things, that often you can see that they are childish even when your
feelings are still tied up with them. So sometimes you have to exert a little force just to give
up, even though you may feel a certain amount of attachment.

[72]

It does sometimes happen that we just give up things, we just forget all about them, because
we really have outgrown them, but I don't think we can count on that always. Sometimes we
have to help things along by a reasonable act of will, so to speak, without actually forcing
ourselves overmuch.

Devamitra: We have another question on the theme of renunciation from Tony.

Silabhadra: We were discussing non-desire and general renunciation, and we had a small
discussion about asceticism. For the purpose of this question, I think I would define
asceticism as just keeping your needs to the minimum. And we came to a discussion about
communities. In the past, in the FWBO, there's been a term, 'a squat mentality', which is
where things are quite bleak. And we were just passing comments and drawing a balance
between this asceticism and rather an aestheticism, making your surroundings quite pleasant,
at the same time not getting too materialistic about things, overdressing the balance.



S: I wouldn't personally define asceticism as keeping things down to a minimum. I would
describe that more as simplicity of life. Asceticism comes from the Greek word which means
literally, or which meant originally, 'training'. It was connected originally, I believe, with the
training of the athlete, that in order to achieve something you needed to go into training. So
asceticism from a spiritual point of view is the sort of training that you go into in order to fit
yourself for the attainment of certain spiritual objectives. Certainly simplicity will be
involved as part of that. But as for the 'squat mentality', I was wondering in what exactly that
consisted. I can remember, in some of the squats in which people lived, there were certain
objective limitations; sometimes there was no running water or no electricity, so it's difficult
to keep up standards under those conditions. But you referred to the 'squat mentality', and I
think the squat mentality consists probably - it may vary from person to person - in eventually
getting used to those sort of conditions, getting used to conditions of squalor, almost
accepting them or even not noticing them; perhaps not realizing the effect that those
conditions are having upon your mind.

The squat mentality also perhaps doesn't bother about cleanliness or hygiene, and doesn't
bother about aesthetic [73] considerations, doesn't bother whether surroundings are beautiful.
So I wouldn't say that the squat mentality had any element in it of genuine asceticism; I would
say that asceticism is a completely different thing from squat mentality. And I'm not sure
whether you're contrasting the more aesthetic attitude with the ascetic attitude or with squat
mentality. Which is it? Or could it be either?

Silabhadra: I think in terms of asceticism it's just simplicity, then, and just keeping things
simple and also keeping an element of caring.

S: So what's the question, actually?

Silabhadra: Well, basically, do you think that people could take more care of their
surroundings?

S: 'Could take more care' - or 'should take more care' - of their surroundings. Well, what are
their surroundings? Well, first of all there's, I suppose. their own physical body, their clothes,
their room, their possessions, the community, the garden, the street. I think probably they
could take more care - to keep them clean, to keep them tidy, and if possible to keep them
beautiful. I don't mean being fussy or fiddly or having too many little frills and furbelows
around in a feminine or pseudo-feminine way. Because also beauty is not incompatible with
simplicity. A great deal of Zen art shows that.

But, yes, I think it would be desirable if there was more care about the surroundings, along
with these matters. Sometimes it's difficult because our areas overlap with [break in
recording] The inside of the LBC is reasonably tidy, clean, and aesthetic. But what about the
immediate surroundings? What about the pavement right outside the Centre, right outside
Friends Foods? Well, there's dirt and dust and papers and sometimes tin cans and things like
that, for which we are not responsible - that is to say, not responsible in the sense that we
didn't put them there. But perhaps we have to assume a little extra responsibility, for our own
sakes, even though we didn't make the mess, for taking on ourselves the responsibility of
clearing it up.

I don't think that we perhaps need make so much of an antithesis between the ascetic and the



aesthetic; I think to some extent they can coincide - as in the case of some art which was
inspired by the Zen tradition or Zen school.

[74]

Devamitra: Another question. [Break in recording.] - and it seems that to some extent at least
acts of cruelty are committed through lack of imagination, and it just occurred to me that
there seems to be quite a strong association between imagination and feeling for other people.
And I wondered if you would care to expand upon that - the connection between imagination

S: I think you should say that some acts of cruelty are the result of a lack of imagination, as
when children are cruel to animals. I wonder, though, whether that is cruelty or can be
regarded as cruelty in the strict sense. It's more, it seems, that cruelty consists in the deliberate
infliction of pain knowing full well what you are doing, and in a way able to imagine the
consequences. It's as though cruelty, in the full sense, at least, is that - it essentially consists in
that. It's not that you happen unthinkingly or unwittingly to inflict suffering on others; you
wish to inflict suffering, you know that you are inflicting suffering, you delight in inflicting
suffering, you gloat over the sufferings of your victim. That is cruelty in the strict sense.

Devamitra: So that cruelty in fact can involve imagination?

S: Well, yes, because you spend your idle hours blissfully imagining all the tortures that you
are going to inflict upon your victim. It can involve a great deal of imagination. Sometimes,
of course, it is confined to the imagination, as in the case of sadistic fantasies. Sometimes
your feeling to be cruel may be so extreme, that it's not able to satisfy itself in any objective
manner. It may go far beyond the bounds of practicable possibility.

So I think we probably need to reserve this term cruelty, or vihimsa, for the deliberate and
wanton - no, deliberate, not wanton; wanton is malice - the deliberate infliction of suffering,
of pain on other living beings, knowing full well what you are doing; not not-knowing
through lack of imagination. It's a question of terminology.

Devamitra: We just have one more very small question from Gerry.

Bodhiruchi: It's a very small question. Is there any etymological link between samkalpa,
perfect emotion, and kalpa?

S: Kalpa in the sense of age or aeon? Not as far as I [75] know, but I can look it up in the
dictionary.

Bodhiruchi: That's all right.

S: Well, I shouldn't let it rest there. One needs to ascertain these things, that a dictionary
usually clears up for one. There may be a ... connection, but not one that is immediately ...
clear.

Devamitra: That was all the questions from my group.



Subhuti: We had first of all a question on the connection between Perfect Emotion and the
Bodhicitta.

Ratnaprabha: We were discussing again the twofold nature of the Eightfold Path, the
mundane path and the Transcendental Path, and I wondered whether one could draw any
connection - not necessarily a traditional connection, but whether one could draw a
connection between the Transcendental aspect of Perfect Emotion and the Bodhicitta.

S: Well, it's very clear that the Bodhicitta contains a very strong emotional component. If one
tries to work out a scheme of correspondences as between, let's say, the Hinayana path and
the Mahayana path, and if one thinks in terms of Perfect Vision being the commencement of
the spiritual path in the real sense in the Hinayana - that is to say thinks of Stream Entry as
being the starting point of the spiritual path in the real sense in the Hinayana - then
corresponding to that, of course, one has the arising of the Bodhicitta as marking the entry
into the spiritual life proper from the Mahayana point of view, so therefore the
correspondence will be between Perfect Vision and the arising of the Bodhicitta in that case.

None the less, yes, the emotional component in the Bodhicitta would appear to be very strong,
because it consists in a will to Enlightenment for the sake or the benefit of all living beings,
that is to say out of compassion; compassion is the motivating force. And, of course, Perfect
Emotion is predominantly emotional, so one might think that there is some correspondence
between those two. No doubt, in that sense, there is; but if one is thinking in terms of that
initial entry into the higher spiritual path, then you can see that none the less the
correspondence is between Perfect Vision and the Bodhicitta.

[76]

It's not that the Bodhicitta in itself, perhaps, is more emotional than cognitive, but perhaps it
is expressed in more emotional, or certainly more other-regarding, terms. That's why it as it
were appears as more emotional, or why the emotional component appears to be more
prominent.

Gunapala: So you've just said that it's more like Right Vision, that it corresponds more to
Right Vision?

S: I'm not saying that the Bodhicitta corresponds more to Perfect Vision, therefore it is as it
were more intellectual; I'm not saying anything like that. But in either case you've got an
initial point of entry into the higher spiritual path, the Transcendental level; so inasmuch as
for the Hinayana it is Perfect Vision and Stream Entry, and for the Mahayana it is the arising
of the Bodhicitta, the correspondence must really be between these two, inasmuch as they
constitute, within their respective contexts, the first entry upon that higher spiritual path.

Gunapala: Perfect Emotion, then - you mentioned compassion - it must be Perfect Emotion in
a way a sort of an emotion which is very different in the way we relate to emotion, so is it
more like compassion?

S: Well, it would be more like compassion under certain circumstances, that is to say if it was
confronted by pain or suffering; under other circumstances, if confronted by happiness, it
would be more like metta or probably more like mudita.



Prasannasiddhi: So you could say Perfect Emotion is - you can speak of the four brahma
viharas as being kind of examples?

S: Yes, one could. Especially if one regarded the four brahma viharas as, potentially at least,
going beyond the reaches of the mundane, as having access to the Transcendental dimension.

Subhuti: Dealing with the question of the failure to find emotional equivalents with
intellectual understanding, we were considering the way in which Buddhism tends to become
often quite narrowly intellectual, merely intellectual, ...

Chakkhupala: Perhaps that is more or less the question. [77] The question really is: would
you consider there is something inherent in the Dharma, in Buddhism per se, which is the root
or cause of this tendency towards intellectualism, dryness, or would you say that these were
external factors to which Buddhism seems to be ...?

S: I think quite a number of points arise here. Historically, there is no doubt that what we may
call the higher tradition of Buddhism is very very intellectual. If one thinks of the
Abhidharma, if one thinks of the Madhyamika, if one thinks even of the Yogachara, this is
predominantly, at least as regards its mode of expression, an intellectual tradition, making use
of highly conceptual terminology, abstract ideas or what appear as abstract ideas divorced
from the background of its spiritual experience. But then why should this have been? Why
should what I call the higher tradition of Buddhism have been, or have become, so easily and
so quickly so almost one-sidedly intellectual?

There are two things to be said - or there is one thing to be said, or in fact several things to be
said here. It is as though, as far as one can see, this let's call it predominantly intellectual
tradition - even though it wasn't, at least at the beginning or wasn't very often or wasn't always
exclusively intellectual in the modern sense, but certainly its mode of expression was
intellectual - this predominantly intellectual tradition seems to have been confined very much
to the monasteries and the monks. We do find that among the laity a more emotional
approach or attitude to Buddhism was the case.

For instance, it seems that stupa worship arose mainly among the laity, if not exclusively
among the laity. They had a very strong devotion to the Buddha and to the monks, and lots of
popular festivals and celebrations and decorating with flags and banners and little bells and
lamps, and all that sort of thing was the work of the laity. But then one might wonder, why
was this? Why should the monks be predominantly intellectual and the laity as it were
predominantly emotional? This is itself a question.

It's connected with another point, perhaps: as a developing individual, as a would-be
individual, you are concerned very much with emancipating yourself from the group, aren't
you? You are responsible for - you want to emancipate yourself from group attitudes, group
emotions and all the rest of it. So you have as it were not only to turn your back on the group,
you have almost to turn against the group; you have to [78] adopt quite a critical attitude
towards the group. But among other things, the group is a great reservoir of emotions -
mainly, of course, of collective emotions - and these collective emotions of the group have
expressed themselves in all sorts of forms, in all sorts of ways, perhaps in terms of manners,
customs, festivals, myths, legends and all the rest of it. But as you cut yourself off from the
group you cut yourself off from all these things. So maybe, because you want to be an



individual, you have to cut yourself off from the group, but very often in doing that you also
cut yourself off from your main source of emotional nourishment.

The laity, of course, remained laity: they remained more connected with the group than did
the monks, and perhaps therefore they remained more in touch with their emotional lives.

So we do definitely see the monks as it were following a predominantly intellectual path and
the laity a predominantly emotional path or devotional path. This is apparently one the
sources of that great early split in Buddhism between the Theravadins on the one hand and
the Mahasanghikas on the other. The Theravadins represents the more exclusively monastic
wing, one could say even the more exclusively intellectual wing, of the Buddhist movement,
and the Mahasanghikas represented, or included, the more popular wing, the more devotional
wing. Not that they were not intellectual; not that they didn't include monks, in fact they were
the larger party among the monks, but they were more sympathetic to the aspirations of the
lay people. They were less inclined, it seems, to split off the intellectual approach from the
emotional approach, the devotional approach. And, of course, the Mahasanghikas were the
matrix within which developed the Mahayana.

So the Mahayana, in another way on another level, in a more refined way, tried to heal the
breach. It tried to establish contact with the group, so to speak, with group images, myths,
symbols, legends. It was more sympathetic to the aspirations of the lay people, it was less
exclusively monastic, less exclusively intellectual. And, of course, the Vajrayana carried the
process a step further, even. Do you see what was happening?

But the early tradition of Buddhism, especially the early monastic tradition, especially that of
the Hinayana - the Theravadins and Sarvastivadins, mainly - was very predominantly [79]
intellectual, and that seems to have influenced the Mahayana to some extent in the early days.

So there were all these sort of considerations. I have just thrown out a few hints; I've done no
more than that. Perhaps - there's just one more thing - perhaps there's a sort of parallel here
with the Greeks; because one finds with Socrates, and often with Plato and Aristotle, to some
extent a sort of almost alienation from the group, alienation from the emotional attitude to the
group, alienation from the myths and legends of the group; because the rational mind was
very much awake, it was very critical, and there were a lot of things it couldn't accept. So it
was to some extent the case with Buddhism: there is much in the beliefs and traditions of the
group that early Buddhism could not accept. It was concerned, say, with the development of
the individual, and the individual's attainment of Enlightenment. But in emancipating the
individual from the group to some extent it cut him off from his sources of emotional
nourishment, which he had subsequently to find in a better way, on a higher level, in a more
refined way, and this is to some extent what the Mahayana, and maybe the Vajrayana to an
even greater extent, is all about, or part of what they are about.

Chakkhupala: It seems to be an application in historical terms of what you referred to in terms
of the spiritual development of the individual; that initially there seems to be a degree of
alienation of the intellect, so that in a sense the individual is pursuing successfully the
spiritual path, and he brings his emotions with him ...

S: He will eventually bring his emotions with him.



Chakkhupala: Eventually, yes. So you might say that the Theravada had failed to some extent
to do this.

S: Yes, yes. Especially if you identify the Theravada with the Abhidharma. One certainly does
find, anyway in the case of people coming into the FWBO, that there is a lot that they can
accept intellectually before they can really accept it emotionally, especially, say, by way of
puja and so on; or their emotions remain tied up with their early religious involvement.

Tape 4, Side 2

S: I think I have said that a certain amount of initial alienation [80] seems to be indispensable
to the development of the spiritual life.

Devamitra: Do you think that's just the case in Western society, or would you say it was
generally the case?

S: It seems to have happened in India in the case of Buddhism, and it seems to have happened
with the ancient Greeks. Because you break away from the solidarity of the group, the tribe;
you break away from your emotional identification with that, it's a wrench. You break away,
usually, because your critical intelligence has become awakened and there is a lot that you
can't accept. But at the same time you feel, perhaps, emotionally quite strongly bound to the
group; intellectually you are emancipated from the group, and in that way there is a split.

Subhuti: We have one more question, but it's not strictly on Perfect Emotion; it's left over
from Perfect Vision, so perhaps Vessantara should ask his question [last].

Suvajra: There's one question ... by the question about ... last week hit me. Speaking about
reason and emotion. 'And this, you may say, in a sense, is a central problem for most people,
at least of the spiritual life: to find emotional equivalents for intellectual understanding'. I was
thinking about the split between reason and emotion, how it actually happens, how far back in
our life does it happen? What are the reasons for it, and how can we stop the process going
on?

S: Well, in a sense, this is what I have been talking about, though in relation to the group, so
to speak, rather than in relation to individuals. It does seem inevitable that at some stage in
your development - I'm speaking of ordinary human development - your intellect, let us say,
using that convenient term, or your rationality, to some extent is split off from your
emotionality. Because first of all there's the warmth and security and affection of home,
parents; it's all very cosy, very comfortable, very comforting. But then you have to leave that
behind, and the process is, in the case of some people, reasonably easy, in the case of others
quite difficult; and in the case of others again very difficult. But that split does occur. Perhaps
it occurs when we go to school; perhaps it doesn't occur till you go out and start working. But
that split does occur.

Suvajra: We were discussing it not just being a problem [81] of the spiritual life, but even just
of life, that your emotional life, even your experience, doesn't seem to match up to what
information you seem to get from your surroundings - from your parents, from your teachers
etc.



S: Can you give examples or be more specific?

Suvajra: Well, maybe the example which you gave when you were talking about alienation:
when you speak about - you hate your father; that's your actual experience. Yet the
information you get from the outside is that you don't hate father, you can't hate father. So I
was wondering is this split encouraged right from the very beginning, right from when you're
a baby?

S: Well, it would seem that in the case of the infant, emotions are very, very powerful. Sooner
or later those emotions are bound to be frustrated to some extent. As one's rationality
develops, one can see or one can understand very well why those emotions should be
frustrated. One can see those emotions as quite unreasonable. But none the less one continues
to feel them; one continues to feel frustrated. And in that way a clash develops, a conflict
develops, between your emotions and your reason.

It does seem to be the result of the conflict between your very strong, very powerful
emotional demands, left over, so to speak, from your infancy, and the exigencies of the
objective world in which you now have to live. And your rationality has developed to such an
extent that you can see that you have to live in this objective world, but your emotions
continue to make their totally unreasonable demands. They are unreasonable - or let's say they
are irrational; they may not be unreasonable.

Silaratna: What do you think in the context of this about... there's a certain movement among,
say, bringing up children, say a child if it can be breast-fed right till say three or four if
possible that should happen - what do you think about this, because this seems to be a
problem that arises in the context of this - this child it's pulling off this breast, it's going to
have to happen inevitably? Do you think it's liable to affect someone, or affect the child?

S: Well, it is said, I believe, by child psychologists that weaning is always a traumatic process
for the child because it is deprived of a source of nourishment and comfort and all [82] the
rest of it. I really don't have any original inside knowledge about breast-feeding: I have not
had very much experience of it. I definitely had a very personal experience of breast-feeding,
but it would seem to me that common sense would suggest that a child, an infant, wasn't
weaned too early and at the same time not too late. Not too early in the sense that it shouldn't
be weaned before it has learned to get a considerable amount of satisfaction from some other
source; that is to say maybe some kind of food other than mother's milk. When it hasn't
learned to gain considerable satisfaction from other sources it would seem unwise to deprive
the child of its main source of satisfaction.

On the other hand, not leave the whole process so late that the child becomes a confirmed
breast-sucker, a confirmed suckling, and finds it difficult or is unwilling to shift to any other
source of nourishment or pleasure. That could have consequences for later life. No doubt
infants differ, even as infants. I think most parents have quite a problem here.

I remember asking one of our women Order members who had quite a number of children, all
sons, whether she thought she had ever made any mistakes in bringing them up. So she gave
me a quite hopeless look and said, 'Mistakes are inevitable." And maybe here too it's very
difficult to get it just right, however conscientious you may be as a parent. There's always
bound to be some traumatic experience at these sort of points, this sort of period. If one is a



parent one just has to do the best one can, ...

Cittapala: Do you think there's any programme which parents could involve themselves in
which would develop the emotions of a child better than is the normal practice?

S: I don't think the child is the problem at all, I think the parents are usually the problem. I
think if the parents are people of positive emotion, the child will pick that up automatically. I
think that it is the parents who have to look at themselves; not assume that everything is all
right with them, but it's the wretched infant that needs to ... positive emotions. I think the
parents need to make sure first that they are in a positive emotional state, they should make
sure of that before they even think of having children. If you see some of the neurotic couples
that have children, it's quite unthinkable, it's quite shameful in fact, they're not fit to have
them, very often. So if the parents make sure that they are in a state of positive emotionality, I
think the baby will be all [83] right. At least it will stand a very good chance.

Suvajra: Those are all the questions that we had.

Subhuti: We've got a last one which goes back to Perfect Vision. This arose out of our study
of sunyata.

Surata: We were considering sunyata and the fact that there's very little you can actually
usefully say about it. You could almost say it's inappropriate to us as a teaching. And I was
wondering in a traditional sense what would actually be appropriate to us, in a sort of formal
traditional sense, say, maybe in a monastery or - ?

S: What would be appropriate?
Surata: What would actually be appropriate.
S: What do you mean by appropriate?

Surata: Well, in a sense that we have so much stuff available to us in the form of books,
advanced teachings which are obviously quite inappropriate.

S: Well, I have touched upon this before. Under a proper traditional system you probably
wouldn't see a book for years. What would be appropriate for you would be that you would
sweep the monastery out, and sweep up all the dead leaves ...

