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
rst 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 nd 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 re ected in the texts themselves. With brilliant
ashes of clarity and understanding, we see him giving teachings in response that have
since become an integral part of the Triratna 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
re 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 nd here will inspire, stimulate,
encourage - and challenge you in your practice of the Dharma and in understanding more
deeply the approach of Urgyen Sangharakshita.
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This is why metta is said to be the best means of keeping ghosts and spirits at bay. It just
naturally keeps them away or neutralizes their power if your own positivity is of sufficient
intensity. So do you get a clearer picture about these four dhyana states and what you are
trying to do when you cultivate them? I take it that everybody understands that when you
meditate - leaving aside the question of insight - when one meditates you are trying to get into
what are called the dhyanas. Has this been clear to everybody? What I sometimes call the
superconscious states. So you get into them the more you are integrated, inspired, permeated,
and radiate. Once you start radiating, well, you're doing pretty well.
All this arises out of this word iddhi. "A recluse is not to be disregarded nor to be despised
because he is young," tender, delicate. "If he be young he'll be of great power." maha-iddhi.
Now in what sense do you think Sabhiya is using the term here?
Voice: In a natural sense.
S: In a natural sense, yes. Why should a young man, a young recluse, have great power?
Voice: He'll be more vigorous, more vital.
S: So he's still thinking in ethnic terms isn't he? In a way, though, perhaps more positively. I
mean, in a spiritual sense, even an old man can have iddhi. But perhaps Sabhiya is trying to
console himself, as it were. He's after all left Gotama until the last so he's saying, "well never
mind, he may be young but, after all, a young man maybe is more powerful." He may not
distinguish in his mind between natural power and spiritual power. In fact, the word itself
originally didn't distinguish in that way, power was power and sometimes it is good
sometimes to leave it like that. Iddhi is iddhi. But what about "might"? This is mahanubhavo.
Mahanubhavo is literally influence. It's more like the vibes, as it were, influence, great
influence. Sometimes it's translated as grace. In the little verses of blessing we say,
"Sabbabuddhanubhavena sada sotthi bhavantu te": by the influence of the Buddha, or if you
like, by the grace of the Buddha, may there be happiness. It's this same word: anubhava.
Well let's look into this word. Anu means after, bhava means a state of being, you can say. 'A
state [387] of being which follows after.' Well, why should that be so? It's like an echo, a
sound, which follows after. So you are in a certain way, and on account of you being in a
certain way somebody else afterwards is in a certain way. You affect them, you influence
them. You have anubhava so far as they are concerned. You are full of metta; they become
full of metta. That is your anubhav, your influence, your power, your grace, as it were, your
vibes. It's almost always, as far as I know, used in the positive sense. So he says that, "if he be
young, he'll be of great power," mahiddhi, "and great influence". Perhaps he is consoling
himself for the fact that Gotama is young. So "What if I approach and ask the recluse Gotama
these questions?" Any further point arising out of that? Gotama being young, but of great
power and great might? Do you think there's any other reason why he might have thought in
this way, that because he was young he would be of great power, great potency and influence?
Voice: Well also if he's young and a recluse he must be quite powerful, he's done it so
quickly.
S: That's also true, yes. Because he has gone forth, not only has he gone forth, he has a
sangha, a ganha, he is a teacher, he has many followers. But he is young, so perhaps this is

because he has particular power, particular influence, maybe there is something about him.
Perhaps he's beginning to hope.
All right. "And the mendicant Sabhiya set out to walk to Rajagaha; and in due course, as he
wayfared, he came to Rajagaha, to the Squirrels Feeding-ground in Bamboo Grove. And he
approached the Master, greeted him, and exchanged the usual compliments and sat down at one
side. Thus seated he spake these verses to the Master."
All right, let's continue reading round. Sabhiya's verses.
(510) "In doubt, perplexed, I come to thee,"
Said Sabhiya the mendicant,
"Fain to put questions unto thee,
The solver of them be for me:
Explain the things I ask of thee
In gradual and ordered mode!"
(511) The Master: "From far art come, O Sabhiya,"
Thus spake the Master in reply,
"Fain to put questions unto me;
The solver I will be of them
And will explain to thee, when asked,
In gradual and ordered mode.[388]
(512) Question me Sabhiya,
How e'er thy mind desires,
For of thy questioning
'Tis mine to make an end."
S: So "In doubt perplexed I came to thee," said Sabhiya the mendicant, "Fain to put questions
unto thee." Fain is an old-fashioned English word. In Pali it's abhikamkhamano: with mind very
desirous, or with mind exceedingly desirous - of putting questions to you. "The solver of them be
for me." Now please solve my questions. "Explain the things I ask of thee in gradual and ordered
mode." "Anupubbam anudhammam vyakarohi me." Anupubba means, as it were, step by step, in
regular order. And the Buddha in his reply says yes, he will do just this. Do you think there's any
reason for Sabhiya saying this, or asking this: "Explain things I ask of thee in gradual and ordered
mode"?
Voice: So that he can understand it.
S: Yes, and the Buddha says, "From far art come, O Sabhiya," Thus spake the Master in reply.
Why do you think the Buddha says this? "Durato agato si": you have come from far.
Voice: Sympathizingly.

S: Sympathizingly, yes. ""From far art come, O Sabhiya," Thus spake the Master in reply. "Fain
to put questions unto me; the solver I will be of them and will explain to thee, when asked, in
gradual and ordered mode." Question me Sabhiya, how e'er thy mind desires, for of thy
questioning 'tis mine to make an end." So what does this answer of the Buddha show?
Voice: He realizes that these questions aren't idle and he's completely sympathetic with them.
S: Yes, he's come such a long way to ask his questions, he's kept his questions in his mind all the
time. This reminds me of something else I heard or read once. Somebody said if you are asked a
question, say to the person, "I won't answer it now, ask me in half an hour," and just see whether
he asks you again after half an hour. More likely that he'll have forgotten all about his question in
half an hour. (laughter) But it wasn't [389] like that with Sabhiya, he'd come from a long way and
he'd kept his questions in his mind. He was perhaps bursting to ask them, he was very desirous of
asking them. The Buddha saw that. But what also, what other impression does one get from the
Buddha's reply?
Voice: Extreme confidence.
S: Extreme confidence. He's not even heard the questions yet, he doesn't even know what they
are, unless he can read Sabhiya's thoughts. But he's completely confident that he can answer
them. He doesn't even need to have a hint of the questions, apparently; and this is real
confidence. But he's not confident that he has got the answers to specific questions, he is
confident in himself. Do you see the difference? If he knew what the questions were and had the
answers already worked out and just inside him, as it were, well yes, you might say that that was
confidence, but the Buddha's confidence is not like that. He doesn't know the questions - he also
doesn't know the answers, in a sense - but he's quite confident that he can answer the questions,
that he has the answers. So where does this confidence come from? It has come from his own
experience of his own enlightened being, his own in finite wisdom.
Voice: It seems to me also to imply a certain confidence in Sabhiya through seeking answers.
S: That too, yes.
Voice: He can see that the questions are of ultimate concern.
S: Yes. All right, then what does Sabhiya say, or think?
Voice: "Then thought the mendicant Sabhiya: "It's wonderful, amazing! I never got such a chance
from the other recluses and brahmans as this one made for me by the recluse Gotama!" And
pleased delighted, elate and filled with joy and happiness, he asked the Master a question.""
S: Yes. "I never got that sort of opportunity before, they weren't as open with me as that. They
didn't respond with such confidence." So he's pleased, delighted, elate, filled [390] with joy and
happiness. Let's see what these words are. "Attamano pamodito udaggo pitisomanassajato".
These are the terms: pamodito means, yes, joyful; attamano, pleased; pamodito, delighted;

udaggo, elated, exhilarated; pitisomanassajato, with - not filled with, but with - arisen ecstasy and
gladness. Yes, joy and happiness will do. So in that sort of frame of mind he asks his question.
Why do you think he felt so happy? Well all his troubles were coming to an end apparently. He
really felt, perhaps, that the Buddha was going to answer his question. He'd found the right man.
Even before he'd asked the questions he knew that he was going to get the answers. So asking the
questions wasn't just a matter of asking the questions, asking the questions meant getting the
answers. So he asked the questions so joyfully because he knew intuitively as soon as he asked
the questions he'd get the answers from the Buddha. He had only to ask and he'd get the answers,
it was as simple as that. Perhaps there's a deeper meaning in this, that to ask the question is to get
the answer provided you ask the right person, who sometimes, of course, may be yourself, so that
if you really ask the question then you really get the answer. So the Buddha enabled him to ask
his question, and because he was able to ask his question, he could get the answer, though he got
the answer in this case from the Buddha. So what are these questions? Let's have those now.
(513) "What wins for man the name of 'monk'?"
Said Sabhiya the mendicant,
"Whence 'ruthful' is he called, how 'tamed'?
Say how proclaimed 'awake'! Thus asked,
Explain this Master, unto me."
S: So what is he asking about?
Voice: The spiritual ideal.
S: He's asking about the spiritual ideal really, he's heard these words, these words are current:
bhikkhu, sorata, dantam, buddho. These are the words, these are the terms, almost the technical
terms, he has heard. And he's heard these ideals described in different ways. So really he is
asking, what is the ideal? He's heard people talking about a bhikkhu, what a bhikkhu really is,
what makes a bhikkhu. Heard them talking about the ruthful, heard them talking about the
compassionate, the [391] tamed, tamed in the sense of the self controlled. Even heard them
talking about Buddha, the wake, the wise. But he isn't clear what all these terms are meant to
indicate, he isn't clear about the true nature of the ideal. Let me just look up that word sorata
which we haven't had before. (pause) What do you think might be a parallel in our own
experience nowadays? Parallel to the sort of question that Sabhiya is asking? For instance, maybe
like someone who gets really confused: well, what do you really mean by enlightened, what do
you mean by non-neurotic, what do you mean by positive? I mean someone can get really
confused about these things and not be able to find an answer by reading books on psychology or
going off to various people and asking them. This is the sort of situation that sabhiya was in.
So sorata here is given a different meaning: gentle, kind, humble, self-restrained. Kind and
gentle, sorata, kind and gentle - that's probably the nearest we can get. So he says, "on account of
what is a man called bhikkhu? What really makes a bhikkhu, what is the true nature of the ideal?
On account of what is a man called truly kind and gentle, what really makes him self controlled?
What really makes him Enlightened, wide awake? In other words what is the true nature of the
spiritual ideal?" Because people get so many different ideas, or use different terms, so that's the