___: Just like an apprenticeship.

S: Yes. - keep things clean and tidy, and do the washing of the older monks, cook, look after
the shrine, learn chanting, learn good manners, learn how to chant correctly. And then, after a
few years, perhaps, the meaning of the puja would be explained to you. And, of course, you'd
be observing things like mindfulness. If you were unmindful, if you were loud, or shouted, or
anything like that, very probably you might be beaten. You see? This would be considered
appropriate. And if there were any bright lads among you, they might get taken aside once or
twice a week just for half an hour and a few simple doctrines explained to them, and then they
would be told to reflect upon them. This is more likely to be what would be considered
appropriate under a traditional system.



Bodhiruchi: What's your feeling on this?

[84]

S: Ambivalent! I certainly see the sense, the wisdom of the traditional system, but I have to
live in a world where books for which nobody actually is ready are freely available to all - for
the price of a cup of tea almost. So one cannot help encountering people who have read all
sorts of things which they were not ready to read, and ask all sorts of questions which in a
sense they are not ready to ask. So one has to feed them with answers of some kind or other.
If they are lucky they will not think that they've understood all about it just because you've
answered their questions.

It does seem you can't put the clock back. You have to devise some way of coping with the
situation. I know some people entering the Friends who have read quite a lot, they've read
quite a lot of books on Buddhism, but they gradually in some cases stop reading; they
concentrate more on practice. And maybe, much later on, they go back to their old books or
back at least to some of them, those that they still feel are worth going back to.

In the West it does seem - or in the world, perhaps, nowadays, because of general literacy and
all that sort of thing, that people have access to material which they are not really able to
appreciate. It is a common problem. We get this in India

among our ex-Untouchable Friends. Some of them have just got a smattering of knowledge
about Buddhism, and they ask all sorts of questions which are sometimes quite unrealistic.
Ratnaketu: I've got one question which may not be directly related to this but was sparked off
by ...'s question. It's a question I've often wondered about. In Peace Is a Fire you (quote?)
some of the main religions of the world, and you talk about this sin which comes from that,
which begets, I think is the word you use, or the begetting sin.

Voices: Besetting.

Ratnaketu: Besetting sin. Sorry about that. Anyway, you talk about Buddhism and you say
that the besetting sin of Buddhism is laziness and indifference, and I wondered was that
because of some sort of misunderstanding of the Dharma or why is Buddhism plagued with
this - ?

S: Well, when I speak of the besetting sin of Buddhism I am using the word Buddhism rather
than the Dharma. There's no question of any sin at all as regards the Dharma. So I use the [85]
term Buddhism to mean that whole historical movement to which we attach the term
Buddhism, which is made up after all of weak and fallible human beings.

So historically speaking it does seem that Buddhism has been characterized to a great extent
by laziness and indifference. Buddhists should have done far more for the propagation of the
Dharma. When you think what the Christian missionaries have done - well, the Buddhists
could have done at least half as well as that in recent centuries at least. They haven't done
even a hundredth as well, or even a thousandth as well as that. When you consider, for
instance all these ex-Untouchables in India who have become Buddhists, so who is it that's
really doing anything to help them - not people from Thailand or Ceylon or Tibet, they
haven't got a clue. Just a small handful of Buddhists from England, New Zealand and so on.
This is very astonishing. It's as though Buddhists in Ceylon, Burma, Thailand, and other ...,



they don't care what's going on in India. They don't really care about spreading the Dharma, in
fact, in the West. They've got the facilities, they've got the money, they've got the support, but
who bothers, who cares? A very few bhikkhus and lamas and others - they do whatever they
can. Very, very much more could be done, but they're not bothered.

Ratnaketu: Why is that? Is there something about Buddhism that, you know, why does the
average Christian ... interest?

S: I don't know. Well, the Christian has got a sort of neurotic urgency; and also, of course, the
expanding missionary movement provided jobs for certain members of the middle and upper
classes, you could say that. It was all part of colonialism. In the past, yes, Buddhism did go
from India all over Asia, so that involves a certain amount, or great amount, of what we may
call missionary activity, and at one stage the Chinese were very active taking Buddhism to
Japan. The Tibetans were very active taking it to Mongolia, all over the Himalayan region.
But in modern times, in the last 500, 600, 700 years, Buddhists seem to have been virtually
completely inactive. When the world started being opened up, when one continent started
being opened up to another, when the West came in contact with the East, think of the
enormous missionary enterprise launched by some of the Christian powers - by the Spaniards,
by the Portuguese, by the Dutch, by the French, and then rather half-heartedly by the British.
And what did the Buddhists do? Were there any corresponding missions brought to [86] the
West? Noj; no; not until the very end of the last century and the beginning of this century. By
which time Christian missions were firmly established all over the world, practically.

So why? It certainly isn't due to any lack of emphasis on virya or spreading the Dharma on the
part of Buddhism itself, on the part of the Dharma; certainly not on account of any lack of an
example shown by the Buddha. It seems almost a sort of failure of nerve, a failure of will, in
these Buddhist countries. No doubt there are many reasons why, but I can't say that they are
very obvious or evident to me.

Ratnaketu: Could it be that people have used the Dharma to the extent of becoming happy
and then just sat back with that?

S: There is some truth in that. I think that is probably an element in it. I remember talking to a
Thai bhikkhu and saying, 'Why don't you Thai bhikkhus do more for propagating the Dharma
in India and other countries?' And the reply he gave me was: 'We are very happy in our own
country.'

I sometimes wonder about the Tibetans, because, after all, they follow the Mahayana, the
Vajrayana; they profess the Bodhisattva Ideal. But until they were turned out of Tibet as
refugees, did they ever think of propagating the Dharma in the West? No, they never gave it a
thought. So that seems a bit strange to me. They were very happy in their own country.

Richard Clayton: Could it be something to do with the cultural tradition - that the Westerners
had in history a tendency of being more ...

: Expansive?

___: Outward-going?



Richard: Exploitive, I should think really, in terms of trying to take over new lands for I
suppose socio-economic reasons, that sort of thing.

S: But because the Westerners were exploitive, there's no reason why Eastern Buddhists
should not be spiritually expansive, especially when their teaching encourages this; especially
in the Mahayana form, one might say, with the Bodhisattva Ideal - of the Bodhisattva wanting
to deliver all [87] beings, to bring the Dharma to all beings. One would have thought that as
soon as they heard of these Western countries, some bhikkhus at least would have at once set
sail to bring the Dharma to those countries; but they didn't, not one. That really seems
extraordinary.

Devamitra: You said that nothing really happened until the beginning of this century, but then
that was really only one person, wasn't it - Dharmapala?

S: Yes, Dharmapala.

Devamitra: - and subsequently, as far as I am aware of the Buddhist movement throughout the
world, I don't know of anybody else other than yourself who has ...

S: Well, there have been others. There was Tai Chu(?), the famous Chinese abbot who did
tour round the world in the 1920s and gave lectures - certainly gave lectures in Paris, he might
have given in London too, through an interpreter. There were a few people like that. But that
doesn't represent any general concerted effort on the part of the Buddhist communities in the
East to introduce Buddhism to the West. After all, in the 1940s and 1950s, who was the most
prominent Buddhist figure in Britain? It was Christmas Humphreys. It wasn't anybody who
came from the East to bring Buddhism to Britain. People did come, but they also went,
usually rather quickly.

Devamitra: I was quite struck by something Walpola Rahula said on an occasion when |
really did put my foot in it in a big way at a public meeting. He just made a comment that he -
I think he had been talking with Christian missionaries about converted Christians and born
Christians, and he made the point that they had agreed among themselves that the Christian
missionaries had the greatest trouble with Christian converts, and likewise Buddhist monks
had the greatest difficulty with Buddhist converts rather than with so-called born Buddhists.

S: Difficulty in what sense? [As a bad] influence]?

Devamitra: Yes, I was being pointed to as a bad example in this respect. But I was just quite
struck that he said that, because it seemed to betray a really abysmal attitude.

S: I was recently reading an article by the same Walpola [88] Rahula, and he was talking
about the Vinaya, the monastic law, so to speak. And in the course of that article he made the
point that actually, in the course of history even in Ceylon, in practice the Vinaya had been
changed; alterations had been made. But it was never made official. It was always a question
of just finding loopholes and observing the letter of the Vinaya while breaking the spirit. And
he said in his view this was perfectly correct, because the Vinaya was a purely legal system
and it should be dealt with in a purely legal manner. So this seemed extraordinary, that he
could say this - that the Vinaya was a purely legal system and therefore you could treat it in a
purely legal manner. In other words, if the Buddha had said some things or laid some things



down, you mustn't abrogate them, you mustn't change them officially because the Buddha had
laid them down; but it was up to you to find ways round them so that you could continue to
observe the letter but not the spirit; and this is perfectly all right, he says. He really believes
that.

Silaratna: So this could be perhaps the reason why some of those bhikkhus didn't make an
effort to go out to the West, because they could take certain elements of the Vinaya and say
'We can't handle money', for example, "'We can't travel, we can't become involved with ...

S: There is something in that so far as the Theravadins are concerned, yes. But again it
shouldn't apply to the Mahayanists.

Ratnaketu: Maybe it was because the monks were predominantly intellectual...

S: But again, could one say that, say, Tibetan monks were predominantly intellectual? Were
they all? What ... some kind of art(?) ...people in the West who didn't know anything about
the Dharma?

Subhuti: To some extent they seem to have been quite confused by meeting a higher religion.
I felt that with Walpola Rahula's response - that he felt that in a way the world had been
carved up already and it was a bit sort of indecent to go poaching each other's territory and
that everybody ought to remain where they are, basically. And the same sort of attitude is
inherent in some of the Tibetans' approach. By and large, they think that one should be quite
respectful towards Christianity. None of them seem to have really analysed it and come to
grips with it.

[89]
S: Even intellectually, not to speak of spiritually.

Subhuti: So I think they find themselves in quite a confused position.

S: Well, I've found this attitude prevailing on a committee that I ... was a member of for a few
years in London. I think I have spoken about it before. It was a committee that was somewhat
connected with education and the teaching of religion in schools, and there were various
representatives. I was a Buddhist representative; I think I was the only one. There was a
Hindu representative; there were Catholic representatives, there was a Jewish representative,
a Sikh representative, and so on. But I couldn't help noticing that though they all followed
different religions, their attitude was the same: they all had this attitude of "You keep your
hands off my flock and I'll keep my hands off your flock', and they were all getting together,
not to say ganging up together, to make sure that all their respective flocks remained under
their respective control.

For instance - to give an example - the Catholics would agree that, say, Jewish boys and girls
should definitely be under the control of the Jewish rabbi and be educated by him, and they
shouldn't be exposed to certain influences; and in the same way the Hindu representative
would strongly agree that the Muslim boys and girls should be kept under the influence of
their particular shepherd. It was almost like a sort of common trade union, as though they'd all
gone to the same trade union. And they didn't want any of their fee-paying members to be
allowed to escape. They all realized that they were in the same boat; this was basically what it



was. [ was the only one who questioned this, apart from one Catholic representative who did
have some doubts about forcing for instance Muslim girls to comply with orthodox Muslim
customs, etc. etc., in Britain.

So I think it's the same here: that your ecumenical get-together consists in a gentlemen's
agreement that you will just not poach on one another's territory. You haven't really carried
out any intellectual or spiritual agreement, but you have a vested interest in maintaining your
ecclesiastical position, and if someone of another religion promises not to interfere with or
undermine that, you will respect his position vis-a-vis his particular flock. So, yes, the world
is sort of carved up between you.

[90]
Subhuti: Buddhism has never really encountered any universal religion before, except to be
rolled back from it.

S: In the case of Islam.
___:Islam.

S: It's really noticeable how weak Buddhism is in the East when confronted by militant Islam
and militant communism and militant Christianity. I went into this in a lecture in India for the
ex-Untouchables, and I just pointed out how Buddhism had been organizationally on the
defensive for the last thousand years, almost. First of all it was smashed by Islam, then it was
badly knocked about by Christianity, then it was very savagely bashed by communism. And
the Buddhists themselves seem to have stood up to these things very, very poorly, I must say.
I don't say the Dharma stands up poorly, but Buddhists have stood up very poorly to these
things. They seem to have made no real attempt to grapple at all, either intellectually or
practically; that's my impression. So what have we got to make of this?

Bodhiruchi: Could you not say that, say, the Christians and the Hindus and the Jews etc., their
religions have passed very much into the secular? So that territory is very important. That
would be a reason for their actions being very much associated with a particular genetic stock.

S: Well, perhaps it is that in the case of the West, and Western Christian missionaries, the
missionary call corresponded or coincided with the territorial imperative, if you see what I
mean.

Devamitra: I don't understand that at all.
S: Well, what did Jesus say? - 'Go forth and convert the earth." And on the other hand, there
was the government saying, 'Go on, boys, go and colonise the earth.' These two just fitted

together quite nicely, quite neatly.

Devamitra: It strikes me that a lot of the so-called missionary activity is just in fact the
spreading of materialism - that ... up against.

S: Well, yes, because by the time at least Protestantism got to the East it was so heavily
secularized that it in fact spread secular values rather than Christian values.



[91]
Ratnaketu: It asks the question whether Christian religions are really religions, and what are
they spreading? - their means of spreading their religion in other countries.

S: All the Christian churches, certainly all the main ones, were well organized, and sort of
adapted to expansion, they think in terms of expansion. But on the other hand, we know that -
what really puzzles me is why organized Buddhism, with the very strong ethical idealism of
especially the Mahayana behind it, could not spread more. Well, all right, maybe there was no
secular force on the back of which they could ride, but they didn't really need that.

Ratnaketu: Even when it was in their own interests, for instance, in Tibet and China. The
Tibetans spread the Dharma effectively to China; the Tibetans ... Tibet.

S: Well, there was a time when a certain amount of propagation of the Dharma did go on
from Tibet into China, especially during the Mongol dynasty, but even so the Tibetans could
have done more, but they seem not to have been interested. The idea, even, of spreading
Buddhism in the West as soon as they knew about the West - that's not so [many] years ago -
seems not to have occurred to them. Not that they considered it and rejected it. I am not
counting the Philosophical Masters, who were presumably or allegedly located in Tibet;
maybe they did their bit, but that was on another level.

___: Maybe they'll just have to leave it up to the British Empire again - the British Empire of
Buddhism - British Buddhist missionaries...

S: It's a bit late in the day I'm afraid for that. The sun has already set on the British Empire;
they would have to do it some other way.

But this is something that has really given me cause for thought. It's almost as though -
sometimes I think that Buddhism, in a way, went to some of the Eastern Buddhist countries
prematurely, that they weren't ready for it. It took along with it a lot of Indian culture, which
was appropriated, but that the higher thought of Buddhism, the ideals of Buddhism, in some
parts of the East have never really been understood; that the East was only superficially
(Buddha-ized?), let us say. Sometimes this is what I think.

[92]
Bodhiruchi: Are there any lessons we can learn from this?

S: I'm sure there are hundreds of lessons.
___: But any that come to your mind?

S: Well, maybe not one more than any others. Maybe the overall lesson is that a religion, so
to speak - to use that term - can very easily lose its original impetus, can very easily settle
down, can very easily ossify, within a couple of generations; even after having got off to a
really magnificent start; not just a religion in the big sense, but any sort of spiritual
movement. Degeneration can very easily set in. Which doesn't mean that people suddenly
become violently rigid; they just become slothful and lazy, and don't bother any more, just get
caught up in worldly life.



Anyway, any further questions ... ?

Amoghachitta: I was just thinking in that connection of - you could ...the development of
some more monastic as it were tradition within the Friends, perhaps ...

S: When you say 'monastic', what do you mean?

Amoghachitta: I do mean it not so much in the historical sense, but more in the sense that ...
that people are 100% practising, as it were, less worldly than communities.

S: Well, first, one has plenty of monasticism in the East, but what is real monasticism? It
means wholehearted dedication to 100% practice. One has a lot of very easy-going
monasticism in the East. But certainly a spiritual movement needs a hard, sharp cutting edge
if it is going to get anywhere ..., even. I personally think that, in the case of the FWBO, the
crucial factor perhaps in its eventual survival will be the men's communities. Perhaps that's
too big a subject to go into now. I think of them as at least semi-monastic, with a reasonable
amount of asceticism - and a reasonable amount of aestheticism, too, because if there isn't a
reasonable amount of aestheticism around, perhaps one's feelings will suffer, one's feelings
will dry up, unless one's feelings provide one with a considerable amount of motivation for
leading the spiritual life.

So perhaps we should come full circle in that way, ...

[93]
[End of Tape and End of Session]

Day 5 Tape 5, Side 1

Devamitra: We've been covering slightly different ground in different groups, but all the
questions should arise out of having considered the negative aspects or the negative
expressions of positive emotion and the positive expressions would be dana and the brahma

viharas. That's about as far as we've got in the different groups.

The first question arises out of relating the negative expressions of positive emotion to the
positive ...

S: I'm not sure what you mean by 'negative expressions of positive emotion'.

Devamitra: Well, non-hatred, non-cruelty, non-greed.

S: Grammatically negative?

Devamitra: Yes...

Dhirananda: In the discussion we could see how closely related non-greed was to dana and
non-hatred to love and to metta, but when it came to non-cruelty in relation to compassion it

seems a little bit woolly somehow. The question is whether the word ahimsa implies more
than what cruelty at first suggests - whether there is more to this.



S: I think we have to be careful not to think that there's a real distinction between the
grammatically negative and grammatically positive form of the word for a positive emotion. I
think I have mentioned this before. I think I have pointed out that it seems that for the ancient
Indians in the Buddha's time, and certainly for those using that particular language, [94] the
grammatically negative had the force of the grammatically positive, so that there wasn't as it
were two positive emotions, one a rather weak one which was merely the absence of the
corresponding negative emotion, and another which was truly positive. That seems not to
have been the case. It is as though for the users of the Pali language, let's say for the point of
argument the grammatically negative term had all the force of what we would regard as a
positive term. For instance, I give the example that in English we have the word 'immortal'.
Keats says "Thou wast not born for death, immortal bird.' For us 'immortal' has a definitely
positive connotation; we speak of, say, personal immortality. It isn't simply the absence of
death, it conveys far more than that. So you can say that, even though grammatically negative,
the term 'immortal' has a quite positive emotional connotation, or at least a positive
connotation. So it's much the same in Pali. For instance, there is the expression anatta, the
deathless for Nirvana. That has a completely positive connotation, it is not merely the absence
of death. Similarly with these other words, like alobha; this seemed to have, for people using
that term originally, a positive connotation. Similarly for adosa, similarly for amoha.

So therefore I think we don't need to ask ourselves too much what is the difference between
that negative form of the positive emotion - that is, grammatically negative - and the positive
form. For the ancient Buddhists it's as though that sort of difference didn't exist.

Devamitra: I would have thought there was a distinction between non-hatred, for example,
and metta, on the basis that, for instance, somebody could behave in a way which would
normally provoke a reaction of hatred, and you could respond to that as it were just in a
self-contained way to give you the experience of non-hatred; or you could respond in an even
higher way, with metta.

S: There is no doubt there is that possibility, but none the less the grammatically negative
term, even for metta - avera - seems to have the full force of the positive term itself; as in that
verse in the Dhammapada: na hi verena verani sammant' idha kudacanam. You can translate
it: 'Never does hatred cease by hatred; hatred ceases only by non-hatred.' But the averani,
non-hatred, has the full force of metta or love.

[95]
Devamitra: Is there not, then, any distinction between the intensities of positive emotion?
Because that's what I understood.

S: Well, no doubt there are differences of degree, of intensity, within a positive emotion, there
is no doubt about that. But I would not say that there is in the mind of the person using those
original words a degree of positivity corresponding to the grammatically negative and
positive forms of the word. For instance, take that famous word ahimsa, which was used in
modern India, in modern times, by Mahatma Gandhi. For people using that term in India even
today it has a positive connotation; they don't think simply in terms of the absence of
violence. So it's as though the grammatically negative term does not have a connotation of
mere privation of the emotionally negative quality; it conveys the strong suggestion, at least,
of the presence of the positive emotional quality itself. That's not to say that there are not
degrees of emotion.



From our point of view, this is not very satisfactory; it is what we would pick up as an
excessive use of grammatically negative terms. I think they are not to be translated into
English by grammatically negative English forms of speech. I think that would convey a quite
misleading impression.

Devamitra: I think there was a question from Subhuti's group about the so-called negative
expressions of positive emotion.