first real question. So what does the Buddha say in reply?
(514) The Master: "Who by a path made by the self
Sabhiya," thus the Master spake,
"Hath gone to utter cool, crossed doubt,
Quit of becoming and decay,
Hath lived the life and made an end
Of coming more: he is a 'monk'."
S: So the Buddha gives a very straightforward reply. "Who by a path made by the self". What do
you think that means? "A path made by the self." It's a Pali idiom but how would we put that?
Voice: By his own efforts.
S: Yes, his own experience; but why a path made by himself? Because this introduces the whole
idea of the path.
Voice: The path as oneself.[392]
S: The path as oneself, the path as one's own growing experience. Do you see this? We mustn't
forget that the path is only a figure of speech, we mustn't take it too literally, or literalistically. If
you talk about someone treading a path or following a path, what is the implication?
Voice: He's going somewhere.
S: Yes.
Voice: That it is something separate.
S: That it is something separate, yes. There is the path, there are you on the path. The path doesn't
change, you also don't change, you merely go forward along the path. So all right, yes, the image
or the simile or the illustration of the path is quite a useful one but it has its limitations. When
you follow, say, the eightfold path, do you really go along it in that sort of way, so that you
simply move in space and you end up at the end of the path, the same virtually as you were at the
beginning? Is this what happens?
Voice: I hope not.
S: Hope not, yes indeed. So what does happen? What does happen is that you are changing all the
time that you are the path. You are not separate from the path. Each stage of the path, so called, is
a stage in your own development, so that you are said to traverse a stage of the path when you
achieve that stage or state of development within yourself.
Voice: I read somewhere that the more you change the more you become yourself. Would you
say that, would you agree with that?

S: Well it depends how you change. No, I think that's too general for one to be able to say
whether it's true or not, it depends how you change. Maybe as you change you show more and
more of yourself whether good, bad, or indifferent.
Voice: Do you mean the more you develop?[393]
Voice: Not necessarily.
Voice: Maybe the more you change the more you realize that you can change, that you're not
something static.
S: There's a saying in "The Voice of Silence" [H.P. Blavatsky, 1889, tr.] which I don't usually
quote but this saying seems very apposite here, "Thou can'st not travel on the path until thou hast
become the path itself." Let me give another illustration. Suppose you want to know how tall you
are, supposing a child wants to know how tall he is, well, he can stand beside a marker fixed
vertically onto the wall which will show how many feet, how many inches, tall he is. So the
marker will only measure the actual feet and inches of the child's growth, of the child's
development. So you could if you wanted take a very small child and just lift him up so that his
head was level with six feet, but that wouldn't make him six feet tall. He has to grow up there. In
the same way we sometimes lift ourselves mentally up to a certain level, but we're not really
there. And we can think about the higher stages of the path, but because we can think about them
it doesn't mean that we're anywhere near them. We have to grow up into them. And, you know,
the idea of the path as something out there is only just to give us a rough idea how far we have
grown, how far we have developed. But the following of the path, the walking of the path, is in
the growth and the development. So we must become one with the path, we are the path. So
therefore the Buddha says, "Who by a path made by the self": who has grown, who has
developed, or who, as a result of his own individual development, "has gone to utter cool,
crossed doubt, quit of becoming and decay, hath lived the life and made an end of coming more:
he is a 'monk'." Inverted commas. I think practically all these phrases we've come across before.
He's gone to utter cool, parinibbanagato, gone to complete, as it were, extinction, i.e. extinction
of greed, anger, and delusion. "Crossed doubt": he's got rid of doubt. We've dealt with that I
think. "Quit of becoming and decay": bhava and vibhava, in a sense existence and non-existence
both, or you could say just becoming and decay. "Hath lived the life and made an end of coming
more." Yes, he has dried up all future becomings or all future rebirths.
So we are already familiar with these ideas from previous suttas. The only novel element here is
the "by the path made [394] by the self". In other words as a result of the process of one's own
individual development in which you are the path, you become the path. Mrs Rhys Davids points
out that there is a Pali expression: to make the path become, to develop the path, not to tread the
path but to make the path become in you, to develop the path. So sometimes the image of growth
or development is more helpful because that makes it clear that there's no distinction between
you and what you follow, between you and the path, to the extent that you follow it and don't
merely think about it. The path is different from you only when you're thinking about it as an
object out there. Which means you are not treading it. You have to incorporate the path.