Subhuti: We wondered why those three had been chosen in particular, because the distinction
particularly between non-hatred and non-cruelty didn't seem that clear. It's certainly not the
same sort of distinction - difference - as there is between the first and second, renunciation ...

S: Well, these are the traditional terms, so if there seems to be a need for there to be a
sufficient degree of difference to account for the fact that both are used, I suppose one has to
discover a sufficient degree of difference if it isn't immediately obvious.

Subhuti: I suppose perhaps what it is is not clear. It seems that non-cruelty is an extension of
non-hatred - or rather cruelty is an extension of hatred; cruelty is hatred taken to a slightly
more extreme degree.

[96]

S: Yes, for instance - well, himsa, of course, is, one could say, definitely physical, whereas
hatred is not necessarily so. Hatred may find expression in physical action, but not necessarily
so, whereas himsa is essentially a matter of overt action. So vihimsa is extremely violent
action, and avihimsa is - well, the negative, so that is the abstention from extremely violent
action of, one might say, a mental state, a positive mental state, a positive emotional state,
which was so positive that any suggestion of any kind of violence or cruelty whatever was
completely precluded, therefore a very highly positive state indeed; one which we could
render, perhaps, in English as compassion.

[Discussion on the spellings in the text they are using of ahimsa, nekkhama, avyapada.]
Subhuti: Are these part of the classical definition of Perfect Emotion?

S: Yes, these are always given. What we translate as Perfect Emotion is always explained in
terms of these three in the Pali tradition, in the Theravada tradition; I suspect in the
continuing Sarvastivadin and ... tradition also.

Devamitra: Shall we move on to the next question? We have two questions on dana, the first
from Aryamitra.

Aryamitra: Yes, Bhante. We were talking about dana, and a question occurred to me
concerning the precept 'With open-handed generosity, I purify my body.' And I was
wondering to what extent this is to be taken literally; what was meant by giving, if you like -
by open-handed generosity one purifies one's body. Is that to be taken literally?

S: Well, I think if one takes 'body' in the ordinary sense, clearly there is no question of the
body being purified in a moral sense, because it isn't a moral entity. It only becomes a moral
entity to the extent that it is a moral instrument, so essentially it is the mind that is purified, if



one takes the word "purified' in the strict sense. None the less, one regards body, speech and
mind in Buddhism as a sort of indissoluble unity, and therefore one can speak in terms of
purification of speech as well as of purification of body. It suggests that your body is never
merely body and your speech is never merely speech. This connects up, perhaps, with [97]
what I was saying the other day about animality and humanity: it's not a sort of detachable
part. Your body is always body informed with mind, just as your speech is always speech
informed with mind. So to the extent that body is body informed with mind, your body can be
purified, the same with speech. But if one dissociates body completely from mind, regarding
it as something as it were autonomous or independent, then there is no question of
purification of body.

One also has, of course, the fact that tradition itself does speak in terms of purification of
body, speech and mind, so if that isn't to be regarded just as a mere convention without
significance it would seem to suggest, as I've said, that body, speech and mind are an
indissoluble unity. In other words, the body can be not merely clean but even pure.

Devamitra: The second question is from ...

Bodhiruchi: This is not so much a question as a thinking out loud, and asking you to say
something on it. It seems to me with dana that there are two important aspects. One is the
particular emotional connection you have with the object that you are giving of the time or
you are giving of the thought. Another is the appreciation of the quality of that particular
thing you are giving. There is some crossover, some - they seem quite linked in some ways.
Could you - ?

S: What do you mean by 'quality' of the object?

Bodhiruchi: Say, for example, you feel the highest quality of the Dharma, you really
appreciate its quality: that's what I mean.

S: So you are asking whether that is similar to what?

Bodhiruchi: I'm saying that there's an emotion - say you have something you are quite
attached to and it's quite good to give it away. And also there's the other side, you feel that it's
something that's got great quality, it's quite precious in itself, and to give that away. I was
wondering - it's ... could you say something ... ?

S: Well, perhaps there is a distinction to be made between giving and giving away. You give
the Dharma but you don't give away the Dharma. So, however precious you regard it as being,
the fact that you give it doesn't mean that you are depriving [98] yourself of its benefits,
because it remains with you even when you've given it. You merely give it, you don't give it
away. In fact, by giving it you may increase whatever of it you have yourself.

: It's generated.
Devamitra: We have one more question from the group. Ratnaketu on karuna.

Ratnaketu: I was thinking that in Buddhism there is wisdom and karuna. They are almost
equated, especially in the way Hui Neng talks about it, wisdom and karuna, compassion,



mahakaruna.
S: ... equated?

Ratnaketu: Well, you don't have one without the other. Anyway, I was thinking about the way
we also think of quite ordinary compassion, not mahakaruna but just karuna, as a response of
metta to suffering in the world, and I was thinking that metta is a sort of debased emotion. I
was thinking that if you were talking about having the emotional equivalent of wisdom, why
was karuna chosen rather than metta? Why wasn't it metta that was spoken of as mahametta?

S: Well, the expression mahamaitri is used; sometimes both expressions are used in terms of
the Buddha's or the Bodhisattva's mahamaitri and mahakaruna; this is a quite common
expression. But none the less, karuna or mahakaruna is used in conjunction with wisdom
much more frequently than maitri or mahamaitri is used, so presumably there is a reason for
that. The reason seems to be that in relation to us the Buddha's mahamaitri cannot but appear
or be perceived as or be experienced as mahakaruna, inasmuch as, from the Buddha's point of
view, from the Buddha's standpoint, all other living beings are suffering. So if he regards
other living beings, inevitably the mahamaitri is so to speak instantaneously transformed into
karuna inasmuch as they are suffering, from his point of view. From the point of view of
sentient beings, his karuna is what is immediately relevant.

So one speaks of Avalokiteshvara as, say, the embodiment of karuna because of his
relationship with living beings. One could say that Avalokiteshvara is the embodiment of
mahamaitri - that would be correct. But living beings might say that [99] Avalokiteshvara is
the embodiment of mahamaitri - well, so what? It's not the maitri that we want, it's the
karuna; but the maitri does become, as I said, instantaneously the karuna, when it comes into
contact with suffering living beings. So one might say that essentially it is mahamaitri that is
in conjunction with the mahaprajna, but so to speak effectively, so far as we are concerned, it
is a question of mahakaruna, inasmuch as that is the way in which the mahamaitri affects us.
It is the form, so to speak, that the mahamaitri takes in relation to us. We don't experience the
Buddha's maitri; that is to be experienced only by other Buddhas; we experience the Buddha's
karuna, which is of course a transformation of his maitri.

Vessantara: Our group has been [considering] dana and the four brahma viharas, and we have
four questions which all relate to the brahma viharas.

Amoghavajra: We were talking about the four brahma viharas and it came up that they
weren't originally Buddhistic terms; and I wondered what was the difference between the use
of the Buddhistic terms and the non-Buddhistic terms.

S: You are asking about the term brahma vihara as such, or the term brahma?
Amoghavajra: Brahma viharas.

S: As far as we know, the term brahma vihara is exclusively Buddhist. To the best of my
knowledge, there is no reference to the four brahma viharas in pre-Buddhist Indian literature.
But the word brahma is, of course, very, very common,; it is frequently (...) in pre-Buddhist
Indian literature. In Buddhist canonical literature, in Pali texts, for instance, brahma signifies
a deva of very high rank indeed. There are many different kinds of brahma, incidentally. The



brahma devas correspond objectively to the arupalokas, broadly speaking.

But having said that, I would say something else, which is that in the Pali scriptures, wherever
the Buddha speaks about the brahma viharas - or rather, where he speaks about the attainment
of the brahmaloka - he frequently represents ancient brahmins as having attained that state;
and he sometimes criticizes the present-day brahmins, that is to say the brahmins of his day,
for not having attained that state in the way that their forefathers did. So it would seem that,
so far as the [100] Buddha was concerned, there was some brahma vihara before his day, even
though there is no reference to the brahma viharas as such in those terms in the pre-Buddhist
Indian literature.

This is bound up with all sorts of questions that I have gone into in the course of the last year.
It is bound up with the question of the nature of the ultimate goal in Buddhism, or the terms
for that. But there are contexts in which the Buddha uses the term 'brahma'’ rather than the
term 'Dharma’; for instance, one has got brahmachari as well as dharmachari; one has got
brahmayana, one has got brahmachaksu, that is the brahma wheel; one has got brahmayana.
One has got all these terms incorporating the word brahma, parallel to similar terms
incorporating the word dharma. This suggests that perhaps early in his career the Buddha
used this word brahma rather more; that is a word perhaps that he carried over from existing
usage. The word dharma, perhaps came to be used more later on, more as, say, a distinctively
Buddhist development.

But it does seem, as I said, that even though we don't encounter the expression brahma vihara
in pre-Buddhist Indian literature, the Buddha did regard the brahmins of old as having
attained to the brahmaloka by, apparently, the practice of the brahma viharas.

Vessantara: ...I gained the impression that they were mentioned in the book as - in Conze's
Buddhist Thought in India he says "They are not specifically Buddhistic' - this is talking about
the brahma viharas - 'they occur also in the Yoga Sutras of Patanjali, and may have been
borrowed from other ancient religious systems.'

S: Well, he is referring here to some speculations by Mrs Rhys Davids. They are no more than
speculations. It is true that the brahma viharas are referred to by Patanjali in his Yogasastra;
he doesn't use the expression 'brahma viharas', but he simply mentions metta or maitri,
mudita, karuna and upeksa. It is generally regarded as a post-Buddhistic work, strongly
influenced by Buddhism. But in any case the expression brahma vihara is not used in the text.
And Mrs Rhys Davids has the view that the brahma viharas were not actually taught by the
Buddha; she has the view that they were introduced into Buddhism, or into the circle of the
Buddha's followers, by some unknown spiritual genius. Well, the Pali texts, at least on the
face of it, clearly refer to the Buddha as at least sponsoring the brahma viharas, speaking in
terms of the four viharas.

[101]

It could be that one of his brighter disciples introduced that particular formulation, but I don't
think we can regard that as definitely established, by any means. In fact, the more I have
personally looked into things, the more it seems to me likely that the Buddha himself spoke
in, let's say,. brahma terms more than he spoke originally in dharma terms.

Amoghavajra: It is possible in a Buddhist context to follow a path to Enlightenment through



the four brahma viharas. Is it possible also, then, for us ... to get to the state of Enlightenment
through the - ?

S: The Buddha, as I said, certainly does represent, in the brahmins and others, all the sages of
old prior to his own dispensation, as attaining to the brahmaloka. Now this raises the question
of whether the brahmaloka is equivalent to Nirvana or not. In later Buddhist thought - 'later’
including perhaps the later stages of the Buddha's own career, terminologically speaking - it
would seem that the brahmalokas were regarded as equivalent to the arupadhyanalokas or
arupaloka worlds; so that would make them definitely inferior to Nirvana. So that even
though you might have attained the brahmaloka you would not necessarily therefore have
attained the state of Nirvana.

But there does seem to me a possibility, looking at the literature, that originally 'brahmaloka’
was used, perhaps it's not putting it too strongly to say, even as a sort of term for the Goal
itself. But later on the expression brahmaloka, along with the word brahma generally, was
sort of degraded and Nirvana took over in terms of the Goal, and brahmaloka came to refer to
something less than that.

Now this all ties up with something else, which I can't really go into now, but I can just
indicate certain lines of thinking. We all know that the Buddha's major, the Buddha's central
teaching, conceptually speaking or speaking philosophically, was the pratitya samutpada.
That's generally accepted. I think it's also accepted now that the pratitya samutpada is
embodied not only in the more well-known twelve nidanas but also in that other set of what I
have called the positive nidanas, which constitute the Spiral as distinct from the Round. And
it is also well known and generally accepted that the crucial point on the Spiral is what we
call the Point of No Return, the point of Stream Entry. This is all as it were commonly agreed
ground.

[102]

Looking at the Pali texts, it does seem that in the early days, so to speak, the Buddha often
spoke in terms of 'going upstream', and spoke of 'one who had gone upstream'. This seems to
correspond to the Stream Entrant of the somewhat later nomenclature or terminology. So
once you had passed that Point of No Return, once you had become a Stream Entrant, once
you had 'gone upstream', what happened was that you were involved with a series of
progressively more creative states, let us say.

Now the possibility arises that one can regard these states as having a definite termination, or
one can not regard them as having a definite termination. It would seem to me that, in the
very early days of Buddhism, there was not much concern with a definite termination. Once
you had entered the Stream you were involved with what I have called an irreversibly creative
process, which continued indefinitely. There was no need to think of it actually terminating
somewhere. In a way, to think of it as terminating somewhere would involve regarding it in a
sort of self-contradictory manner. But none the less, it seemed that as time went on the
Buddha's followers at least started regarding this process as having a definite termination, and
this came to be thought of as arhantship, Nirvana, and so on. But in those earlier days it
would seem very likely that the brahmalokas referred to just states further on: not furthest
states, but further states. But when the conception of a 'furthest' state came to be established,
clearly the furthest state was established above and beyond the further states, though strictly
speaking there are only further states.



So it is perhaps that originally, when there was still this conception simply of further states
rather than a furthest state, the term brahmaloka was more in vogue, more in usage. I can only
give a very rough sketch, but ... these lines of thought.

Vessantara: If the brahmalokas became synonyms for the arupadhyanas, then presumably seen
in that way they weren't the further states which had been superseded by the furthest state,
they were actually this side of Stream Entry, were they not?

S: Well, there is this whole question of the arupadhyanas, which is a quite difficult one in a
way. It sometimes means - well, there are various questions. For instance, one can't refer to
too many texts, but for instance it is believed by some scholars that the series of four
arupadhyanas was added on to the series of four rupadhyanas only [103] at a later stage. For
instance, (...) in the Mahaparinibbana Sutta that the Buddha attained Nirvana by ascending to
the rupaloka, then to the arupaloka, or arupadhyana rather, coming down to the rupaloka, and
then attaining Nirvana from the rupaloka. Now according to some scholars this reflects two
things: first of all, there was an ancient tradition that the Buddha attained parinirvana from the
rupaloka, which meant that the rupaloka was highest. That had to be combined with this later
fact that the arupadhyanas had been added on to the series of the rupadhyanas. So they had to
sort of take the Buddha all the way through the eight dhyanas but bring him down to the
fourth rupadhyana to attain Nirvana from there because there was that ancient tradition.

So this in a way points to the possibility that originally the arupadhyanas were the other side
of Stream Entry; but actually the arupadhyanas represent states or stages of Insight, not of
merely mundane dhyanic experience. And, of course, if they correspond to brahmalokas, this
would also suggest that the brahmalokas are the other side of Stream Entry, not this side as is
the standard and as it were classical teaching.

But be that as it may, it is mainly a matter of terminology. There is no doubt that there is such
a thing as a Point of No Return, and there are states and stages on the other side of the Point
of No Return which proceed or continue indefinitely, without there being a fixed, definitive,
ultimate Goal in the literal sense. That is the main point, however one shifts around one's
terminology.

There is another point also which I would mention - I have mentioned it before. There is the
Mahagovinda Sutta. In this Mahagovinda Sutta someone goes into retreat and he practises, |
think it's the karunabhavana, the karuna brahma vihara. At the end of the retreat, the Brahma
Sinatkumara appears before him, the brahma of eternal youth, and Mahagovinda asks a
question. The question is: (in Pali; translates word by word). 'How may a mortal man attain
the immortal brahmaloka?' Now amata is a synonym for Nirvana throughout the Pali texts; so
if the brahmaloka is amata, it would seem that the brahmaloka is being regarded as the
equivalent of Nirvana, i.e. as a Transcendental state, not as a mundane state corresponding to
a mundane dhyana. There are little hints, little indications of this sort.

Ratnaprabha: In the Mahavastu , which was reading for my talk, it mentions the sudhavasa
devas living in a [104] brahmaloka which is at the pinnacle of, I think, the rupaloka.

S: Yes, the sudhavasas are regarded in all the different Buddhist traditions as being situated,
so to speak, at the summit of the rupaloka.



Ratnaprabha: This in the notes at least is actually called a brahmaloka. Is that actually
correct? Are all the brahmalokas in the arupa?

S: Well, perhaps it's question of what one means by the summit of the rupa, because the fact
that they are anagamis means that it cannot be a purely mundane state. Because to be an
anagami, a Non-Returner, is one of the aryapudgalas.

Ratnaprabha: So all the inhabitants of a sudhavasa... are in fact non-Returners: there are two
classes of inhabitants, one of them devas and the other one Non-Returners.

S: It would seem - I don't know how much consistency there is in the text, but it would seem -
that the sudhavasa devalokas are realms inhabited exclusively by anagamis, who have as it
were deva-like forms. This is what I have gathered from various sources. I won't be too sure
about this, because it could be that some texts refer to sudhavasa devas who are not in fact
anagamis. But I don't remember encountering any such references so far.

So in this way the sudhavasa devaloka of the Hinayana becomes very similar to the Sukhavati
of the Mahayana: a very important, even striking, point of resemblance or parallel between
them.

Tape 5, Side 2

But, as I have said, matters or questions of terminology apart, it is just important to get one's
overall picture clearly into view: that is to say, the Spiral with the Point of No Return - the
great crucial turning point. Whether you speak of the subsequently arising states as the
brahmalokas or anything else, it doesn't really matter, you just have to get clearly in mind this
idea of an infinitely continuing, irreversible creative process after the Point of No Return.

Cittapala: That's where it seems to emphasize the importance of really being able to
understand what the [105] experience of going beyond the Point of No Return would be like
in any case. It's rather as if there's a scholastic tendency to try and pigeonhole.

S: Right. It would seem, as I said, that in the very early days of Buddhism, as reflected in
some of the Pali texts, there was just the conception of someone having 'gone upstream’, past
the Point of No Return. It's only subsequently that there came into existence, it seems, a
subdivision into sotapanna and sakadagami, anagami, arhant and so on. That does seem very
much of a later elaboration.

Aryamitra: So the idea of going upstream was equivalent to Enlightenment, or was it - if it
was ...7

S: This raises the question of what does one mean by Enlightenment? - because if there is no
fixed terminal point to that irreversibly creative process on the other side of the Point of No
Return, then there is no such thing as Enlightenment in the sense of the attainment or
realization of that fixed point. Enlightenment therefore, begins, in a manner of speaking, from
the Point of No Return, but it is an Enlightenment which is continually expanding and
increasing, and never stops expanding and increasing. So therefore it is as though the Point of
No Return, Stream Entry, becomes more and more crucial; more and more determinative.



Aryamitra: Do you think that it could have been the - in the early days that was the idea -
going upstream was, so to speak, the Goal, as being the ongoing creative process, and that as
that ongoing creative process developed then people started to make further categories within
that process? - not that they were actually fixed points, but just elaborating on that process.

S: Yes, it would seem to be so. And, of course, there came about a correlation between the
four main kinds of aryapudgala and their attendants, and the number of fetters to be broken.

Subhuti: But the Eightfold Path isn't cast in terms of a fixed point at which you arrive.

S: No, one could say no, it isn't, indeed. Except that usually it occurs within the context of the
Four Noble Truths, and it is vividly the Fourth Truth is the Way, that is the way [106] leading
to the cessation of suffering. But the cessation of suffering is not in itself a positive goal. You
can go on developing and progressing, and becoming more and more blissful as it were, long
after actual suffering has ceased.

Vessantara: I've got a question, which in a way is covering the same material. In what way are
the brahma viharas a path to Insight?

S: 'In what way?'

Vessantara: I know that traditionally, in a Buddhist context, they weren't seen as a path to
Insight?

S: Yes. I would personally say - this is my personal interpretation - that they become means to
Insight through the fourth, which is upekkha. For instance if you go through the four brahma
viharas, you develop metta, you develop mudita, you develop karuna, and you develop
upekkha. So upekkha arises when you develop metta, karuna and mudita equally towards all.
This seems to have come very near to the Mahayanic samata-jnana, which is usually
understood as a sort of aspect of sunyata. You see all things as the same. In other words, if
you see all things as the same, if your metta is the same towards all living beings. If you are
not distinguishing between living beings or between yourself and other living beings, well,
then surely you have transcended all distinctions between subject and object and so on, and
surely that is tantamount to Insight? Therefore, surely, upekkha is tantamount to Insight, or
rather we can regard upekkha as an emotional equivalent of Insight, that is to say the term
itself as an emotional equivalent of Insight. This is further confirmed, for instance, by the
sequence of the seven bodhyangas, because what is the seventh? Apparently the culminating
member of the series, upekkha. So that can't be upekkha just in the ordinary mundane sense,
not just equanimity, that is to say relative equanimity (...) Enlightenment, but it's a sort of
metaphysical [Jet plane noise]

Aryamitra: What was the word you used as a Mahayana - you said upekkha is equivalent to it
in the Mahayana, and you used a word meaning sunyata?

Vessantara: Samata.
S: Oh, samata, yes, s.a.m.a.t.a., meaning sameness: it's the wisdom of sameness,

corresponding to the Buddha [107] Ratnasambhava. So I would say that upekkha is very
similar to that; and clearly samata-jnana is a jnana, is a Transcendental awareness embodied



by a particular Buddha.

So I would say that the four brahma viharas become means to the development of Insight as
that aspect of equality is developed more and more, as the aspect of equal metta or equal
karuna or equal mudita towards all living beings is developed. In that way, the distinctions
between beings are transcended. If you could really feel the same metta towards all living
beings, quite literally, without making any distinction, it is inconceivable that you should not
be, so to speak, Enlightened.

Vessantara: Is this point not made traditionally anywhere - the commentators (...)... ?

S: Well, certainly the Theravadins seem to regard the brahma viharas not very highly, though
there are a few indications to the contrary - in Buddhaghosa, even. For instance, the brahma
viharas are also called the Four Infinitudes, the aparamandus(?), meaning they are to be
developed infinitely towards living beings. So this would surely suggest a going beyond, as it
were.

But nowadays in Theravada circles, for instance, metta - they never even think about the other
three brahma viharas - metta is regarded as a simple little exercise for very ordinary people,
that you do a couple of minutes of every day, and this is all the value they place on it - a little
bit of metta radiation. They sometimes call for two minutes' metta radiation before a public
meeting, or something of that sort. Very few people in the Theravada take the metta bhavana
seriously. It's regarded as a very, very elementary little practice. It's very strange.

On the other hand, in the Mahayana it is frequently said that the Buddha and the Bodhisattvas
are characterized by mahamaitri, so they don't always make the connection between the
practice of the metta brahma vihara and that mahamaitri of the Buddhas and Bodhisattvas, but
obviously they should. If Buddhas and Bodhisattvas are characterized by mahamaitri, then
surely the development of maitri can be a way to Enlightenment.

Shantiprabha: Is there any reference in the scriptures to the Buddha or his immediate disciples
doing the practice of the metta bhavana?

S: Yes, I believe it was Subhuti who was referred to in [108] the scriptures as being especially
good at metta bhavana. The Buddha is frequently referred to as surveying beings with
compassion - with compassion rather than metta for obvious reasons, but if karuna is there
surely the metta is there also.

Vessantara: Now a more down-to-earth question. In the section on maitri and upeksa, you
mention the chanting of sabbe satta sukhi hontu. In discussion, we - it seems to be dying out
in the Movement. As Robin mentioned, he has been around the LBC for 18 months or so, and
today is the first time he'd actually seen the phrase at all. Do you feel that it's a thing which
we should not allow to die out - the chanting ... ?

S: Well, it's never been very prominent, put it that way. One has the practice of the metta
bhavana, and in order to get oneself going, as it were, in order to help one generate that
feeling of metta, various phrases may be used, and this Pali phrase is one of them: sabbe satta
sukhi hontu, 'may all beings be happy'. Whether one actually chants it regularly, so to speak,
in chorus, I suppose mainly depends upon whether one does feel that by so doing one can



generate a more emotionally positive atmosphere. Perhaps, if the chanting of sabbe satta
sukhi hontu has dropped out, the possibility is at least that people didn't find it was working
in this way. Maybe one needs to inquire into it.

Gunapala: When I was in New Zealand at Christmas time, on all the retreats where I went
along it was used quite frequently before the metta bhavana. So they're still doing it there.

Vessantara: ... Suvajra had a question.

Suvajra: It was concerning your translation of upeksa as 'tranquillity' in this bit on the four
brahma viharas. Why had you chosen 'tranquillity' rather than equanimity?

S: I doubt if there was a definite reason. I can't say that I had chosen 'tranquillity' definitely in
preference to 'equanimity'. None of these words are really satisfactory as a single equivalent
to upekkha. It's equanimity, it's tranquillity, it's calm, it's also forbearance, all these things.

Suvajra: ...you speak of it in terms of peace, but without mentioning that it's an equanimous
feeling also for [109] everyone - a feeling ...

S: One mustn't forget this is a verbatim transcript of the lecture. The word equanimity may
just not have occurred to me at the time of speaking. It may be that there were other reasons.

Subhuti: Those are all of the questions.
S: Were there other questions?
Vessantara: No.

Bodhiruchi: Can I ask you a question that came to my mind from a few days ago? It was in
connection - we were talking about karma and rebirth, and you mentioned the phrase "This all
depends upon the nature of consciousness.' you already said that about consciousness being
outside of time, but it seemed to me that when you said 'nature of consciousness' you implied
a bit more than just time. Could you go into that, or would you feel or think is the nature of
consciousness?

S: I don't remember that in connection with what I said - 'Tt all depends on what you mean by
consciousness' - can somebody remember?

Ratnaketu: It was about the bardo, the question about whether you'd be born in the past or in
the future, and you eventually came down to saying that it depended where you are and what
your definition of consciousness was, your definition of what was the nature of
consciousness.

S: I might have had in mind (...)(...)(...) in terms of a dualistic consciousness or a
non-dualistic consciousness; or rather whether one thought of consciousness as being in
reality characterized by being a subject-object duality or not.

Subhuti: I think you were talking particularly in relation to karma and rebirth, because you
were saying that you were putting forward a view of consciousness against which the



traditional view of karma and rebirth needed some re-expression.

S: Yes. Because if one thinks of time as being contained, so to speak, within consciousness
rather than the other way around as we often do think, then consciousness becomes of course
the more fundamental reality; and if one thinks in terms [110] of karma, or thinks in terms of
karma in the ordinary way, clearly time is involved. And if time is contained within
consciousness, clearly karma is contained within consciousness, too. For instance, I
mentioned precognitive experiences. So there is a sense in which all karma takes place
simultaneously, if one thinks of consciousness as transcending time. So that means one needs
to reassess one's whole view of karma (...), or at least re-present. I don't think it would come
to anything different in practice, actually, but one's philosophical interpretation of the whole
question perhaps would need quite thorough revision.

In other words, what seems to be the case is that apart from being brought into line with the
anatta doctrine, which is not really very difficult matter, rather much is made of it, but the
whole teaching about karma has never, I think, in traditional Buddhism been properly related
to the basic philosophical concepts of that same Buddhism. I think this is what it amounts to.
If, for instance, sunyata is the ultimate reality, or if the One Mind is the ultimate reality, well,
where does that leave karma? What is the significance of karma? Perhaps it's also a question
of the relationship between what is called the relative truth and the absolute truth, because
Buddhist tradition would no doubt agree that sunyata pertains to absolute truth and karma, the
teaching about karma, pertains to relative truth. So it's also a question of the relation between
those two truths. Truth is perhaps a misleading term though that is the term actually used,
traditionally - it's more like levels of reality; because the Yogacara makes out three, rather
than two.

More basically, you could say it is a question, in more general philosophical terms, of the
nature of the relation between the Absolute, Ultimate Reality, or whatever you like to call it,
and the whole temporal process. Even if you say that time is included in Mind, let us say -
Mind being not contained within the temporal process - how is one to envisage the
relationship between them? It seems almost inconceivable; well, it seems it's just
inconceivable - the relationship between time and the timeless.

Bodhiruchi: Of the niyamas there's the relational, which is karma, and then the
Transcendental, so it seems that the Transcendental is out with all karma - the Transcendental
order.

S: No, well, there are these niyamas enumerated - the [111] karma-niyama is not exactly a
Transcendental order, it's more an order of cosmic law. But even if it was a Transcendental
order, there would still remain the question of the relationship between niyamas of the
Transcendental order and niyamas of the mundane order; it would be another form of that
same basic question.

But perhaps the basic question, which is also a basic question of philosophy in general, is:
what is the status of events occurring in time in relation to Ultimate Reality? It's quite a big
question. Can one think simultaneously time into the timeless? You could say that time is an
illusion: all right, but at least even though it is an illusion (...) at least as an illusion. So how is



an illusion related to Reality? How, within the bosom of Reality, so to speak, could such a
thing as an illusion ever arise? These are the sort of problems that the (...)(...) has to grapple
with, and doesn't really solve them.

Perhaps one should question this whole distinction between Reality and non-Reality: is that
itself valid? Because if one thinks in terms of an Ultimate Reality, and also of something
which is unreal or even illusory, how does the illusory arise, because if there is nothing but
Ultimate Reality, where would the illusory come from? It's a bit like in Christian theology,
the problem of where evil comes from if God is good and if God has created everything -
there's a little question of free will, but that doesn't really help. But perhaps one has to try to
look at things in a completely different way. One has the image of the Ultimate Reality as a
sea, and phenomenal objects are all the waves which are whipped up on the surface. But
whence comes the wind that whips up those waves? Does it come from a perfectly motionless
ocean, or does it come from some other source? - in which case you've got another principle
alongside Ultimate Reality, you've got a dualism. So you end up with Zoroastrianism and
Manichaeism.

Subhuti: What other approach could one take? You said 'Perhaps one should approach it in a
completely different way.' What other way?

S: Well, first of all, by examining the assumptions that one makes, examining the concepts
which one is using: whether one, for instance, can think in terms of an Ultimate Reality and
the reality of Reality or ... illusion - what one actually means by that. What one means by the
timeless - what do you mean by saying something is outside time? We use expressions [112]
like that quite easily and quite glibly, but have they any meaning? Is it meaningful to say that
something exists outside time? What do we mean by 'exist', anyway? - another fundamental
term that needs, perhaps, radical re-evaluation.

So, in the long run, one comes to the conclusion that perhaps the Buddha was wiser than
some of his followers. The Buddha didn't say very much about ultimates. He directed his
attention definitely to the Path. One knows that there are two processes going on within one's
own mind, the reactive and the creative, and you gradually learn that the creative is more
satisfying, let us say, than the reactive, and you gradually get more and more on to that, and
shift more of your energy into that, and eventually pass the Point of No Return. The Buddha
seems to have left it more or less at that.

: Maybe we should do the same.
S: Are philosophical questions ultimately meaningful - are they meaningful at all? Is there
such a thing as a philosophical question? One could bring in Wittgenstein, I suppose, but we'd

better not because ...

Perhaps we'd better leave it there for this morning.

Day 6 Tape 6, Side 1

Subhuti: Some of us have been covering the four brahma viharas that remain ... So first we've



got a question from the brahma viharas, which is: what, properly speaking, is the far enemy of
upeksa?

S: Strictly speaking?
Subhuti: Strictly speaking, is there a traditional - ?

S: I don't remember, to be quite honest. My guess would be that it's mental restlessness,
disturbance, distraction. It's all these things. It's preference! It's preference - You did say far
enemy? yes. So preferential treatment, one might say. I am here doing a bit of thinking aloud,
because I'm mindful of the way in which equanimity is developed. Equanimity is developed
on a basis of the previous brahma viharas, when you've equalized them; when you have equal
metta towards all, equal karuna towards all, equal mudita towards all, you then develop [113]
equanimity.

So what would stand most in the way of your developing equanimity? What would be the real
far enemy? It would be any tendency not to feel equal metta, not to feel equal karuna, not to
feel equal mudita. So I would say, on the basis of that, that the far enemy was any tendency to
discriminate between beings in respect of your metta, mudita and karuna. I don't know
whether that is the traditional explanation, but, in two words, 'preferential treatment' would
seem to be the far enemy of equanimity. That would seem to disturb your equanimity.

I'd have to look up what Buddhaghosa says, because I don't remember a far enemy of
equanimity; I won't be categorically certain that there is one, though I think it highly likely.
But on the basis of the way in which equanimity is developed out of the preceding three
brahma viharas, I would say that any tendency to preferential treatment of beings, any
tendency to distinguish between them in respect of, so to speak, apportioning your metta, your
karuna and your mudita, would be the far enemy.

There may be a Pali term which covers this; I can't think of it at the moment. But does that
not seem reasonable? And if you did distinguish in that way, if you did prefer in that way, that
would certainly be a disturbance. So it would seem that the far enemy of equanimity is not
just mental disturbance in a general sense, but mental disturbance of this specific nature, or
mental disturbance arising in this specific way.

Supposing, just to give a very simple example, supposing you're a father, supposing you've
got two children - or let's say supposing you've got ten children. Well, supposing you've got,
let's say, a cake. Well, if you divide it into ten equal portions and give a portion to each of
your ten children, that shows presumably that your attitude towards them is equal; you've the
same metta, let's say (presuming one does feel metta for one's children), towards all ten of
them; so therefore you have to that extent an attitude of equanimity towards them. But
supposing you had one favourite son, or two favourite sons, and you gave the whole cake to
that favourite son or to those two favourite sons - well, that would suggest that you had, so to
speak, more metta towards them than towards the rest of your sons, and that would represent
a disturbance in your overall attitude of equanimity, or even-mindedness, towards them. And
no doubt that would lead to various complications and [114] confusions.

Subhuti: Going on to consider the puja: you started off by talking about symbols for the Three
Jewels, and you talk of the monks as being the symbol for the Sangha Jewel. Robin has a



question on that.

Ratnaprabha: I was just wondering why the monks specifically were a symbol rather than the
whole of the Sangha including the lay members of the Sangha; why the monks only were
traditionally taken to be the symbol for the Sangha Jewel.

S: I don't know whether one can go back to a historical reason. I think, probably, the reason is
that the Sangha in the primary sense is of course the Aryasangha; that is to say, the Sangha of
those who have various Transcendental attainments, or at least are Stream Entrants. And it
would seem that in the early days of Buddhism, in the early days of the Buddha's teaching,
quite a high percentage of those who had Gone Forth to live as what subsequently came to be
known as bhikkhus were in fact members of the Aryasangha. So I assume that that is why the
bhikkhu Sangha came as it were to stand for the Aryasangha: because within the bhikkhu
Sangha there was a higher proportion in fact of Aryas.

Another reason, of course, may be that the bhikkhus, by virtue of their shaven heads and
yellow robes, were more distinctive and more colourful, and could therefore be more easily
identified as the symbol of the third of the Three Jewels.

Ratnaprabha: Do you think it was connected in any way with the more exclusive view that
modern Theravadins seem to have of the Sangha being just monks, not regarding the laity to
be members of the Sangha?

S: It could be. Because what is symbolized is, of course, the Aryasangha, and I think most lay
people in Buddhist countries of Asia, knowing themselves only too well, perhaps, might think
it rather presumptuous if they were to consider themselves as constituting a symbol for the
Aryasangha; but they might be very willing to so regard the bhikkhus whom they see, as it
were, from a distance and perhaps on to whom they project something of those spiritual
qualities they are not realizing or developing themselves.

[115]
But yes, according to tradition it is the bhikkhu Sangha that symbolizes the third of the Three
Jewels.

Devamitra: This actually seems an inappropriate symbol, so far as we are concerned now.
Have you ever had any thoughts about what might be a more appropriate symbol for us,
specifically in the context of the FWBO?

S: Well, presumably it is the Order. If it wasn't the Order, who else could it be?

Devamitra: I was thinking more in terms, I suppose, of an emblem - because the robe, the
yellow robe, symbolizes the Sangha, and maybe the kesa - but ...

S: It's not just the robe. The tradition is that it is the bhikkhus actually sitting there in
assembly that symbolize the Sangha Jewel; not just the robe, not just the bowl, but the
actually living bhikkhus sitting there. So that you have, for instance, on occasions, say, in a
shrine, in a temple, you have the image of the Buddha on the altar - well, one should say
‘image table', there is no such thing as an altar in Buddhism because there are no sacrifices -
you have the image of the Buddha on the image table representing the Buddha Jewel; you



have the volumes of the scriptures, perhaps, arranged to one side, symbolizing the Dharma
Jewel, and you have the monks, the bhikkhus, actually seated there in assembly, symbolizing
the Sangha Jewel.

So if one wants to continue that sort of symbolism in its completeness, and not have bhikkhus
sitting there, then you would have to have the Buddha image, the scriptures (they don't
change), and members of the Order. You would then have the three appropriate symbols for
the Three Jewels.

Gunapala: The only problem I can think of is that they are such a mottled bunch. The monks
are all so uniform.

S: Well, you can put yourselves in uniform if you wish. It has been suggested.
Devamitra: We had another question associated with the Sangha, which Kennet...

Dhirananda: Yes, the esoteric Refuges - the dakini represents the Sangha. I was wondering
whether it's a female [116] figure symbolizing the Sangha.

S: I think I did go into this on one Order Convention. I think I explained it with reference to
William Blake; I think I referred to what Blake calls the emanation. The emanation is, so to
speak, the more feminine side of the human individual; the emanation is the more emotional
side of the human individual. In the unintegrated human individual, the emanation is separate,
and is even experienced as a separate person - even as a hostile person; but in the integrated
person, in the integrated human individual, the emanation is not separate in that way. But the
point that is relevant here, the point that Blake makes, is that human beings mingle or
communicate through their emanations: that is to say, you communicate through the as it
were more feminine, more emotional, part of yourself - that man communicates with man
through his emanation, or men communicate through their emanations.

There is something in it. In ordinary social life, you very often find it's the women who look
after the social life. Maybe you get to know things - what's been happening - through your
wife; she's got together with somebody else's wife. So your wife is usually your in a way
alienated emanation; that's why you've got a wife at all. If your emanation wasn't alienated,
you wouldn't need a wife. So if you're integrated, if your emanation is, so to speak, an
integrated part of yourself, you don't need to communicate with other men via your wife; you
communicate with other men via your own emanation. You communicate with other men
through your emanation; your emanation communicates with their emanation. So there is a
more direct communication.

So the emanation is female, and the dakini, it would seem, as the sort of symbol of the third
esoteric refuge, the Sangha Refuge, would seem to be feminine for much the same reason. Do
you see what I'm getting at? This is briefly what I explained on that occasion. It is all taped, I
think.

So one must not think of the dakini as an objectively existing female partner, a sort of
glorified, transmogrified wife - nothing of that sort.

Let me just say a few more words about that. One knows that if one tries to communicate



with other people, especially other men, simply or exclusively through one's so-called
stronger, more masculine side - if you've just got these two masculinities bumping against
each other - you may not get very [117] far in communication. You need to bring in the
so-called softer, the so-called more sensitive, the so-called more refined aspect of yourself,
and communicate with the other person, with the other man, through that. This is the sort of
thing that Blake is getting at when he says 'Let men communicate with each other - let human
beings communicate with each other - through their emanations.' It's through their more
sensitive aspects, through the more sensitive aspects of themselves. Not that you necessarily
put your strength to one side when you start communicating, but it's as though your
emanation has, so to speak, to put out the feelers so that you don't impinge on one another too
dramatically and forcibly, because that might prevent certain aspects of yourself from
entering into the communication.

Ratnaketu: Further to the dakini, I was wondering - I've only seen drawings or paintings of
dakinis in wrathful form. Do the dakinis always appear in wrathful form, or do they have
peaceful forms?

S: They usually do, because you are alienated from them, and they get angry! But no, there
are lots of representations of dakinis in peaceful, joyful, happy, carefree form, yes, indeed. In
some thangkas which represent Padmasambhava, especially more elaborate ones which (...) -
there are naked figures flying through the air with hair streaming out behind and they are
dakinis.

Some of our feminist friends like to think of dakinis exclusively in their wrathful form. That
is a little one-sided, if I may say so.

Bodhiruchi: Are there other symbols in Western tradition that embody what the Tibetans are
getting at with the dakini?

S: In the strict sense, I would say no: I think Tibetan Buddhism, the Vajrayana generally, has
gone much more deeply into this kind of thing. But none the less, there are various symbols,
there are various figures that are pointing in this direction.

Amoghacitta: Angels, perhaps even Christian angels, are a bit like dakinis in a sense. They
are messengers, protectors.

S: I think the angels are a rather different kind of figure. They are not feminine, anyway; they
are masculine with some feminine features, and wings. I would say that the figure [118] of the
angel belongs to a rather different category.

Subhuti: Robin has a question about the term 'Refuge' - Going for Refuge.

Ratnaprabha: Yes, I was thinking of the way it appears to beginners, to people first
encountering Buddhism or first encountering Friends. The Going for Refuge seems at first
sight to be an escapist kind of terminology. Can you think of any other terminology that
applies to Going for Refuge that would not convey this impression ?