Do you think there is any particular reason why the Buddha defines bhikkhu in this particular
way?
Voice: It's the first time he's ever likened bhikkhu to the level of Buddhahood, isn't it?
S: In a way, yes.
Voice: Showing the ideal.
S: This is what he really wants to know. He knows that a bhikkhu is someone who shaves his
head or wanders around.
S: Yes, it was really: what is the ideal of a bhikkhu, what is the purpose of your becoming a
bhikkhu, what are you trying to do when you become a bhikkhu? It is not enough to shave your
head, wear a yellow robe and live on alms. I mean, literally, from one point of view the word
means almsman, but an almsman is not a bhikkhu. Being an almsman is only a means to an end,
so what is that end, what is a real bhikkhu, what must you really be in order to be a bhikkhu? So
the Buddha doesn't say a bhikkhu is one who has received a high ordination and is following
such and such rules, he doesn't say that at all. "Who by a path made by the self, hath gone to utter
cool and crossed doubt. Quit of becoming and decay, hath lived the life and made an end of
coming more: he is a "monk"." In other words the Buddha is saying don't be satisfied with any
lower definition. If you go to any Buddhist country in the East and ask what is a bhikkhu, what
do you think they will tell you?[395]
Voice: Someone who's had a higher ordination.
S: Yes, exactly. You won't get this sort of reply at all. I don't think anyone would give you this
reply nowadays. They might say, well, a bhikkhu is really supposed to be trying to obtain nirvana
but that's no longer possible under present circumstances. They very often say in Theravada
countries the last bhikkhu to obtain nirvana, to become an arahant, died about 700 years ago.
This is what they tell you in Ceylon: it is no longer possible, which isn't very encouraging is it?
(laughter) It's very easy to lower the ideal. All these terms - brahmana, bhikkhu, et cetera they've all been progressively lowered in the course of the centuries, some had been lowered by
the time that the Buddha had come along. So he tried very hard to raise them again, to give them
higher and higher meanings, higher and higher definitions, in some cases to restore them to their
original pristine meaning. He's saying, as it were, don't think a bhikkhu is someone who lives as
you are living, Sabhiya, who merely goes around in yellow robes with a shaven head, living on
alms, that's not a bhikkhu, this is what a bhikkhu really is. At once he lifts the definition of
bhikkhu to a much, much higher plane; and the Buddha is doing that all the time.
Voice: It does seem like there's almost a constant force pulling things down, from different
viewpoints, always.
S: Yes, well it's the gravitational pull again. A brahmana is someone who performs sacrifices.
The Buddha says no, a brahmana is one who's realized brahma, at least that, or even a real

brahmana is one who has realized nirvana. He tries to upgrade to that level even. There's this
constant process of upgrading we find in the Buddha's early teachings. He finds that people's
ideals have slipped over the centuries, since the days of the previous Buddhas, to use later
terminology. So he's trying to upgrade and restore the original meanings. So this is what a
bhikkhu is; it isn't just a sort of beggar-like figure in a yellow robe and a shaven head; that's not a
bhikkhu. A bhikkhu is someone who has realized the truth, one who has gained nirvana.
You notice this sort of constant degradation of ideals and devaluation of terms in all sorts of
contexts don't you? Any parallel in Western religious life, "religious" in inverted commas?[396]
Well what about a bishop for instance, what does bishop mean? Episcopos: it means a spiritual
overseer. If you read the early records of the church - certainly some churches, some sects - a
bishop was a sort of guru in respect of a certain area, almost a sort of initiator in some of the
Gnostic Christian sects. But what is a bishop nowadays? In this country he is a member of the
House of Lords, he's the head of the diocese and a sort of ecclesiastical administrator who
ordains the clergy and presides from a cathedral. You don't get the impression of a guru-like
figure giving teachings and administering initiations. But this is what a bishop means.
Voice: He does carry out confirmations.
S: Confirmations, yes, but what does that mean? I mean, you gather two or three hundred kids in
church and there's a bit of a service and he blesses them and that's that, they're confirmed in the
Church of England. And what is the vicar? What is the vicar? The "vicarious". What does that
mean? (laughter) It means the one who is in the place of the bishop, the deputy guru. The bishop
cannot be everywhere in the diocese, so he has his deputy, his representatives, who are invested
with a certain limited amount of his spiritual authority and who function on his behalf in the
individual parish. This is what it should mean, but again it's the poor harassed chap who runs the
local social activities and gives a little talk on Sundays in church and organizes the bingo and all
that kind of thing nowadays. (laughter) But that wasn't what it was originally. So there's a
tendency for all these terms to be devalued. And the Buddha is always trying to upgrade them
and revalue them in an upward direction. So we find this has happened even with Buddhist
terms. This happens with the later history of Buddhism. Pandit, for instance in the Pali texts, in
the Dhammapada, means a wise man, but later on it becomes simply a scholar. What about this
word lama? Lama in Tibet is a guru, but in the Darjeeling district there are some Nyingma
Buddhists, Nepalese, called Tamangs, and they are divided into a number of different tribes. One
tribe is the Lama tribe and they are all Lamas. That is their surname, Mr Lama, Mrs Lama - the
whole family is Lama. It's become the surname. Originally their ancestors were maybe same kind
of lama, some kind of teacher, but they married [397] and then their lama title passed on to their
sons; eventually a whole tribe sprang up. So they are all lamas. There are hundreds of them. I
knew dozens of people with this surname and there used to be a bit of a joke about it. There was
Mr P. S. Lama, a Mr T. S. Lama, and Mrs Lama, and Miss H Lama, and all the rest of it, they
were all Lama. So look at the way in which this title, lama, had been degraded. We even had, in
the Kalimpong team a Mr Upasaka, yes? (laughter)
Voice: You get the name Mr Bishop.