S: Well, we have taken the word 'commitment' as a sort of working equivalent for Going for
Refuge. I doubt if we can do better than that, especially as the English word refuge, actually,



exactly translates the Pali and Sanskrit sarana. It is exactly that. It's not very often that you get
a pretty exact equivalent, but in this case we do have a pretty exact equivalent. Even - it
comes down to (...) in modern Indian languages, in for instance literary Hindi, 'a refugee’'
would be a saranarthi, one who goes for refuge. So we are all spiritual refugees: of course we
are, we are exiled from our true homeland, we've been exiled or we've exiled ourselves from
the Pure Land and we are trying to get back there.

But I really wonder why we should have almost to pander to people's little prejudices;
especially this whole question of escapism annoys me considerably. When people who are in
fact indulging in escapism with regard to almost every aspect of their lives come and accuse
us of escapism, I think we should really take them up on this rather sharply. I think I've done
this myself once or twice, at least in lectures.

Also, it's such a stupid question really, or a stupid objection, that you are escapist. People
have got - this word escapism that is in the air, people have vaguely got the idea that escapism
is not a very good thing. They apply it to any activity of which they disapprove - it's said to be
escapist. There two things one can say here. If there is some undesirable state or situation,
why should you not escape from it? If you are, say, a prisoner of war, why should you not
want to escape and try to escape? Even a burning house - well, why should you not try to
escape? It's ridiculous to accuse a person who wants to get out of a burning house of being an
escapist: well, of course he is. What else could he possibly be? It's the sensible thing to do.

[119]

So Buddhism sees that we are involved in a certain unsatisfactory state of affairs, an
unsatisfactory way of life, unsatisfactory experience, and Buddhism says the most sensible
thing to do is just get out, just escape. Of course, it's not merely a question of escape, because
once you have escaped broader perspectives open before you, all sorts of wonderful new
possibilities. So escapism is not the last word; there's nothing to be ashamed of in escaping
from undesirable situations. The only way in which the word escapism can be legitimately
used in a negative sense is when, in your efforts to escape, you are so blind and so foolish that
in fact you don't succeed in escaping, you only make things worse. But that is precisely what
most people do: they escape into some kind of distraction, some kind of pleasure, some kind
of little affair, some kind of little ambition. This is all escapism. Watching the TV is
escapism; work is escapism; marriage is escapism; a career is escapism, usually. So here are
people indulging in escapism on a grand scale. And they come along in the evening and see
you, and here you are making a sensible effort to get out of an undesirable situation, and
succeeding to some extent, and they accuse you of escapism. So you shouldn't let them get
away with it. You shouldn't be put on the defensive - "We're not escapists, no, we're not trying
to get away with it, no (...)(...)(...) [jet noise] There's no point in your trying to assure them
that you are just as lost and hopeless and confused and overwhelmed as they are themselves.
They might be quite happy to hear that, but you shouldn't give them that satisfaction.

I think it's much better to meet questions of this sort, objections of this sort, head on: grasp
the bull - or cow - by the horns. Don't just make evasive movements; don't be apologetic in
your attitude.

I heard a little while ago from somebody who gave me an account of classes at the LBC.
Apparently there is a mixed class on the regulars' night, and apparently Parami was having
some trouble with some visiting feminists - I only gathered the nature of the trouble from the



nature of the reply she gave. She apparently was trying to convince them that Bhante in his
writings - this was according to the report I received - used the masculine to include the
feminine only for reasons of convenience. I don't know whether she really did say that, but I
can sympathize with her difficulty, confronted by raging feminists. I think maybe it was a bit
of a compromise.

[120]
Ratnaketu: Why does Bhante use the masculine to include the feminine?

S: Because he prefers to speak and write standard English, rather than distort the English
language in the interests of rampant feminism.

Vessantara: Our group started talking about the Buddha rupa as the symbol for the Buddha
Jewel, and that led us to consider some of Subhuti's remarks last night in his talk about
Manjughosa and how the Buddha rupa came out of Hellenistic influence ...

Cittapala: There are really two questions. To what extent did Hellenistic art influence
Buddhist art? Could you expand on that? And the second one is: to what extent did Buddhist
philosophy have any effect upon perhaps Hellenistic thought or even thought in the Middle
East? And I was wondering whether there was any possible connection with Alexandria. And
finally, going on to whether it had any effect on the development of Christianity.

S: Quite a series of questions, isn't it? This is a field in which there is quite a bit of scholarly
difference of opinion. For instance, not all art historians, and certainly not all Indian art
historians, would admit that the Buddha image originated as a result of Hellenic influence. I
think most non-Indian art historians do accept that theory, and in fact it seems pretty obvious
if we just look at some of the examples of Hellenic sculpture, at certain figures - they are
remarkably similar to the figures of the Buddha. And there seems to have been no other
prototype.

The only other possible Indian prototype seems to have been some of the yaksha figures -
very powerfully built male figures. These yaksha figures seem to have influenced the Buddha
image, at least in some parts of India, the Delhi area, the (Matrabha?) area. But then we've got
this Gandharan art, which is definitely Buddhist, in which scenes from the life of the Buddha
are depicted, and which is clearly under late Hellenic influence. It is very similar to some
early Christian art - which, of course, is also under Hellenic and Roman influence.

It quite clearly belongs to the same world, as it were. So there may be some difference of
opinion as to the exact degree of influence exerted by this Hellenic, or Romano-Hellenic, art,
on early Buddhist art, and in particular on the way in which the figure of the Buddha was
represented; but that there was some [121] influence, and some very considerable influence, I
think cannot be denied.

Then, with regard to that larger question - well, we do know that Alexander the Great
conquered the Persian Empire, didn't he? At that time, I think there were two extreme eastern
provinces of the Persian Empire which were in fact part of India, so Alexander took those
over, didn't he? And after the death of Alexander they broke up into a number of independent
or semi-independent kingdoms, ruled by successors of Alexander. And amongst these there
was, of course, the state of Gandhara. We know that there was one of these Greek or



Greek-descended rulers who had a conversation with a Buddhist monk - that was Milinda or
Menander, who had a conversation with the monk Nagasena, as recorded in the book of the
Milindapanha, The Questions of King Milinda. So there was some contact, we know from
this there was some contact between Greeks, or people who were at least partly of Greek
origin, in what is now north-western India or perhaps north-western Pakistan, and Buddhism.

In the accounts of Alexander's campaign, there some rather vague references to conversations
of Alexander with Indian sages - supposed to be naked sages, whom the Greeks called
gymnosophists, that is to say naked wise men - but we are told very very little about the
content of the conversations. It does seem that very little filtered back into Greece from India,
from Buddhism. I can't say that I have ever come across any convincing signs of influence of
Buddhist thought on Greek thought.

There is, of course, this curious business of Ammonius Saccas - the teacher of Plotinus, the
founder of Neoplatonism. He taught in Alexandria, didn't he? - in the third century, and some
scholars believe that Saccas is a form or corruption of Sakya; he may have been a sort of
Buddhist, but that is largely speculative. I don't think it's definitely established. But Plotinus
himself is known to have visited, or journeyed in the direction of, India, and there are stories
of several other philosophers who are supposed to have gone to India. Pythagoras was
supposed to have gone to India. I don't think there are any clearly marked traces of Indian
thought, certainly of Buddhist thought, on Western thought, on Greek thought.

Cittapala: Presumably it would have been quite easy to travel in those days?

[122]

S: Well, yes and no. That would have depended on the state of affairs with regard to the
Persian Empire; because later the Persian Empire did reassert its independence, and under
later rulers gave the Romans a great deal of trouble, so there was the Persian Empire for
several hundred years lying in between Europe and India - just at that time, perhaps, when
there might have been some contact between the two.

Ratnaprabha: In The Three Jewels you do say that there is this possibility that Christianity
was influenced by Buddhism via Neoplatonism. Are you not quite so convinced of that now?

S: There does seem to be, coming from Neoplatonism, a sort of general Eastern, Indian,
perhaps Buddhist, influence; and Neoplatonism, through, for instance, St Augustine certainly,
influenced Christianity and influenced medieval Christian mysticism quite a lot. I don't know
how really definite one can be. I don't personally see any traces of Buddhism in early
Christianity. There are a few parables in the Christian gospels which seem to echo Buddhist
parables, but the resemblances, the parallels, are often quite general, not very precise, not very
clear.

Ah, there is one line of contact, though: there is the story of Barlaam and Josaphat.
Apparently a sort of Life of the Buddha was turned into one language after another in Central
Asia and eventually turned into Arabic and Syriac and Greek, and the hero of the story, who
is of course the Buddha, was eventually made a Christian saint and canonized, and his tomb is
in St Peter's in Rome. This is rather interesting, because the tomb of St Josaphat, I actually
found it when I visited - I didn't know about this at the time - but I found a tomb in St Peter's
which was the tomb of St Josaphat, but it was not listed in the guidebook. There are all sorts



of saints who had been demoted in recent years because scholarly investigation has
discovered that they never really existed. I think St Josaphat might have been included in this
category. But Josaphat is definitely a corruption of Bodhisattva. And the story, which exists
in several versions, is quite clearly the story of the life of the Buddha; and this has very
strange repercussions, quite distant and faint ones, in English literature, in the case of
Johnson's Rasselas. Johnson's Rasselas contains - well, reminiscences of this story of Barlaam
and Josaphat, because you may remember, those who have read Rasselas, that Rasselas's
father shuts him up in a secluded valley so that he should not have any experience of life. So
here we have a distant reminiscence of Buddhism coming down to us right into the writings
of no other [123] person than Dr Samuel Johnson, only 200 years ago. He of course must
have been quite oblivious of the ultimate source of that part of his story.

Bodhiruchi: Some scholars say that one of Christ's apostles - I think it was Thomas, I'm not
sure - went out to the East, and it seems that he was affected by Buddhism. Do you think
there was anything in that?

S: Well, among the twelve apostles there was one called Thomas who went to India. I think
we have a Gospel of Thomas also. And Indian Christians, that is the old Indian Christians, do
believe that Christianity was introduced into India by St Thomas. Current research suggests
that this was not Thomas the apostle but a merchant Thomas who lived about the eighth
century and perhaps took Christianity, I think in its Nestorian form, to India.

But certainly traditionally St Thomas is regarded as the apostle to India. He is said to have
visited Madras and (...)...

Tape 6, Side 2

Ratnaprabha: How about Buddhist influence on Islam via Sufism. You also mention that.

S: Yes, it really does seem that Central Asia is an absolute melting pot of religions and
philosophies. There is no doubt in my mind that Sufism is strongly influenced by Buddhism.
Perhaps I should just confine myself to that general statement for the time being. But one
finds, for instance, reading Sufistic literature, accounts of wandering Sufis, and they seem to
live exactly like wandering Buddhist monks. They live also in viharas, they observe (...). They
are not married, they don't have families, they live upon alms, they meditate. They even have
the practice of the use of the rosary and repeating mantras; ... Islam definitely from

Buddhism. Repeating a mantra in Islam, in Arabic, is dikr, and it is clearly a Buddhistic
practice. I don't think this is disputed.

But yes, I think that there is quite a definite Buddhistic influence in Sufism, because Islam
overran those areas, that is to say parts of Persia, parts of Central Asia, where Buddhist
influence was still very strong. There was not only Buddhism, [124] there was Manichaeism;
there was also Nestorian Christianity. There were all sorts of religions and traditions.
Padmasambhava, of course, is associated with that same area.

Silaratna: Is Sufism a theistic faith?



S: Oh dear. Yes and no.
Silaratna: I should think Christianity is more ...

S: Sufism is a sort of mystical current within Islam, which sometimes comes into conflict
with it, which often comes into conflict with the exoteric theology of Islam and, from the
standpoint of that exoteric theology, it seems to deny God - well, the kind of God believed in
by most Muslims. Some Sufis were actually persecuted. Some seem to have been relatively
orthodox Muslims; some seem to have been not orthodox Muslims at all. They attached great
importance to a simple life, an ascetic life, prayer, meditation, retreat. They developed their
own teachings, their own philosophical teachings, which went far beyond the simple Koranic
beliefs. Even though they frequently quoted and interpreted the Koran, their interpretations
were sometimes, one might say, very far-fetched indeed, however valuable in themselves -
quite far-fetched as interpretations of the Koran.

Vessantara: One very general question.

Jinavamsa: Supposing that you were to find that devotional practice, especially pujas, were
becoming mechanical and uninspired, what would you do, if anything, to help the situation?

S: Perhaps we ought to look at the more general question first: supposing any spiritual
practice becomes mechanical and uninspired, well, why is that? Meditation can become
mechanical and uninspired; study can become mechanical and uninspired; retreats can
become mechanical and uninspired; going to classes, taking classes, can become mechanical
and uninspired; so why is this? It isn't just a question of the puja. The puja may be more of a
special case, inasmuch as emotional elements are directly involved, and that you notice it
more quickly in the case of the puja, if it has become mechanical and lacking in inspiration.
But what is it that makes any sort of spiritual practice or activity eventually, in some cases or
sometimes, mechanical and lacking in inspiration? What does this mean? What has
happened? Has anybody got any views, any ideas?

[125]
: I suppose it depends on people's attitude to it.

S: Yes, but why should the attitude have changed? Because, presumably, originally you did
find these things not at all mechanical, they were full of inspiration, but now you don't. All

right, it's a change of attitude, obviously; but what has caused your attitude to change? How
has that come about?

Bodhiruchi: Loss of vision.

Aryamitra: You've got used to it.

S: You've got used to it; well, what do you mean by getting used to it? Because if you were
having inspiration all the time, have you got used to having inspiration? Can you become

mechanical by becoming used to having inspiration?

Gunapala: You've got out of touch with the experience itself.



S: But how should you get out of touch with the experience when you have the experience,
and there it is? You're having it all the time. What makes you get out of touch with it?

Bodhiruchi: Lack of progress?

: You don't look after it.

S: You don't look after it; what does one mean by that? How does one not look after it?
: You don't guard it.

S: You don't guard it; hm. I think that's got something to do with it.

Bodhiruchi: Respect and value.

S: Well, that is implied in guarding and looking after. You sort of get used to it in the sense
that - yes, the inspiration is there, perhaps, but perhaps you get into the habit of thinking that
the inspiration will look after itself, because you won't have to keep up an effort of
maintaining the inspiration, and so therefore you become less careful in that particular
practice; you give it less thought, you guard it [126] less, you care for it less. That could
certainly be part of the reason. It could be certainly part of the reason why one no longer finds
pujas inspiring, why one starts finding them mechanical. But could there be any other reason?

Devamitra: Your general interest may simply gravitate downwards, towards more mundane
things, so that your spiritual practice degenerates therefore into a mere religious performance.

S: Yes; yes. Because every spiritual practice requires an effort, where until you've passed the
Point of No Return in a way you are going against the grain all the time. And as soon as you
start slacking off, you just start slowly regressing. So I think very often what happens is, when
you find that spiritual practice is becoming mechanical or when you find there's a failure of
inspiration, it means that a lot of your energies are being drawn away, even drawn down. You
may, for instance, take up a particular spiritual practice: it may be puja or it may be any other;
and you're making an effort, and therefore you're deriving great inspiration from that, you're
finding it very interesting. But this sort of effort, after all, is an effort, and you may be able to
make it for a while but then the gravitational pull starts asserting itself. It's as though your
energies, your emotions, are happy to be lifted up and put into that spiritual practice for a
while, but they are not going to agree to stay up there indefinitely, or to get further and further
up, if you can follow the metaphor. They start rebelling, they start wanting after all to go their
own way; they start withdrawing themselves from the spiritual activity, the spiritual practices,
and then you start finding that - well, you're doing them ..., the life has gone out of them, the
spark has gone out, the energy, the emotion. They have become dull and mechanical ... It
means that your energies, basically, have withdrawn.

So it's not difficult to involve oneself in things once in a while, but to involve oneself in them
steadily and regularly and consistently, [to] lead one's energies into those activities and lead
them more and more and more - it is very difficult.

The only real remedy, I think, is association with one's spiritual friends whose inspiration is
still alive. If, for instance, you find that the puja for you has become mechanical or lacking in



inspiration, you just have to make sure that you do it not just as carefully as you can but do it
in the company of those who do find it inspiring, and gradually you will start [127] finding it
inspiring again too; you catch some spark from them.

How soon your energies start withdrawing from any specific spiritual practice or even your
spiritual life itself depends on a number of factors. It depends on your actual situation, who
you are associating with, and so on. It depends whether you are on retreat or not. It depends
on the depth of your conviction, the degree of your attachment to outside things.

Cittapala: In the context of, say, a retreat, is there any case for the introduction of novelty in
any form? I don't mean necessarily ...

S: Novelty; well, the retreat itself is a novelty, because it's so different from ordinary life.
That we are here for three months is a novelty; none you have ever been away for three
months like this before, it's an absolute novelty. Perhaps for weeks together you don't see a
woman. What a novelty! What greater novelty can you want than that?! You see - novelties
all the time. You see, for instance, one another every day for three months - that's a novelty.
You even see me every day: that's a novelty (Laughter). I think there is enough novelty, I must
say. Perhaps you weren't thinking quite along those lines; you were thinking maybe different
kinds of pujas or several different kinds of meditation, or - ?

Cittapala: Yes, I was thinking of ...

S: That does, of course, help, but I think one has to be quite careful not to depend too much
on novelty in this way or in this sense. It means sometimes when people don't get on with a
particular kind of meditation and they feel they need something different, this particular kind
isn't suiting them and they want something new. But if this attitude is pursued it can prevent
one or hinder one from getting very deeply into anything. You have to persist. Did you have
in mind any little novelty that you were hoping to be introduced?

: I'don't think ...
: Dancing girls, perhaps?
S: Well, if you visualize them in the course of meditation, then fair enough.

[128]

Vessantara: Related to this topic of things going flat or being flat, I think mantras, particularly
the Padmasambhava mantra, seems to effect quite a perfunctory and ... Our group has heard it
said that you somewhere made the comment that it needed perhaps five or ten minutes for the
Padmasambhava mantra to really have a chance, to really engage with it. We had that ...

S: Well, I think it's not just a question of people engaging with the mantra - or rather perhaps
the matter is wrongly put: it's a question of engaging with their energies. And it may be that
the puja comes at the end of the day, the Padmasambhava mantra comes at the end of the
puja; it could be simply that people are a bit tired and don't have the energy to put into it.
That's not to say that they couldn't break through, perhaps, into a new level of energy, but this



may have something to do with it.

Amoghacitta: It seems, from one point of view, perhaps, that the puja is done too often. In a
way it's almost like it's quite easy to become just a ... practice. I wonder if perhaps it should
be treated as being special and kept for special occasions, the Sevenfold puja? There's quite a
lot in it to grapple with ...

S: Well, all the more reason for grappling with it daily, one would have thought. I'm not sure
about this. I think on retreats we ought to be able to have it every day. Maybe it's different if
you are, say, living in the city and you're working and you're busy; it may not always be
possible or appropriate to have a Sevenfold puja in the evening. But on retreats, [ would have
thought it should have been possible. But have people any ideas on this topic?

Silaratna: I've often thought it would be nice to do the Sevenfold puja in the morning. You
know, ...

S: Well, the only occasions, usually, when we have Sevenfold puja in the morning is when it
precedes a Public Ordination. I have sometimes noticed it goes very well then, because people
are fresh and they've more energy. The chanting often - though not necessarily, but often - just
goes better.

Cittapala: In connection with that, we did note in our group that on the evening that we had
just sitting' before the puja seemed to bring people's energies together more than a [129]
full-blooded metta bhavana. It seemed ...

S: Oh...had a little rest (Laughter). It seems to have worked like that.

Bodhiruchi: I was thinking myself with the puja... Padmasambhava mantra - you can only set
up conditions, you can't actually cause something to come and be. We had a very good
Padmasambhava chant last Sunday evening, and I was just thinking that afterwards trying to
think: 'Well, why?' There must be some reason. And I just couldn't put it down to anything. In
fact, at the time I was very tired when it started.

S: Well, it could have been that there were four or five people on that occasion who did feel
very strongly for the mantra and the chanting, and that they influenced everybody else. You
may not even have known or been conscious who they were.

Dhirananda: Related to this about the puja, I've been wondering how early should one
introduce the Sevenfold puja to beginners - at what stage in their progress?

S: Really, I must say that I am no longer much of an authority on beginners. I hardly ever
meet them; I just hear about them from harassed Order members. I heard just a little while
ago from an Order member at the LBC - the same one who wrote to me about the class and
Parami's difficulties - that he had difficulties at his home because he was apparently
doorkeeper or something one night - I think it was the regulars' night - and he happened quite
innocently to answer the door, and there were two strange people there. And one of them
started fingering his kesa and said, 'Aha! This is good Malay silk.' They fired, he said,



question after question at him, and Vajrachitta said that he was sort of staggering from these
questions, and they just kept coming and coming and coming. So, after half an hour of this
treatment he managed to get a bit of breath, and he asked this person who he was. So he said:
'Oh, I'm a Jesuit, but I'm in process of becoming a Carmelite!' Vajracitta had a (...)(...). a
Carmelite'. He was quite reeling from this encounter. I suppose those two people could be
classed as beginners if they come along to the Centre.