S: Yes, I don't know whether this was the same sort of origin, who knows. Well, you can get Mr
Pope. (laughter)
Voice: Apart from that isn't lama just an ordinary term that's applied willy-nilly, at least in the
West?
S: Well in the West, again it has been degraded.
Voice: So has guru.
S: So has guru, yes.
Voice: Guru Maharaji is an obvious example.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: In fact they have all been degraded. I mean Maharaji's a title.
S: Right yes, well even take the term upasaka. I mean, originally upasaka meant one who
practised, one who had gone for refuge. But nowadays in the East, especially in the Theravada
countries, it means a purely nominal Buddhist: someone who is born into a Buddhist family is
automatically considered an upasaka though he doesn't practice Buddhism at all, perhaps. So in
this way that upasaka has been devalued and we've tried to revalue it and upgrade it again.
Voice: Was is one who had practised and gone for refuge without going forth?[398]
S: Yes, you can say that. So we have to resist this degradation of terms because what happens is
first you have the ideal, and the ideal is described by a certain term, and people who realize the
ideal are described by a corresponding term. But then, in the course of time, people cease to
realize the ideal. They profess to realize the ideal and they are described by the same term, but
the term, in its original sense, no longer applies to them. So if you want to indicate the ideal
again, either you have to insist on revaluing and upgrading that original term, or you have to find
a completely new term. Well, like the word "religion", we could say the word religion has
become degraded over the centuries, so much so that we need to find an entirely new term for the
sort of thing that perhaps originally the term religion did indicate, though that is perhaps a bit
doubtful in this particular case. "Spiritual" has become degraded hasn't it? "Dharma" in
Hinduism has been degraded. Dharma nowadays means one's duty according to one's caste. For
instance, orthodox Hindus will say, I cannot take water from the hands of low-caste people, that's
my Dharma as a Brahmin. So that's a real degradation of the word Dharma from a Buddhist point
of view. A Buddhist couldn't use the term in that sort of way, it would be quite impossible. Or the
kshatriya, the warrior, says: my Dharma is to fight. Buddhism doesn't believe that it is anybody's
Dharma to fight, it believes that fighting is adharma, contrary to Dharma, but a Hindu will or can
say it is my Dharma to fight. The merchant will say it is my Dharma to make money. But a
Buddhist will never speak of making money as being Dharma. He may speak of making money
in accordance with the Dharma, i.e. not infringing moral and spiritual principles, but he will not

speak of money-making itself as somebody's Dharma. But this is how the Hindus speak. In the
same way the Shudra is supposed to speak of labouring as his Dharma, of serving others as his
Dharma, of having no freedom and independence as being his Dharma. So again, a degradation
of terms. So a degradation of a term in this way suggests also a failure to live up to the ideal on
somebody or other's part, perhaps a general failure to live up to it.
Voice: I wonder if terms can also become degraded by - well I suppose it must do - by people just
adopting them. Terms like... for instance some time ago I read an article in the "Middle Way",
which was signed Upasaka Upaya. I don't know whether or not [399] he had actually taken an
upasaka ordination anywhere. But I just wondered in fact if he'd taken a crib from the FWBO.
S: Yes, right. Well you also had people in the old days adopting the term bhikkhu in all sincerity,
but not perhaps really rightfully using it. There was Bhikkhu Jackson about the turn of the
century. I don't know if you've ever heard of him. (laughter) I met him when he was very, very
old. This was during the war. He was then about eighty. But he'd read several books on
Buddhism, become very interested, and wanted to propagate it, so he used to give talks at Hyde
Park Corner standing on a soapbox, and he described himself as Bhikkhu Jackson. He was quite
a character.
But it seems as though nowadays there's been a general degradation of ideals and misuse of
terms, and it almost seems to be encouraged that people seem almost deliberately to lower the
meaning of terms, perhaps as a way of lowering the ideal, as it were, refusing to recognize the
ideal or undermining the ideal. The hero has become devalued. The term hero is a bit of a joke
nowadays. It's not taken seriously. People want to debunk that particular ideal.
Voice: Is cynicism a gravitational part of degradation of terms?
S: I think it is, because it is devaluing, debunking, for negative reasons.
Voice: I mean, people don't feel themselves capable of getting to these heights and so they lower
the standards to something that they can relate to easier.
S: Yes, but if it's lowered it is not an ideal.
So Sabhiya is asking his questions. He's asked in fact four questions, he wants to know what a
bhikkhu is, what the ruthful person is - really the kind and gentle person, sorata - what the tamed
person is, danta, and what the awake or Enlightened person is: Buddha. So he's asked four
questions. He wants to know the real meaning of these four terms. So the Buddha answers him in
four verses and one verse we've already studied, so let's go onto the second one, which is verse
515.[400]
(515) "Who, ever balanced and alert,
Harms not a creature in the world,
Crossed, calm, unclouded, with no thoughts
Of 'prominence': 'ruthful' is he."

S: All right let's look at that. "Sabbattha upekhako satima": who, ever balanced and alert. It's
more like equipoised, who is in all respects equipoised. That is to say, or you could say, who
practises equanimity and who is mindful - satima. Who does not harm, or who inflicts no
suffering or violence, himsati, on anyone in the world, in the whole world. Tinno? Tinno is
crossed over, that is to say crossed over the flood of birth and death to the other shore. "Tinno
samano anavilo." Anavilo is more like unclouded, unstained, faultless. Then we come to
something quite important that we have not had before: "ussada yassa na santi sorato so". With
no thoughts of prominence. This is in a way the key term here. The rest is relatively familiar
ground, we've gone over it before. So he is in all respects poised, in the sense of equipoise,
equanimity, mindful, inflicts no suffering on any living being. He's crossed over. He is a recluse
who is free from fault and with no thought of prominence, ussada. Now what is this prominence?
The footnote refers to another verse where this is made clearer, so let's refer down to that, verse
855. It isn't in your reproduction. "Poised ere alert he deems not in the word, things equal,
notable nor lacking worth. For him there are no thoughts of prominence." Now this word ussada
means something which stands out, even swells out, it also suggests arrogance, conceit. Making
oneself prominent. It's got a range of meanings, but here it means, as it were, distinguishing this
or that as particularly prominent, in a somewhat negative sort of way. So from this other verse we
can have a clearer sort of idea what that is all about. "He deems not in the world things equal,
notable nor lacking worth, for him there are no thoughts of prominence." In other words he does
not compare. He does not think that one thing is better than another, one thing worse than
another. He does not even think that they are equal. Now this is very, very important indeed, so
we have to see really two things, or even three things; there are really three important points that
emerge: that is to say, what exactly is this state of having no thoughts of prominence. What is
that state in itself? In what way is it related to being ruthful - or rather, kind and gentle - and in
what way does having no thoughts [401] of prominence relate to ordinary everyday life and
activity? Really there are these three questions, aren't there? So to form no thoughts of
prominence, not to consider anything as notable, or lacking in worth, not to consider anything as
better or worse, or even equal. Now what does this suggest? I mean is there any point of
connection with anything that we have already studied?
Andy: It suggests total lack of ego identity.
S: Yes, and what does it link up with? Something that we have been talking about already. It
links up with the brahma viharas, it links up with metta, because you eventually develop a metta
which is equal with regard to all. You don't consider one more worthy of metta than another. Of
course you don't even think consciously in terms of distributing your metta equally, you don't
even think of that. In other words when you are really practising metta inimitably, you don't even
make a conscious attempt to make your metta equal towards all. So in a way, this sort of attitude,
this being free from all thoughts of prominence, this being free from all such distinctions as
better or worse, higher or lower, or even equal, suggests almost the sunyata type of realization of
the Bodhisattva: that everything is equally sunyata, everything is equally real and equally unreal
and both. So again it is connected with this attitude of even-mindedness, even-equanimity. And
equanimity has already been referred to in this verse: "who, ever balanced": ever in a state of
equipoise; "and alert, harms not a creature in the world. Crossed, calm, unclouded, with no
thoughts of "prominence": "ruthful" is he."

So it isn't very easy to feel one's way into this sort of attitude or state of mind, say, applied to
people. You can't really help thinking in regards to people that this person is better or that person
is worse. At least with regard to certain things, you can't help making those sorts of value
judgements. But from this point of view you don't do that, you don't have that sort of attitude.
Your attitude is one of even-mindedness towards all. No particular thing or person, as it were,
stands out for you. None of them is more prominent than another. Your attitude towards them all
is the same, which suggests this attitude of equanimity, even-mindedness, even sunyata, which of
course implies an absence of self in the sense of ego, because usually one estimates things as
better or worse [402] or equal in relation to oneself. This is perhaps the acutest form of this: you
think of people as better than you, worse than you, superior to you, inferior to you, equal to you.
But according to what the Buddha says here, one should transcend altogether that way of thinking
and have an attitude of absolute even-mindedness, not seeing any as superior, any as inferior, or
any as equal because the "I" or the "you" which is the basis of the point of reference for these
comparisons is, strictly speaking, no longer there. If you don't have any sense of "I" in the sense
of ego identity, how can you compare others with yourself, thinking of them as better than you or
worse than you or even as equal to you? How is that possible? So this is the attitude of not
having any thought of prominence. So do you get some idea of what this attitude represents now?
All right, how then does it relate to being ruthful, sorata, in the sense of kind and gentle? Well
one could say that if one doesn't form any thoughts of prominence then one will be kind and
gentle towards all. It seems to follow quite naturally doesn't it? In an almost inevitable sort of
way. But what about ordinary practical everyday life? Is it possible to act upon this attitude of not
forming any thought of prominence? Is it really possible? Or what does it mean in practical
terms? What does it amount to?
Andy: Well, maybe you could feel the same kind of good will for everyone. That in a practical
way you realize that, like Ratnapani said ....
S: It doesn't mean that you've got more metta for Ratnapani on those grounds.
Andy: No, it's just a practical...
S: It's just a practical distinction. So where does one draw the line between what is acceptable in
that sort of way and what is not acceptable?
Ratnapani: You work on your own emotional response to anybody in any situation, but
presumably attempting to maintain the state of metta to the best of one's ability.
S: So would it be legitimate, in a sense, to think of others [403] as better or worse, superior or
inferior, objectively, whilst maintaining the same attitude of metta towards all? Could you in fact
do this, do you think?
Chintamani: Yes, you could say that they were superior, inferior, or equal but they were all
growing.