[130]

So I really don't know. It may vary from place to place, even country to country. It certainly
varies from individual to individual. I think it is something that the people who run Centres
need to be very mindful about, but more than that I really can't say. Some people telling their
life stories seem to have been put off by what they encountered of the more devotional aspect
of Buddhism; others seem to have taken to it pretty quickly and enjoyed it. It's very difficult.
If everybody in England who came along to the Centres didn't like the puja, we could
consider stopping them, or introducing them much later. Or if everybody came along and
liked them straight away, then that's also proper. But people's reactions seem to be very
mixed, and that makes things very difficult for us; because people who are together in every
other respect differ considerably in this respect. They may be getting on with the meditation
equally well; they've got more or less the same degree of knowledge of Buddhism, they may
be good at communication, but when it comes to puja their reactions may be totally different.
So you can't carry them along all together in this respect.

Any further discussion?
Devamitra: One more question from my group...

Amoghacitta: We were talking about Worship and Salutation, and we were interested by the
tradition of keeping the Buddha on your right side, ... baring your right shoulder as a sign of
respect, circumambulating the Buddha on your right. I wondered if you had any thoughts
about the significance of this.

S: Well, if you keep the Buddha on your right and you go round the Buddha, it means you
move in a clockwise direction; and moving in a clockwise direction has considerable
significance in a number of traditions, including the Indian, the Buddhist tradition. Because
you are supposedly imitating the movement of the sun. In most traditions and cultures this
clockwise movement is considered auspicious, and the anti-clockwise movement is
considered inauspicious. But it may well be, it seems likely, that you move around the
Buddha keeping him on your right so that you make a clockwise movement around him. One
knows that in certain practices of black magic etc. one goes widdershins, you go
anti-clockwise - like reciting the Lord's prayer backwards. Somebody who told his life story, I
think, tried to do or did this; I'm not asking you to.

[131]
Is that the last question or is there any further question?

Subhuti: Robin had a question

: It was about Confession, and chanting sutras.



Ratnaprabha: You mentioned that following Confession it is traditional sometimes to
meditate in front of the shrine and chant suttas.

S: Not exactly following confession, but as part of the confession. Because not only do you
want to confess whatever you've done that is unskilful; not only do you really want to
acknowledge that as unskilful; not only do you want to resolve that you are not going to
perform that unskilful action again; but you want to eradicate all trace of that unskilful action,
of the unskilful mental state that led you to perform that unskilful action, from your mind.
You want to wipe it out completely. So you burn incense as a symbol of that, you burn
incense to purify the atmosphere, and you recite the Sutras, or you read the Sutras; because, if
you read the Sutras, if you recite the Sutras properly, your mind is filled with the Sutras, with
the meaning of the Sutras; you are occupied with something totally different, mentally
occupied with something totally different - with something spiritual, with something
Transcendental. So your mind is wiped absolutely clean by that, and therefore that is regarded
as being part of that whole process of confession, that you burn incense and recite, in this
case, Mahayana Sutras - this is a Mahayana practice; it is mentioned by Chi I, the Patriarch of
the T'ien Tai school.

Ratnaprabha: My question is really whether you could recommend any particular sutra ...

S: Well; one recites the Mahayana Sutras. One could recite one's favourite sutra; but what I
suggest is that the sutra that you recite deals with the Transcendental - that it is a sutra which
definitely lifts you above and beyond yourself; a sutra which definitely lifts you to a new
dimension, which embodies a new dimension, a Transcendental dimension; which makes you
forget all about yourself - not to speak of your unskilful mental states, it makes you forget
about your very self. So this points to sutras like the Perfection of Wisdom in 8000 Lines;
points to sutras like the Vimalakirti Nirdesa; sutras which are very profound in meaning,
having a definite Transcendental content.

[132]

Also, especially, it points to the Vajracchedika, the Diamond Sutra, because there are a few
words there with regard to this question of purification and the karmas. We'll probably come
to that when one study group studies this text later on in the course. But the Diamond Sutra,
as a short sutra, is very appropriate for this purpose.

But any sutra of profound meaning, in which you can get absorbed, and which can cause you
just to forget about yourself altogether, not to speak about forget about your unskilful mental
states and your unskilful actions - once you have genuinely repented of them.

Ratnaketu: It would seem that the Heart Sutra goes very well with our Sevenfold puja after
the Confession.

S: Well, one could certainly repeat the Heart Sutra, or recite the Heart Sutra; it's very short.
And if you recite it over and over again - I think the suggestion is that you recite sutras for a
long time, depending on the seriousness of the unskilful action you have committed. The
suggestion seems to be that you spend some hours, if not days, burning incense and reciting
sutras to completely purify your mind.

Gunapala: In Dhyana for Beginners, isn't there almost a progression stage, about eight or nine



stages? Set out in this way like a system.
S: I must admit I can't remember in detail, but I do remember something about that.

Suvajra: When you say a sutra which would be Transcendental, can you think of sutras which
would be not so appropriate?

S: Well, I think for instance sutras which tell parables wouldn't(?) be very suitable, because
it's on a different level. Or sutras which deal with the Unconditioned, which deal with the
Absolute, which deal with the Transcendental; which deal with that which is as far as
possible from you and your little concerns. For instance, I would say, in terms of the Pali
scriptures, to read the Sigalovada Sutta would not be very suitable, because it is concerned
with human relationships and ethical duties and so on. It's very useful, but it doesn't exactly
lift the mind above and beyond itself.

Suvajra: The Pure Land Sutras.

[133]

S: They might, but I personally think that texts like the Perfection of Wisdom Sutras and the
Vimalakirti would serve this purpose much better. But it depends on the individual also.
Whatever you find inspiring, whatever you find lifts you up beyond yourself and causes you
to forget yourself for the time being.

Ratnaprabha: Should this be done quite formally, do you think, in front of a shrine with
candles lit, and saying it aloud?

S: I think this would certainly help, yes. 'Formal' is not a word which exactly ..., but I don't
see why it shouldn't be; but, yes, I think if it were done formally, that would be better - much
better, in fact.

Aryamitra: It reminds me of that scene in the film The Time Bandits, where you've got this
little house with people quarrelling and all concerned with very petty concerns, and in fact
this huge giant is just about to step on it. Not a very ...

S: I remember seeing that film myself. I must say I don't feel your illustration is altogether
appropriate (Laughter). In comparison with what I have in mind, that giant seems so tiny. He
is only 10 or 12 times bigger than a human being; but you need, so to speak, something which
is a million times bigger than you are, or a hundred million times bigger than you are, or a
whole nyuta of khotis of kalpas bigger than you are. That is the sort of thing that one has in
mind.

Shantiprabha: Robin was talking about chanting the sutras. Do you think there is any
difference between chanting aloud and just merely reciting them over in your own mind, as it
were?

S: I think there's a great deal of difference between reading them to oneself in one's own mind
and speaking them aloud, whether by way of reading aloud or by chanting. I think this makes
a tremendous difference. I think you are probably more likely to pay close attention to the
meaning if you read aloud. When you read aloud, what you read has a sort of objective



existence 'out there'. It's less easy for your mind to wander. The only thing you have to be
careful of is that you don't pay so much attention to the act of reading, the act of reciting, that
the meaning passes you by. But the Tibetans don't even think that that matters, (...) to read or
recite or chant aloud. I would say if you can also concentrate on the meaning, so much the
better.

[134]

Sometimes the Tibetans, when they chant the scriptures and read the scriptures (...), they read
two or three pages conscientiously and then they go 'wur-wur-wur-wur-wur,
wur-wur-wur-wur-wur' - they just turn over a whole lot of pages, and then they come on to 50
pages on, and then they start chanting or reading that, just keeping it (...). And in extreme
cases they will just recite the title of the book and then just go [gesturing]; ... they do become
a trifle mechanical (Laughter)(...) particularly inspired. You mustn't do things like that. The
Tibetans are very good examples in many respects, but even the Tibetans are not infallible.

Bodhiruchi: Is that part of the reason why you do quite long readings in the pujas?

S: No, I'm just asked to (Laughter); no doubt for very good reasons. I am just asked to, so |
comply; I have no objection.

Subhuti: We just asked you because you did it last year!

S: Anyway, is that all? All right, then.

Day 7

Tape 7, Side 1

S: So what ground has been covered this morning and what questions do you have?

Vessantara: Most of the groups have been looking at the first part of the lecture on 'Perfect
Speech'. My group finished off the last section of 'Perfect Emotion', the Sevenfold puja. There
are one or two questions arising out of that.

The first one was that, in the short section on the Dedication of Merits, you were talking
about that section paving the way for the Bodhisattva vows. You mentioned that, in the East,
those vows are recited by people who haven't taken formal Bodhisattva ordination as part of
their daily practice, and we wondered, whilst we could see that we wouldn't be taking those
vows, why they weren't recited in the Friends when there is a strong emphasis on the
Mahayana and the Bodhisattva Ideal.

[135]

S: There are two questions here, mainly; two considerations. The first one obviously is that of
regular steps. The Bodhisattva vow is a very tremendous thing, and obviously not to be
recited lightly. So I think in the first place one can look at it from the point of view of
following a path of regular steps. Even with regard to the recitation of the Refuges and
Precepts, we don't follow a path of regular steps, inasmuch as anybody who comes along and
joins in the Sevenfold puja does participate in the recitation at least of the Refuges and
Precepts; so one might say they do that by way of what I've called a provisional Going for



Refuge. At least perhaps it is sowing a sort of seed even though they don't have much
appreciation of what it is all about. That is the sort of Going for Refuge that does go on in
most Buddhist countries.

So one might perhaps argue that the same principle could be applied to the Bodhisattva Ideal
and the Bodhisattva vow; perhaps logically it could, but my own feeling is that the
Bodhisattva vow as such, or the various sets of Bodhisattva vows, in a sense go so far beyond
even the Going for Refuge that the very idea of just anybody coming along and reciting it, or
joining in a recitation of it, or even of it being recited at gatherings of the Order, requires very
serious consideration indeed. One would not really like to imagine people reciting
Bodhisattva vows lightly. If they had even the slightest awareness of what they were reciting,
it might well make their hair stand on end.

For instance, if you take ordinary precepts - that is to say, well, the precept not to take life, not
to take what is not given - even if you are not a Buddhist you can to a great extent understand
these and make something of them; even think in terms of practising. But Bodhisattva
precepts and Bodhisattva vows would seem to belong to such a different category, they can
hardly be approached in this way. So therefore I have tended to exercise some caution. I don't
rule out the possibility that, on certain occasions, especially solemn occasions when the Order
is gathered together, Bodhisattva vows may not be as it were 'collectively', inverted commas,
recited, to give expression to our awareness that there is this other-regarding as it were
Bodhisattva aspect or dimension to the whole process even of Going for Refuge itself at a
deeper level. But even that, I think, should be done most seriously after very careful
consideration, and not lightly by any means.

I know that in Mahayana Buddhist countries sometimes Bodhisattva vows are recited almost
mechanically by people who [136] haven't taken as it were formal Bodhisattva ordination, but
I don't think there is any need for us to follow bad habits or bad customs that Eastern
Buddhists have got into.

Vessantara: Arising out of that, when you first started the Order you seem to have envisaged
four levels of ordination: ..., ..., Maha upasaka ordination, Bodhisattva ordination. More
recently you seem to be emphasizing the Going for Refuge ...

S: This is true.

Vessantara: Do you foresee that there will be more Bodhisattva ordinations in the future?
S: Idon't. No. I don't, no.

Vessantara: Would you like to explain your thinking?

S: Well, I have explained to some extent in the past: the main point being that I see less and
less the taking of Bodhisattva vows as an individual thing in the ordinary sense. It's as though
the taking of the Bodhisattva vow goes beyond the framework of subject and object; or even
the Going for Refuge at a deeper level goes beyond it. In the case of the Bodhisattva vow, one
goes beyond the distinction between individual development and the development of other
people, or devoting oneself towards the development and helping other people to develop. So
it is not, in a sense, something that can be taken by an individual. Though, in the East, in the



past, yes, Bodhisattva vows have been taken by individuals; but, strictly speaking, I think they
cannot be taken by individuals.

So I have tended to think that the Bodhisattva vow is something which should be as it were
'taken' by the Order as a whole; that the Bodhisattva spirit, the Bodhicitta, so to speak, is
something which should pervade the Order as a whole and all its activities. This is why from
quite early on I spoke of the Order as embodying the figure of Avalokiteshvara, with each
Order member being one of those thousand arms or thousand hands, each bearing its
particular implement or emblem. So that has been my thinking.

Because I think if you take, if you consider some at least of these Bodhisattva vows seriously,
you cannot, if you are at all imaginative, if you've got the least scrap of imagination, [137]
you cannot imagine yourself as an individual ever carrying out those vows. Something
different is clearly involved: a process in which you may participate but which is not anything
that you just as an individual can ever do.

Vessantara: Is it not a question of as it were imagination? ... in the puja which I recite(?)
which on a literal level I ... (?)

S: The Bodhisattva vows go far beyond that, when it speaks of a Bodhisattva vow ... speak in
terms of thousands of millions of years and what you are going to do during those thousands
of millions of years. This is something with which our imagination really is quite unable to
grapple. One is not really concerned here, in the case of the Bodhisattva vow, with something
that an individual in the narrow sense, especially an unenlightened individual, is doing or
even thinking of doing. One is thinking of a sort of what I have called for want of a better
term sort of cosmic force, with which one can co-operate, with which one can even become
quite (...) but not anything one can as it were take upon oneself.

Devamitra: So what point is there at all in having one individual taking the Bodhisattva
vows?

S: I think there is less and less point. I see less and less point, even though that has been the
Buddhist tradition in the past. This brings us to another point. The so-called Bodhisattva
ordination, which as most people know I took myself from Dhardo Rimpoche, is sort of
modelled upon the monastic ordination. So to some extent, therefore, the Mahayana has
modelled itself upon the Hinayana. In much the same way as for all bhikkhus there is a list of
precepts, so for the person taking the Bodhisattva vow there is a list of precepts. To my way
of thinking, this was perhaps a mistake, inasmuch as instead of assuming or developing its
own form, the Mahayana in this respect modelled itself too closely upon the Hinayana.
Because how can you take precepts as a Bodhisattva? The whole notion, the whole ideal of a
Bodhisattva goes far beyond any such thing. You might say, strictly speaking, even the idea
of a bhikkhu goes beyond it, but if even the idea of a bhikkhu goes beyond it, if a bhikkhu is
not just one who observes certain precepts, how much more so is a Bodhisattva not simply
one who observes certain precepts, not even Bodhisattva precepts? How can you reduce the
ideal of a Bodhisattva, what a Bodhisattva is supposed to do or how he is supposed to
function, to a list of specific precepts? It seems to go even more against the spirit [138] of the
Bodhisattva Ideal than the bhikkhu precepts go against the spirit of the bhikkhu ideal, in some
cases.



Devamitra: So would you say there's a sort of, for want of a better way of putting it -
Hinayanic literal-mindedness infecting the Mahayana?

S: Possibly; possibly. Because what does one find? One finds Mahayana sutras which give
quite glowing descriptions of the Bodhisattva Ideal - they depict the Bodhisattva in action -
and then it seems, at a later stage, certain people came along and they took out from these
sutras descriptions of the things that the Bodhisattva did, and they reduced them, so to speak,
to a list of precepts, things to be observed by the Bodhisattva, which in a way was fair enough
but which, I think, ultimately was not really in accordance with the whole spirit of the
Bodhisattva Ideal.

Vessantara: How far back does the Bodhisattva ordination go?

S: We don't really know. It certainly post-dates the great Mahayana sutras. It is quite late texts
that give us very much information about any kind of Bodhisattva ordination as a sort of
formal occasion, as a ceremony. Perhaps not before the time of Asanga - yes, certainly not
before the time of Asanga. In other words, about 1000 years after the Buddha himself.

So in some Mahayana Buddhist countries, for instance in Japan, the Bodhisattva ordination
has completely replaced bhikkhu ordination, and it has become in effect a sort of ordination
of a Buddhist priest, almost. And I would say that the Bodhisattva precepts in most cases are
not taken very seriously or really very imaginatively.

Vessantara: One more question arising out of the Sevenfold puja, an historical one. We know
that the Sevenfold puja's literary source is the Bodhicaryavatara. Where as an actual practice
does the Sevenfold puja start to appear in Buddhist history?

S: It certainly appeared in Tibet. It is very widely used in Tibet, right down to the present day.
It provides the framework for Tibetan pujas of a non-Tantric character; and the use to which
the Tibetans put the Bodhicaryavatara of Santideva in this respect seems to have had
precedents in India itself, as far as we can tell. It seems that, in making this sort of use of the
verses of Bodhicaryavatara, especially the first chapter [139] or second chapter, they were
following an established Indian tradition. But exactly when it was established, we can't tell. It
must, of course, have been after the eighth or ninth century, that is to say after the time when
the Bodhicaryavatara was produced, or composed.

Vessantara: One last inquiry: you were producing an alternative version of the puja out of the
Sutra of Golden Light. What has happened to that?

S: It is still in the course of production. I have it all somewhere in a file. I hope to complete it
some time.

This also has Tibetan precedents. The Tibetans also made use of the Sutra of Golden Light in
this kind of way.

Subhuti: Are there any other traditional texts used in that way?

S: Not as a sort of framework in that way, though there are texts which are very popular and
which perhaps we should try to get translated. For instance, there is a very popular hymn to



Manjughosa. This is recited every morning by Dhardo Rimpoche's students in his school.
This is something I would like to see translated. It is, I believe, used quite widely in Tibet,
especially by students, especially by those studying, by young monks and so on. A sort of
invocation to Manjughosa. It's fairly long - At least a few dozen verses. I remember hearing
his students reciting it; it seemed to take quite a few minutes.

Subhuti: We had some questions connected with mudras.

S: Yes, before we go on to that I want to come back a bit to this question of Bodhisattva vows
and precepts. There is one point that occurred to me which I haven't yet made.

I think one weakness of popular Mahayana in the East, not only at the present day but
traditionally, has been what I might call indulgence in fantasy. "When I become a Bodhisattva'
or 'When I become a Buddha, I am going to do this, that and the other." This is quite common,
and quite unrealistic, and can put one quite out of touch with the ordinary demands of
practical day-to-day spiritual life. You might think, and this I know does happen or has
happened, that because when you become a Buddha you are going to do this and you are
going to do that, it sort of excuses, exempts you from practice of the ordinary basic principles
here and now in this life. So I would not like to see this sort of thing happening in our own
Movement - that [140] people recite these Bodhisattva vows and take Bodhisattva precepts
but really it represents no more than a flight of fancy; and perhaps gives them even inflated
ideas about themselves or causes them to neglect more ordinary teachings. I think this is an
additional reason for not introducing Bodhisattva vows ...

Suvajra: Do you think that the same thing happens here as say perhaps in India, saying, 'When
I'm a monk in my next life'? sort of fantasizing in that sort of way?

S: Yes, but it goes far beyond that, because you might conceivably be a monk in your next life
and give up the world and practise meditation and all that; but to be a Bodhisattva, in the way
described in the Mahayana sutras, goes far, far beyond even that. So, so far as one is
concerned in this life, to even think in those terms is really largely a matter of fantasy, which
may be compensatory for one's lack of actual spiritual effort and endeavour in this life itself.
This does happen and has happened in the Mahayana Buddhist East.

Ratnaprabha: Is it similarly risky to think of oneself as a novice Bodhisattva, in the first stage
in that sense?

S: Well, the first stage is quite far on, so I think one should think of oneself in those terms
with extreme caution. I think the most that one can realistically hope for is that in the course
of one's life, in the course of one's spiritual life, in communication with other people as a
member of a spiritual community, you may between you succeed in reflecting some faint
glimmer of the Bodhicitta. I think that would be realistic at the present stage.

Cittapala: How does that tie up with your definition - if I remember it correctly - the other day
of Hinayana Stream Entry equating to the vision of the Bodhicitta?

S: There is certainly what one might call a Bodhicitta dimension of Stream Entry. But Stream
Entry itself certainly does not exhaust the possibilities of the spiritual path, and one might say
that sort of aspect of the Bodhicitta which coincides with or is a dimension of Stream Entry



certainly does not exhaust the possibilities of the Bodhicitta. The Bodhicitta goes far, far
beyond that.