S: But does one really need to say that?
Ratnapani: Well metta will take various different forms.
S: I mean, the Buddha apparently treated his disciples differently; he gave them different
teachings. So what really is the attitude that the Buddha is telling Sabhiya that the person who is
sorato does not have? What sort of forming thoughts of prominence is the Buddha getting at?
Ratnapani: The ego-boosting ones.
S: Yes, the ego boosting ones really. Because one can't really refuse to recognize objective
differences, one can't really refuse to recognize those differences as adding up within certain
contexts or from certain points of view, to a better and a worse, a superior and an inferior. Now
supposing I say that Ratnapani is a better plasterer than Alaya, for the sake of argument. I don't
know whether you are or not but for the sake of argument let's say that, since Vimalamitra has
given that example. So is that attitude, that you are a better plasterer than Alaya, compatible with
this attitude of not forming thoughts of prominence?
Ratnapani: It can be.
S: It can be? Well, when would it not be? For instance can anyone give an example?
Ratnapani: Well in my case if I was thinking, that is, when I get a boost and a good feeling at
Alaya's expense, from that.
S: Right, yes.[404]
Vimalamitra: Whereas he might be a much better cook.
Ratnapani: Well, that doesn't matter does it? It's neither here nor there.
S: No, if you get an ego boost after thinking that you are a better plasterer, but then think, "ah
well he is a better cook," and merely balance one against the other, that isn't quite what the
Buddha is getting at is it? But supposing you don't even consider specific abilities or
qualifications, supposing you think that you are a better man than Alaya, or that you are a better
man than X or Y or Z. Could you think that objectively?
Ratnapani: Yes.
S: Yes, but will you have to be quite careful about that?
Voice: Very!
S: You would too. Yes, but the abstract possibility is not excluded is it? You're coming to a quite
objective conclusion, without it being a matter of ego boosting, that you are in fact on the whole

better than somebody else. That would be possible.
Ratnapani: Yes.
S: Though admittedly one would have to be very careful about it, very careful about arriving at
such a conclusion.
Andy: You just see it and it rests there and you don't add anything to it of your own.
Prakasha: It wouldn't stop you having a good feeling towards that person, a metta.
S: For instance you remember that there are the five jnanas. Sometimes translated as the five
wisdoms, sometimes the five knowledges, sometimes the five awarenesses or the transcending
awarenesses. Are you familiar with these? The five, which are, as it were, personified by the five
Buddhas. You remember that there are these five knowledges, or five awarenesses, each
associated with one of the [405] Buddhas. Well at the moment we are only concerned with two
of these. There's a wisdom of equality, which is usually associated with Ratnasambhava, and
there's a distinguishing wisdom, associated with Amitabha.
Devamitra: Is that the discriminating wisdom?
S: Not discriminating wisdom, let's call it distinguishing, that's probably a better translation. Do
you remember these two, do you remember what I have said about them in the past?
Devamitra: Yes.
S: Maybe I had better go a little bit into the detail here. One speaks in terms of Enlightenment, all
right, one speaks in terms of the Buddha, or one speaks in terms of Buddhahood, or one speaks in
terms of wisdom or prajna - which is the ultimate, complete perfect wisdom and insight through
which Buddhahood is realized, and through which one becomes a Buddha, becomes Enlightened.
But how is one to understand, in a way, the content of this experience? So in order to help one
understand, tradition, as it were, splits up that total experience of wisdom, of Enlightenment, of
Buddhahood, into five principle aspects, or rather into four principle aspects, which are then
regarded as the four main aspects of the original basic wisdom, or Enlightenment, or
Buddhahood. In terms of the five Buddhas, therefore, you get a mandala with the Buddha
Vairocana usually in the centre and the other four Buddhas at the four cardinal points. They are
all of different colours, they've got different attributes. So these five Buddhas convey in a richer
and more concrete form, as it were, the nature of Buddhahood. So wisdom itself is, as it were,
also split up, with the central basic wisdom which is the wisdom of the Dhammadhatu, or which
is the knowledge of awareness of the Dhammadhatu. This is the central wisdom. Then there are
the other four, which are its more specific aspects. So if you add all these together you begin to
get a better, more concrete, more rounded idea of what wisdom, what Enlightenment, is all about.
So out of these five there are two which are called the knowledge or wisdom or awareness of
sameness - samathajnana; and the distinguishing wisdom which is the viviktajnana, or so far as I
can recollect it - vivikta, or a very similar word.[406]