Ratnaketu: Bhante, it just occurred to me when you said [141] that the most we can hope for
in our life is within a spiritual community the possibility of reflecting some faint glimmer of
the Bodhicitta. Well, obviously there is a lot more to the spiritual life than that, yet we just
reflect it as a spiritual community ...

S: Well, don't misunderstand me. When I say 'faint', I mean faint in comparison with the full
light of the Bodhicitta itself, yes. That faint glimmer may be blinding, if you see what I mean.

Ratnaketu: I wasn't so much meaning that. I accept that it is a faint glimmer of the Bodhicitta.
But if that is the most we can expect to do, just a faint glimmer, how - there is a future of the
Bodhicitta, of deepening that?

S: Oh yes, certainly. I said what we can hope for at the present. I just don't want people to be
unrealistic. I don't want them to recite things without understanding or realizing or even being
able to imagine what they mean. [ don't want them to just go through the motions, for
instance, of being Bodhisattvas and getting quite unrealistic ideas about themselves. After all,
as I mentioned the other day, there are thousands, tens of thousands, maybe hundreds of
thousands of people in Tibet reciting Bodhisattva vows every day, but considering that they
didn't do very much to bring Buddhism to the West it would seem that they were not taking
those Bodhisattva vows very seriously. We don't want that to happen again. Perhaps they
were so absorbed in the contemplation of the numberless worlds to which they would take the
Dharma after they were Enlightened, they forgot the wretched West, just so to speak waiting
for the Dharma - or certainly needing it.

Anyway, those questions were all left over from the study of the puja in the last session.

Subhuti: These questions on mudra. There's a first one from ...

Prasannasiddhi: We were discussing our meditation postures, - this is connected with mudra.
And there's something that most of us I think had heard connected with it: when you're sitting
in meditation you should place the hands in your lap, and you should place the right hand on
top of the left, as opposed to the left hand on top of the right. I was wondering if that was
[142] just a traditional thing which has caught on, or whether it had maybe a philosophic
base, or whether it actually had a physical base connected with the body.

S: This doesn't seem to be an Indian tradition. I remember when I started meditating in India,
no one ever mentioned to me anything like that. I suspect it's of more Far Eastern origin -
maybe deriving from Zen. I have been asked this question before, and I think what I have
usually said is: adopt the position in this respect, the mudra if you like, which seems
comfortable to you. I don't remember whether Indian images of the Buddha show the Buddha
more with the right hand in the left or the left in the right. Perhaps we should examine them
and see.

Personally, [ have always put the right in the left. That seems quite right and quite



comfortable. But one can experiment. I suspect, if it has anything to do with the Far East -
with Ch'an or Zen - it may have something also to do with Taoism, with yin and yang and all
that sort of thing. That is a possibility, in which case it would not have a very Buddhistic
basis. I think the commonsense, perhaps truly Buddhistic, position would be: adopt a position
which you find comfortable and helpful.

At the same time, we could well examine images of the Buddha, ancient images, just to see
whether there is any standard practice or standard procedure in this.

Prasannasiddhi: I had heard when I started meditating that if you placed your right leg on top
of your left during one meditation, then at the next meditation you should place your left leg
on top of the right, so that in that way your spine wouldn't tend to develop a curve, because it
does affect your spine. In that way you would end up with spinal problems. I thought maybe
the hands would also have that kind of similar effect, though not as strong as the legs.

S: I must say also that in India I never heard this question of changing posture - that is to say
right leg on left or left on right - ever mentioned, all the time that I was in India. But that does
not mean that there may not be something in it. But I think it is a question of people
experimenting and finding out. It's not a question of saying some old yogi says this or some
old yogi says that. Just practise and see: does it make a difference? Or do those who are well
versed in hatha [143] yoga, experienced in hatha yoga, have anything very definite to say
about this? For instance does Mr Iyengar, say, or anybody who is concerned with maybe
treatment of diseases by means of hatha yoga - do they have anything to say about this? Let's
have some solid information, based on experience, rather than go on bits and pieces of
hearsay. It may well be that there is something in it, that it does make some marginal
difference, and that we ought maybe to observe certain things in this respect. But we should
know very definitely before we start saying anything very definite.

But as I said, all the time I was in India, when associating with people, especially Indians,
who practised meditation, I didn't ever hear any reference to this particular matter.

Amoghacitta: Certainly in the case of the way some people sit, with one leg on top of the
other, it (...)(...)(...) spine, so that if you do have (...) spine. But certainly sitting in that kind of
posture can twist your spine.

S: But can it twist it to a significant or a harmful degree? That is really the question, I
suppose. Because sitting cross-legged means you are sitting in a cross-legged posture; your
body is bent in a way unnaturally. But presumably you come out of it when you come out of
that posture. The general Indian tradition is - certainly one thing that is stressed is that you sit
up straight. It is not that Indians who practise meditation ignore or overlook these things, but
what they usually insist on is that you sit up straight; that you hold yourself really erect; that
the chin is tucked a little in, that the hands are either folded in the lap or they are stretched out
and resting on the knees - that's also a quite common posture for meditation in India - and the
eyes are either closed or the gaze just kept down. And the tongue is supposed to press against
the palate, the roof of the mouth. So these things they do insist upon. But I've never heard
anyone insisting on this change of the posture as regards the legs. But none the less there may
be something in it. We'll just have to investigate further, perhaps.

Subhuti: Another one on mudra.



Gunapala: Last night we heard a little bit about gesture and the hand movements of speakers -
about how important it was what we do with our hands. And we were talking about mudras
and [144] I was wondering whether the awareness of what we are doing with our hands and
actually deliberately concentrating on mudras was something we could develop. We seem to
be unaware of this practice - whether it is something we develop, or whether it is best just to
tie your hands together and not fiddle with them.

S: Well, it basically comes down to a question of awareness: one should be aware of one's
body and bodily movements. And if you are aware of your body and bodily movements, that
will surely include the hands. And your hands will tend, say, when you are speaking, when
you're giving a talk, to make graceful, significant gestures rather than just be aimlessly
throwing themselves all over the place.

Gunapala: In a mudra, they are quite deliberate, aren't they? They are quite deliberate
gestures.

S: Yes, but how did they start? How did the deliberate gestures start? In Buddhism there are
five basic mudras which are associated with the five important episodes, the five principal
episodes, even, of the Buddha's life, and are the appropriate mudras or positions of the hands
for the Buddha at those times. For instance, when he is seated beneath the Bodhi tree ...
meditating, his hands are in the meditation posture. When he goes to Sarnath and he teaches,
(he is making his point?), that's the dharmacakra mudra, that of turning the Wheel of the
Doctrine. And you may find, when you are giving a talk or when you are giving a lecture,
when you are explaining something your hands may quite spontaneously adopt this sort of
position.

And then again, when the Buddha is reassuring people, he says, 'Don't worry; fear not' - the
abhaya mudra. And when he is giving somebody something - 'All right, take it, here you are' -
the dana mudra, the varada(?) mudra, rather which applies to giving.

And - what's the other one?
: Bhumisparsa.

S: Ha! And when he's seated underneath the Bodhi tree prior to the Enlightenment and Mara
challenges him, he says, 'Let the earth goddess come' - he calls her, and if she's living
underneath the earth he taps the earth with the appropriate gesture.

[145]

But later on, in the Vajrayana, this was vastly developed. And there were mudras especially
for the different offerings. I did learn these at one time; there are many traditions in Tibet, all
the different schools, even sub-schools, have got mudras for different purposes.

Mudras can be very graceful; they can sort of flow into one another. It's a bit like T'ai Chi
with the hands, if you know what I mean. And certainly it's very aesthetic. But I think before
people come to that stage they should be much more mindful, and perhaps if they are more
mindful certain mudras will naturally, spontaneously suggest themselves.

Gunapala: One doesn't follow the other, like we don't deliberately try and develop the same



way of holding our hands when we are speaking on a certain subject? It's just something that
naturally comes out - it's not ...

S: Yes, (...) and from a basis of actual experience.

Subhuti: We wanted to do a bit of sorting out about the psychic centres. The head centre is
connected with the body?

S: Well, there are all sorts of systems, there are all sorts of correlations. If one speaks in terms
of body, speech and mind, the head centre is associated with the body, and the throat centre is
associated with speech, and then the heart centre is associated with mind. But there are other
correlations.

Subhuti: What about OM AH HUM?

S: In the case of OM AH HUM, the association is usually OM with the head, AH with the
throat, and HUM with the heart.

Subhuti: Are they correlated with body, speech and mind?
S: Not necessarily. What were you thinking of exactly?

Subhuti: Whether the OM AH HUM correlated with those three centres, and then again with
body, speech and mind; whether the three systems, as it were, overlapped, or is it just two
different systems?

S: I think one could say that they overlap. For instance, when a thangka is so to speak
consecrated by a lama, when it is [146] as it were vivified, the mantra OM is written opposite
the head on the back, AH is written against the throat, and HUM against the heart. So in that
way these three bijas would seem to be the bijas of body, speech and mind.

Devamitra: We have two questions from Ratnaketu.

Ratnaketu: The first question comes out of a discussion about body, speech and mind again,
and we were in some controversy as to the relationship between mind and consciousness,
when mind is in the form of body, speech and mind. We couldn't really decide whether mind
and consciousness were the same or different.

S: Broadly speaking, the same, but the word in Sanskrit would be citta here. Citta, vak and
kaya for body, speech and mind, or mind, speech and body. So citta is mind in the broader

sense; it can be translated as 'consciousness'.

What was the point of the controversy? If 'mind' here is not citta, what else could it be if it
does not include consciousness?

Ratnaketu: Well, in a way I would have thought that consciousness included mind and body
and speech, and that mind in the sense of the combination of mental activity.

S: What does one mean by 'included' here?



Ratnaketu: Well, mind is a sort of aspect of consciousness rather than mind ...

S: well, we are really concerned with two things here, or two things are getting confused:
English terms and Sanskrit terms. In English, 'mind' and 'consciousness' are sometimes used
synonymously; sometimes a distinction is made between them. Similarly, in Sanskrit
sometimes citta and manas are used synonymously or ... distinction is made between them.
But I think in the case of body, speech and mind, the term for 'mind' in this context, in
Sanskrit or Pali, is citta, which is usually considered to be 'mind' in the broadest sense and
roughly synonymous with what we call consciousness.

Tape 7, Side 2

Khemananda: What I meant in the study group was that you [147] referred to consciousness
containing time, and as being a very different level of conditionality than time, whereas I saw
body, speech and mind as very much operating within time, and operating at a lower level of
conditionality.

S: Well, when one speaks of body, speech and mind, it is clearly a case of, so to speak, the
individual mind. It is not mind or consciousness in any deeper or wider sense.

Ratnaketu: The next question was in the Noble Eightfold Path series you say speech is given
in Buddhism the same importance as mind, the same importance as body. I always thought
that in Buddhism mind was actually given supreme importance over the body and speech. |
even found a case in the Pali Canon where the Buddha seems to say this. I wondered what
you were meaning when you said that it was given the same importance.

S: ...what I mean by importance here. What do you think it means? Why is this tripartite
division made - body, speech and mind? Why is speech distinguished? Why did the Buddha
for instance not say simply 'body and mind'? - well, yes, sometimes one does experience or
one does come across this division, nama-rupa, which is usually translated as 'body and mind'.
But very often, in the Buddhist scriptures, especially the later ones, one gets this threefold
distinction of body, speech and mind. So clearly speech is being singled out as being
separated from body on the one hand and mind on the other, so to that extent it is being given
the same importance, in the sense that it is enumerated separately, just as mind is enumerated
separately and body is enumerated separately.

I am not saying that speech is more fundamental than mind; mind clearly is more fundamental
than speech - than body. But the fact that speech is enumerated separately suggests, at the
very least, that equal importance, practically speaking, is being given to speech as to body and
to mind.

Of course, I think I have also pointed out that it is not speech in the ordinary, narrow sense.
'‘Speech'’ is the whole principle of communication. Speech includes - well, to go back to the
terminology we were using or following last year - speech includes the imaginal. Speech
corresponds, in a way, to the rupaloka: if mind corresponds to the arupaloka then speech
corresponds to the rupaloka, just as body corresponds to the kamaloka. It is the mediating
principle between something which [148] is more subtle and something which is more gross.
Speech corresponds to the arts; speech corresponds to literature, to poetry, to music, etc. It
corresponds to, yes, the imaginal as distinguished from the Real, the ultimately Real, on one



hand, and the materially existent on the other. So therefore it is equally important, equally
important means deserving of a separate enumeration, not more important metaphysically;
Clearly mind is more important metaphysically. Buddhism says, manopubbangama dhamma,
even though Christianity says ...[Greek]. Subhuti can interpret that to you.

: Can you translate for us?

S: Well, Buddhism says, you know, the first verse of the Dhammapada is: manopubbangama
dhamma, which means 'mind is the first of things; mind precedes all dhammas.' Whereas the
Gospel according to St John begins with the words '...", 'In the beginning', '... logos', 'was the
Word' - speech, Though, of course whether logos is speech in the ordinary sense is another
matter.

Devamitra: We had just one more question.

Bodhiruchi: Your splitting of the four levels of Perfect Speech - is there anywhere a
traditional mention of this - such as Buddhaghosa or somewhere?

S: The four kinds of Perfect Speech are enumerated in many places in the Pali Canon and
Sanskrit Buddhist works: that is to say that speech is truthful, that it is affectionate, that it is -
what is the third one?

: Helpful.

S: Helpful, and timely. They are usually enumerated in that order, but seeing them as going as
it were successively deeper, seeing these four kinds of Perfect Speech as representing four
successively deeper levels of communication - this is my personal way of looking at it; this is
not traditional. Though I think actually this is what the traditional enumeration really means.
In other words, I don't regard it as an arbitrary interpretation.

Going back a bit: it is pretty obvious that first of all you speak truthfully. This is the first
thing you have got to do. But then merely to speak truthfully is not enough: you've [149] got
to speak with feeling, with sensitivity, awareness of the other person; so you speak with
affection. That carries you more deeply into communication... speak the truth, ... 'what do you
mean?' ... communication. Take it a bit further and you've got to speak with affection, you've
got to have feeling for the other person, and then you can say more, you can go more deeply
into communication. And then you have to speak in such a way that the other person is
helped; you care for the other person. What you speak is useful; what you speak does them
good, maybe it inspires them; you are going deeper into communication. And then what you
speak brings people together, it creates harmony. You are not just speaking to one person, you
are speaking to a number of people out of ... You are drawing people closer together, itis a ...,
deeper level of communication. So I think if one just considers the order in which these
different kinds of Perfect Speech are enumerated, it will become obvious that one is
concerned with deeper and deeper levels of the same thing, Perfect Speech or communication
or whatever you might like to call it. If you give some consideration to this list, it is evident
that you haven't got just four particular qualities of Perfect Speech unrelated to each other;
they do in fact represent deepening levels of communication. But, as far as [ know, I am the
first person to have pointed this out.



It just goes to show that teachings have been perhaps familiar to thousands of Buddhists for
thousands of years but into which no one has cared to go very deeply or really look at them or
really asked themselves what they mean or what the Buddha was getting at by that particular
teaching.

Is that really the last question?

Bodhiruchi: Rather than seeing Buddhism as having a greater emphasis on speech than the
Christian or, say, the today Christian, could you give any pointers as to why there is such an
extraordinary lack of emphasis on speech in the Judaeo- Christian ethos?

S: I don't think I said that there was a greater emphasis on speech in Buddhism, not ordinary
human speech. In fact, I quoted the beginning of the Gospel according to St John, which
suggests an emphasis on speaking - a metaphysical emphasis. But I don't know that I would
care to say that there was not an emphasis on speech in Christianity. There is some emphasis.
Christ is supposed to have said, according to the Gospel, 'Let [150] your "aye" be "aye" and
your "nay" "nay", which is related to speech. But certainly this particular formulation of
truthful speech, affectionate speech, useful or helpful speech, speech that leads to harmony
between ... - this particular enumeration is certainly not found, as far as I know, in Christian
or Jewish literature.

None the less, in medieval times, many of those who were leading a monastic life within the
context of Christianity were concerned with this question of speech - you might even say right
speech. In some monasteries silence was observed; some orders observed complete silence
and never spoke: the Trappists, for instance. So some attention, certainly, was given to this
question of speech, certainly by monks in monasteries, in the case of Christianity. Also in
Judaism there was a commandment: "Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbour’,
which clearly concerned right speech, or what we might call right speech. Anything more or
have the questions dried up ...

Amoghacitta: If there is no other question, I would like to ask you a bit more about the puja.
It's with reference to people doing it before they can really understand what they're talking
about, perhaps (...)(...)(...)(...).

S: Well, presumably we are talking about the Sevenfold puja. I think we have to ask ourselves
not just what puja means, but what participation in puja means, especially for the relative
newcomer. [ would say that I think, or at least I suspect - maybe those who have worked
around Centres recently will have views of their own here - that for most relatively new
people participation in a puja means participation in, say, an atmosphere. It means
participation in some colourful happening along with other people. It is a sort of positive
group activity. And I think, I suspect, that for quite a lot of newcomers what the words
actually mean doesn't really matter very much, and they are not over-bothered that they don't
understand what the words mean. I think in many cases they are happy to go along with the
celebration, as they see it. They see that there is a beautiful shrine, with this impressive
golden Buddha figure and lots of flowers, people seem happy and bright, jolly, friendly - and
there's going to be a puja: all right, they don't mind joining in, it's an attractive sort of thing to
join in. I think this is the attitude of quite a few new people or relatively new people - leaving
aside those who have a definite distaste for such things on account of perhaps past
associations.



[151]

So I don't know that understanding the meaning of the words fully and clearly is necessarily
all that important. But, as I said, perhaps those who have been working around Centres lately
and have come into contact with relatively new people, even complete beginners, may have
some views of their own about this.

Gunapala: It does seem that this contact with the past - Christianity - does give them quite a
reaction against anything devotional. They don't want to know; a lot of people who have had
Christian upbringing don't want to know the more devotional side of Buddhism.

: But at the same time, quite a few people do just get off on the positive atmosphere, they are
quite strongly affected by it. It almost takes them by surprise.

S: The atmosphere is different; it's not only a question of the FWBO. You go to the East, the
atmosphere anywhere in the Buddhist world, however degenerate it may be in certain
respects, the atmosphere in the temple, in a shrine, on the occasion of a puja, is invariably
different. It is happy, it is cheerful, it is light-hearted, almost. It is positive, it is happy, it is
affirmative. One can definitely say this, whether it's a Sinhalese temple or a Burmese temple
or a Japanese or Tibetan temple. It's not an atmosphere of gloom or anything of that sort. So
no doubt the atmosphere has a good influence on people; they'll see it seems to be sort of
religious, there seems to be something devotional going on, but people are happy, people are
cheerful, people are friendly. They can't quite make it out. Just as some people going to, for
instance, Burma, years and years ago, couldn't make it out - that the Burmese were such a
happy, cheerful people, and were happy and cheerful even when practising their religion.
They thought that Buddhism was a pessimistic religion; people ought to be miserable when
they're following it. But in Burma - since I mentioned Burma I'm not recommending this, or
anything of that sort; I mention it just as a sort of illustration, they are so relaxed in their
attitude to their Buddhism that they smoke great cheroots while they do their puja. You can
see monks and lay people doing their puja: 'wur-wur-wur-wur..."' [puffing] They don't see
anything wrong with it, they are quite relaxed in their attitude. They don't see anything wrong
with smoking these great big cheroots anyway. They ...in ordinary life; the shrine is no
different.

Aryamitra: Do you see any way we can improve our attitude [152] - do you think there is any
room for improvement in our attitude to puja? I notice ...

S: Did you say 'our' attitude? Whose attitude?

Aryamitra: I mean generally, the sort of level of pujas in the FWBO that we are experiencing
at the moment. I tell you why I say this: because I remember when you took a puja at
Padmaloka you put the lights right up, you chanted quite vigorously, I thought, even fast, and
there was a much more attitude of festivity rather than - ...

S: I must say - I don't know whether this is just personal preference - I do prefer a bright puja,
a brightly lit puja. A lot of people seem to prefer a dark room with a few little candles, and I
can't help thinking that this is a little left over from Christianity, maybe especially
Catholicism. But I think partly because of my experience of 20 years in India, I definitely
prefer a brightly lit shrine. Not necessarily with very bright ... lighting, but certainly it should
be bright rather than dim. I don't like this 'dim religious light'. I think in the case of Buddhism



it should be a brilliant dharmic light. And therefore I like plenty of light and illumination, and
if possible, if it's a long puja, the sun streaming in through the window. This seems to be
more Buddhistic. I definitely prefer a brightly lit puja; I do not like dim pujas very much.
Especially if you've got a little candle and you are trying to (Laughter)(...)(...).. see people's
faces [as] light patches appearing through the gloom. That seems to strike a definite note to a
beginner, that it is bright.

And I think the chanting should be vigorous. Clearly you can overdo it, and be a bit
insensitive. And I think perhaps if I sense that people are a bit sluggish or a bit dull, I tend to
chant not only a bit more vigorously but even a bit faster.

Aryamitra: I notice also there seem to be two attitudes. They might both be valid. One is
where somebody just has their eyes quite closed and you can't quite hear them, just sort of
mouthing the words, maybe like really trying to get into the meaning of the words. The other
one is with eyes quite open, looking around, chanting. Do you think - ?

S: Well, I suppose it's just extravert and introvert. There may be ... feel: whether they make
you maybe feel more strongly by as it were concentrating more within yourself - fair enough.
But if you feel more, ... more strongly by looking about you and seeing the lights and the
flowers and the people, [153] fair enough, you do it that way. The important thing again is
that we feel.

But what we must beware of is an undue solemnity. Sometimes the chanting - maybe this is
why I sometimes try and chant a bit more vigorously or even more fast - sounds quite
dirge-like. I sometimes sit at a distance from the shrine just to hear ... It really sounds
dirge-like and mournful. This is not really very Buddhistic. It really does sound as though you
are bewailing your sins... I expect to hear the whips crack at any moment.

I have also noticed that a morning puja has a different atmosphere from an evening puja. It is
brighter; people seem to have more energy. Perhaps that is only to be expected. We
mentioned this, I think, the other day.

Amoghacitta: Is it a strong tradition to perform puja in the evenings? Because it seems as
though a morning puja is much brighter.

S: Well, in monasteries, certainly, you have pujas at all hours of the day. I think in Tibet I
remember hearing there are always three pujas in the course of the day, and on special
occasions there are five, which everybody has to attend. There are certainly morning pujas,
yes.

But I suppose we tend to have in the FWBO evening pujas more, or to place more emphasis
on the evening pujas, for obvious practical reasons, especially in the case of Centres, because

that's when people come along.

Amoghacitta: But perhaps more in the context of retreats, even this retreat it would be a good
opportunity to do ...preferable.

S: Well, perhaps that could be considered.



Any further points? We've got four minutes left. Anything more about pujas? Aryamitra
inquired whether it wouldn't be possible to ... improve the pujas, whether there were ways of
improving them. Has anyone got any suggestions? I mentioned my personal preference for a
well-lit puja rather than a gloomy one.

Gunapala: I think you made the point of putting more [154] effort into it, and I think that is
the key factor, of just deliberately putting more energy and more effort into what we do, each
person doing that. And I think puja would just take off. The puja itself seems to work, if you
put the effort in. You end up with the result; I think if people don't put the effort in, they don't
get the result.

S: You get out of it what you put in.
Gunapala: I think it's as simple as that.

Ratnaketu: I was thinking as well that quite often we just do - it's really common just to do
puja in the clothes that you were using to do something else, even work clothes and things

like this. And I think we are a bit afraid of putting on special clothes or having special puja
clothes. I think we are a bit afraid of that.

S: I remember on my first visit to New Zealand I noticed that they dressed up for pujas in
those days. They wore all sorts of colourful kaftans. Some were purple and some were
emerald green - men! But by the time of my second visit, for some reason or other that
practice had died away. People used to keep their colourful kaftans at the Centre and slip
them over their heads for the puja. It did look quite good.

Gunapala: That means they'd have to build a wardrobe for their clothes. We'd have to build a
changing room and a wardrobe at the centre.

S: No doubt there is a point here, because it does have some psychological effect if you
change your clothes. A change of clothes does help to bring about a change in your state of
mind. But certainly you should go into puja in dirty, dusty clothes; this would be quite
inappropriate, and not at all helpful.

Gunapala: I think there's a good point there.

S: Again, Tibetans, one of the things they do, they always rinse their mouth out before puja.
Yes, this suggests that before you recite the holy words as it were you just wash your mouth,
which has been perhaps talking about all sorts of ordinary, everyday, vulgar things, not to
speak of eating food and disagreeable things like that. So you just wash your mouth out so
then your mouth is clean and pure, so to speak, for the [155] recitation of the words of the
puja. They can't wash before a puja because of climatic conditions, but they always rinse their
mouth before a puja.

Cittapala: I'm sorry, I can't remember in what connection, but on some previous occasion
we've actually had some sort of tea ceremony, or something along those lines, in the

connection of the puja.

S: That's true, yes, it described itself as a tea ceremony, but it was just simply a quiet



semi-ceremonial allegedly Japanese-style pseudo-... Zen sort of cup of tea. It did go down
very well, some ... there.

Gunapala: It used to bring people together more in the Shrine Room.

S: Well, ... if the puja can't bring them together (Laughter); if only tea can bring them together
-

Cittapala: Can you actually - how did it actually happen?

S: As far as I remember - I forget whose idea it was, but at the very end by pre-arrangement
people just continued sitting quietly without speaking in the shrine, and the two people
previously appointed went and brought in cups and saucers and - no, I think it was bowls
actually, Japanese-type bowls; and it was jasmine tea, I remember, which was the in thing at
that time in the FWBO ... And a big kettle of hot water, and these were all placed in front of
me, and I poured out hot water over just a pinch of jasmine tea, and people handed it round. I
remember [ wasn't always very happy about this because people hadn't really thought that this
enormous kettle of hot water ... pour it quite gracefully, which was rather difficult. But no
doubt things could be improved.

But, yes, it did add something to the proceedings. It kept people a little longer sitting in the
shrine quietly, and together; we made a sort of rule, so to speak, there should be no talking,
everything should be done in silence. It meant people spent about 20 minutes more in the
shrine in this way, just sitting together in silence, and that was all to the good.

Gunapala: It brought a domestic situation into our Buddhism.
S: I wouldn't like to think of it in that way!

[156]

Subhuti: I hesitate to mention this, but one of the only features of Christianity that I remember
enjoying was hymn singing. I don't suggest we use the Hymns Ancient and Modern, but it
would be really good to have some songs in ...

S: Well, some of the Chinese Buddhists of Malaysia have tape recorded what they call
Buddhist hymns. We perhaps could get them and listen to them. I know in America some of
the indigenous Chinese and Japanese Buddhist groups in the Buddhist churches, as they call
them, with their Buddhist ministers and Buddhist weddings and baptisms, do favour the
singing of Buddhist hymns, and that they have adapted some Christian hymns. There was one
I remember reading which started like this: 'Buddha loves me, yes, I know, 'Cause my sutras
told me so!'(Loud laughter) I don't know how well that would go down... Some people are
vomiting already ... But apparently Malaysian Buddhists regard hymn-singing as a very exotic
practice; it rather appeals to them, much as the tea ceremony appeals to us. It's a bit of a
novelty. They sing Buddhist hymns to a harmonium, a little organ.

Anyway, perhaps we can close there.

Day 8 Tape 8, Side 1



Vessantara: It seems that we are finding it quite hard to find questions from the text. It seems
quite straightforward. Our group certainly hasn't got any. Suvajra's going to ask...

Suvajra: We were discussing transmission systems. You spoke about on the Tibetan Book of
the Dead seminar, the Buddha offering the book as the thing that is needed in the animal
realm, and you spoke of it in terms of a sort of transmission system, a system whereby
information, knowledge, could be transmitted in some other form and re-used.

S: Not quite, but anyway carry on.

Suvajra: So the question was - first of all, were the Vedas written down at the time that the
Buddha was around? And, if they were ...

S: No.

Suvajra: No? Ah. The second one was, if they weren't [157] written down, why did not it
occur to them to write these things down?

S: It seems that the ancient Indians considered writing to be a very unreliable form of
transmission. They considered oral transmission to be more reliable. That was one point.
Another point was that in the days of the Buddha writing was regarded as something very
secular and worldly. Writing seems to have come into India from Babylonia, from ...sia, and
it seems it was originally associated with things like commerce, keeping accounts, so that the
associations were all very secular. And it was only after the time of the Buddha that writing
began to be used for recording religious teachings. Until that time, they were transmitted
entirely by word of mouth, and the Vedas were transmitted for many, many generations -
many, many centuries, in fact - by word of mouth, as were most of the Buddhist scriptures. So
it was the people who knew certain traditions or teachings by heart who were the, one might
say, living transmission system, the living books. This is one reason, originally, why the
murder of a brahmin was considered such a serious matter, because if you murdered a
brahmin you murdered someone who knew the Vedas - at least in theory he should have
known the Vedas - so you cut off your own sources of knowledge - apart from killing a
human being.

Coming back to this question of the book, it's not so much a question of transmission in the
narrow or limited sense as of preservation and handing on, handing down. It's because human
beings have written records, largely speaking, that the knowledge, the experience, the
discoveries of past generations can continue to be available even in the present; so knowledge
and experience gradually in this way accumulate. This is why the animals have no way of
recording, and by recording transmitting, their experience from generation to generation.
Human beings have developed that facility, so in the case of human beings experience is not
limited to your own experience; you can draw on the experience of other people, even of
people long dead.

So the fact that the Buddha in the Wheel of Life presents the animals with a book suggests
that he presents to animals, or even to animal-like human beings - the possibility of an
increment to their own experience, thus enabling them to become human or truly human. It's
the book that makes all the difference between human beings and animals - taking the book as
a symbol.



[158]

Shantiprabha: We had quite a lot of discussion about the value of television in propagating
the Dharma in the West. One of the points which emerged in the discussion was that we see
the television as being something quite worldly as well. We wondered if you had any
thoughts about whether we could use television constructively.

S: I personally don't agree that a particular facility can necessarily be regarded as in itself
worldly or unworldly. A great deal depends on the use you make of it. No doubt at present
television is used largely for worldly purposes; there is no reason why it shouldn't be used for
other purposes, as in the case of writing. But whether one will actually be able to use it in that
way to any extent that would really make a difference, that would really help, that is another
question: I just don't know.

Cittapala: You haven't given any thought as to the possibility - the extent to which one might
be able to use the medium of television or, say, video or something of that nature?

S: I am quite sure it could be used. I have no doubt about that at all, just as any other medium
of communication could be used. But then that means first of all one needs quite a lot of
money; one has got to have the skilled people, and one also needs to give very careful thought
to the presentation of the Dharma through that particular medium. Quite a few people in the
FWBO are interested in films, interested in television, interested in videotape; but whether
they have actually thought out, really seriously, how, if at all, one is to present the Dharma
through these media, I don't know. But there would seem to be no a priori reason why one
shouldn't utilize a particular medium for the communication of the Dharma. It is well known
that in America, for instance, there are all sorts of privately owned TV stations; I say privately
owned - they are owned by very often one-man religious corporations, and they put out
religious programmes all the time. Well, they put out their own sort of programme. We would
probably not find what they put out very acceptable: I have heard specimens of actual
material. But no doubt we could do better.

One has also, of course, to take into account the nature of the medium itself. This is why |
spoke of giving careful thought, because we all know that to some extent at least the medium
is the message. One has to consider, when you use [159] television, to what extent television
is itself a message; to what extent, even though you are, say, putting across Buddhism through
the medium of television, you may not perhaps be putting across, inasmuch as you are using
television at all, a different sort of message; perhaps one that is not compatible with
Buddhism. One has to consider that. I am not as it were prejudging the issue, but these are the
sort of considerations that one needs to think very carefully about.

Cittapala: Would that have any connection with the Buddha's strictures on actors and
theatrical events and that sort of thing?

S: Well, would it? Perhaps that is one of the ... that we need to consider. But one also needs
to consider the basis of the Buddha's strictures on the acting profession conveyed in his words
to Talaputo, the impresario as that word is translated: the stage manager... | take it everyone is
familiar with those quotes?

Voices: No.



S: Oh dear. There was an occasion on which a sort of stage manager, or actor-manager,
perhaps, called Talaputo, came to the Buddha, and he wanted to ask the Buddha a question. I
don't remember whether this was one of the occasions on which the Buddha refused twice to
answer the question and then answered on the third occasion: perhaps it was. But the question
was what truth there was in the ancient tradition, current among stage folk, that actors
(presumably actresses also, but only actors were asked about) on the break-up of the body
after death go to a happy heavenly world, the world called the Heaven of the Laughing Gods,
because during their lifetime they made people laugh. So Talaputo wanted to know whether
there was any truth in this tradition. And the Buddha said there was no truth in that tradition:
that, far from going to any heaven, they went in the opposite direction, they went to a state of
downfall. And he gave the reason for that. He said "Themselves being subject to lobha, they
give rise to states of lobha in other people' - that is to say by their acting. "Themselves being
subject to dosa, they give rise to dosa in other people; themselves being subject to moha, they
give rise to moha in other people.' So they are as it were doing the work of Mara: they are not
only bringing about unskilful states in their own minds, but they are bringing them about in
the minds of other people, which is a very serious matter.

So one can infer from this what was the state of the [160] primitive drama in ancient India in
the Buddha's time. It could not have been anything very refined: it could not have been
anything very noble. It could not have been anything very elevating. It probably corresponded
to a great deal of the sort of stuff one can see on television today.

So what about the moral, the karmic, responsibility of the people responsible for purveying
that sort of material? The same applies to film, the same applies to all sorts of other media.
But conversely, one could say, if through the medium of acting, even through the medium of
television, yourself being, say, full of faith you were able to communicate faith to other
people, yourself being, say, full of joy you are able to communicate joy to other people -
surely that would be meritorious, and perhaps you would go, if not to the Heaven of the
Laughing Gods, perhaps to some other heaven.

But I think the Buddha's indictment of the acting profession as it then existed is a very terrible
one, and it applies, I think, to the acting profession - whether as regards the live theatre or as
regards TV - today. Really, if one - I don't watch television; I think I've seen it twice in my
life - well, no, no; maybe I'm exaggerating. No, I've actually watched it consciously and
deliberately for the sake of seeing a programme, I think twice; and I have been forced to see it
when visiting relations, I think, twice. But I listen to radio quite a lot, and even though I
generally listen to the Third Programme, even there there is a lot that from a Buddhist point
of view is not very desirable. Even when one listens to the news, the straight news, the
content of which is often not very uplifting, but anyway it's news, it's information or it
purports to be information - you have to get it very often via sort of chat and backchat
between a male and a female announcer, which is really quite irritating; as if to say even the
news can't be presented in this unsexualized form. It really is, one might say, quite disgusting.
But this is to be expected as things have gone. It is this sort of medium that one has to take
up, perhaps, and use.

I think the media themselves, in themselves, are quite good, but it's such a pity that they are
put to such very unworthy uses, usually.

Cittapala: Would you then feel that, even if the FWBO were to produce a programme, or even



a series of programmes, presenting them as it would be in between slots, other stuff over
which we wouldn't have any control, it might have a debilitating [161] effect?

S: This is one of the considerations which would have to be weighed. I don't know, I can't
give the answer straight off now. I am sure there are all sorts of factors to be taken into
consideration. One might consider that one would do better devoting one's energy not to TV
shows presenting Buddhism or putting across Buddhism, but to a campaign for the abolition
of television altogether.

Amoghachitta: You have taken part in a few programmes, interviews yourself. Do you
generally feel that that has been worthwhile?

S: As regards interest created among people, or people coming along to the FWBO as a result
of that, or writing to me - very, very little indeed. It was no doubt fun for me to do, but not
anything really very productive or useful, perhaps. As far as my programmes on TV are
concerned, their main function seems to be to keep my relations happy (Laughter), because
they like to see me on TV. But ... reasons, if you go on TV you really do exist! But any
dharmic consequences seem to be negligible. I had two letters, I think, as a result of my last
TV appearance, and I think both were from people who were obviously cranks. On the other
hand, it may be that the format was not suitable, or things could have been done in a better
way, etc. etc. One must also consider that. However, I did have a very nice, agreeable,
pleasant, charming lady interviewer, putting very sensible and intelligent questions: but
maybe that is not the way to put Buddhism across through the medium of TV.

Perhaps we need to explore these things much more thoroughly. Maybe interviews aren't the
best medium, not the best way to present Buddhism.

Amoghacitta: Have you seen the films - trilogy, I can't remember exactly what it's called, of
Tibetan films?

S: I.did see two of them.
Amoghacitta: What's your view on that because they were very popular.

S: I personally found them very interesting indeed, yes. But what function they perform or
fulfil in awakening interest in Buddhism, or bringing people into contact with Buddhism, I
just don't know; I've no information in that way. But perhaps [162] at least one might say that
they help to keep the fact of Buddhism in the general consciousness of people, and they do
communicate, as far as I can remember, a sympathetic impression; and maybe that is all to the
good in the long run, taking a broader view of things.

On the other hand, one might argue that though very interesting they are very Tibetan and
they confirm the impression of Buddhism as something foreign, something exotic - as a
cultural phenomenon; one could also argue even in that way. Again, one thing needs to be
weighed against another.

Vessantara: When you say that television interviews might not be a good way to present the



Dharma, have you any speculations about what might work better?

S: Well, I've only some tentative thoughts. Television is a visual medium. If you just show
somebody being interviewed, and the main content of the programme is oral, let us say, and
conceptual, you are not making full use of the possibilities of television, so I would think that
perhaps a more purely visual approach would be more interesting. I remember seeing a film -
where was this? I saw a film somewhere - it might have been, in fact, in Malaysia, in one of
the Chinese temples there - about the history of Buddhism, and that was done really well, it
was done almost entirely by visual means, with a little commentary. It was an American
production. And you saw a map of India - it wasn't just a map of India; it was done in a quite
interesting contoured sort of way, and you saw little illuminated arrows flashing in all
directions, and you could really see, you could watch, the progress of Buddhism all over Asia;
and there were shots of famous buildings, and there was something about the teachings;
sometimes the shots illustrated the teachings - the Wheel of the Dharma, where the
commentator spoke about the Wheel of the Dharma revolving, there were actual carved
Dharma wheels going round, and things like that. So even though there was a commentary,
the visual content was much greater and much stronger. And I thought this was quite a good
film from that point of view. And aesthetically it was quite pleasing; you saw some very
beautiful works of Buddhist art.

I am thinking aloud; and this applies perhaps as much to film as to television. Perhaps one
should think in terms of, say, cartoon films on Buddhism: representing things like the Wheel
of Life, and showing the Spiral and the Mandala of the [163] Five Buddhas. Maybe that sort
of approach - I don't know, this is thinking aloud and just speculation - but again I rather
wonder, as I said, whether an interview on Buddhism, interviewing someone about
Buddhism, is the best way of using TV. It seems that you are not making full use of those
visual possibilities which are offered by TV.

Cittapala: So you feel that animation techniques definitely do have a possibility? We were
talking about this the other day in connection with Tibetan depictions of Bodhisattvas and so
on, and I noticed some people feel quite strongly that unless an artist has some insight as to
what the experience of a Bodhisattva would have been, to depict it in a pop-art type of form
or something is denigrating and doesn't help at all.

S: No, I don't think Bodhisattvas should be depicted in a pop-art form while one has
traditional Buddhist art to fall back on.

Cittapala: But do you feel that, as you said just now, animation techniques could be used - ?

S: Broadly speaking, yes. I certainly saw them used quite successfully in this little film that I
mentioned: not animated figures but diagrams and so on. Maps and things of that sort. And an
animated dharmacakra actually turning round.

But I think first of all one has to consider the general question of whether one should make
use of a particular medium, a particular facility, at all, in view of perhaps its overall position
in and effect on current society. Then, two, one should consider the particular nature of that
medium if one does decide to use it, so that one uses it properly and to the full. And, thirdly,
one has to make quite sure that one is really in touch with the Dharma material which one is
purporting to put across. You must really know what you are doing from the dharmic point of



view. It isn't enough just to be enthusiastic and have an interest in these media.
Vessantara: Suvajra had a question.

Suvajra: This question was on the value of keeping a diary. Have you any views on the value
of keeping a diary or journal, and especially -

[164]
S: It comes in handy when you do the Confession of Faults. You can just refresh your
memory.

Suvajra: And especially in meditation, because one of your Indian contacts - I think it was
Anandamayi - suggested to you that you keep a meditation diary. I have never done this
myself, nor have I recommended it.

S: I did keep a meditation diary for a number of years, and I then destroyed it. I kept another
sort of meditation diary