So what is the point of this? Why do you have these two among these five? Samathajnana is, as it
were, easy to understand, it is the wisdom or knowledge or awareness that sees everything as the
same, which has the same attitude towards all, which in a way sees everything as one. You could
regard this as a sort of transcendental extension or counterpart of the even-mindedness, the
equanimity which you get in connection with upeksa. It's the same attitude towards all, absolute
even-mindedness towards all. You see all as the same. But this is not the whole truth, this is not
the whole story, this is only one aspect, this is only one wisdom, one knowledge, one
transcending awareness. It has a counterpart, which is the distinguishing wisdom.
The distinguishing wisdom does not see everything as one, it sees everything as different.
Whereas the wisdom of sameness or equality sees everything in its unity, the distinguishing
wisdom sees everything in its unique, difference, and particularity. Do you get this? So there are
these two opposite - and in a sense contradictory - visions, but they're both aspects of the one
Enlightenment experience. In the Enlightened state you see everything simultaneously, as one
and the same, and everything simultaneously as absolutely different and unique. So you have, as
it were, very externally and crudely speaking, to combine these two visions. Well you don't have
to combine them, they are already combined in the Enlightenment experience. In that experience
they are not distinct, they are not mutually exclusive. You see everything as one, everything as
the same, everything as distinct, everything as separate. All things are one yet everything retains
its own distinctive, unique individuality. This is your, as it were, double vision. And these are
only two aspects, only two of the knowledges, only two of the transcending awarenesses. So do
you see now the connection between these two wisdoms or two knowledges or two transcending
awarenesses and what we have just been saying? You can see things in their difference; you can
even, from certain points of view, see certain things as inferior, certain things as superior, see
them as equal. But at the same time you can have the same metta, maybe the same karuna, the
same mudita, the same upekkha toward all. The two are not incompatible. So do you see the
point of this?
Devamitra: It sounds a bit like what I think you said at the last [407] Convention about the Order
having unity and diversity, diversity and unity.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: Who was the jnana-Buddha of distinguishing wisdom?
S: Amitabha. So the seeing of things as say superior and inferior acquires a sort of negative tinge
only when you identify yourself with the superior and experience a sort of ego-boost from that, or
of course you identify yourself with the inferior and experience a negative ego-boost from that
too, because that is also possible - or even if you derive a certain mental satisfaction in an
egoistic way from the contemplation of equality. You say, "Aha, we are all equal here, no one's
better, no one's worse, we're all equal, no inferiors, no superiors, we're all just the same." This is
very, very negative because so, as it were, skilfully disguised.
Chintamani: i.e., I'm safe.

S: Not only I'm safe, but I'm right. I'm not one of those people who distinguishes say superior and
inferior, for me all are equal, all are the same. But obviously one must be very careful, especially
if one includes oneself in any category in such a way as to give a boost to one's ego. And also you
have to distinguish or particularize: Better in what respect? Worse in what respect? It's very, very
difficult to absolutely generalize and say someone or something is absolutely superior or
absolutely inferior. That is quite difficult. You can only do that with regard to very
straightforward cases, say the Buddha. The Buddha is said to be the best of beings, quite
categorically. The Buddha is superior to all other beings. There is no question of equality, or at
least not from our point of view, so far as we are concerned. We look up to the Buddha, the
Buddha is superior to us. But if that makes us grovel then we are not looking up in the right sort
of way. Buddhists of course don't grovel. I mean, they look up to the Buddha humbly and
respectfully and with gratitude and with devotion, but without grovelling.
So we have to be very careful with regard to these almost sort of metaphysical expressions and
attitudes and how we [408] apply them. Because you could for instance adopt the attitude of,
well, you mustn't form thoughts of prominence, you mustn't distinguish inferior and superior. So
if for example you were an examiner for a school or college or university, you couldn't even mark
papers apparently, or anything of that sort. You couldn't even prefer a particular brand of
something or other and say this was better than the other. You would have to say that they were
all the same. You couldn't even say that a human being was better than an animal, therefore you
wouldn't accept the evolutionary principle, therefore you wouldn't accept the principle of the
path, of growth and development. Why should you grow? What motive is there for you to grow
or to develop when what you are going to grow or develop into isn't better and superior to the
state you are in now?
Dave: Well, you could just sit there.
S: You could just sit there. Well you could, I mean it depends who you were and what your
sitting there really meant, what it really represented, what you were in fact really doing: whether
you were sitting there or whether you were merely sitting there; there's quite a big difference
between the two things. If you were sitting there that would be all right, but if you were only
sitting there that would be terrible. There's quite a lot of glib talk about the relative truth and the
absolute truth, and so on, but we have to be very careful how we draw these distinctions and how
we apply either the one or the other.
Chintamani: People, or one, can cop out of accepting the objective facts by trying to zoom in to
the transcendental.
S: Yes, right. (pause) For instance, if you get involved in a discussion about morality and
immorality, or ethics and non-ethics, and you can't, sort of, extricate yourself from the
discussion, you say, "Oh well, it's all the same anyway, ethics is only relative, good and bad is all
relative, what does it really matter?" And in this way you extricate yourself from the situation. So
one must be really careful about that, about escaping into a pseudo-absolutist position as an
escape from real practical difficulties, or because you refuse to face up to actual concrete
situations. You might, for instance, be very unwilling to go [409] forth, you might need to go

forth for your own individual development but then you say, "Well to go forth or not to go forth,
home or away, it's all the same, what does it really matter?" (laughter) I've heard this often
enough. You can think about God wherever you are. Within a Christian context people say this
with regard to going to church. "Well why should I go to church? There's no need to go to
church. Can't I pray at home? Is it only in the church that I can pray?" Well within that particular
context that's a very dishonest statement. Of course you can pray at home, but do you? You go to
church because it easier to pray there, because so many other people pray there, people have been
praying in the church for centuries and according to Christianity it is good to pray and sing
hymns together also. So usually people use this as an excuse for not praying at all, you know, you
can always judge the real attitude by seeing the end result. They don't pray at all, either at home
or in church. They say that because they want to get out of praying. So if someone was to say to
you, "Well I can meditate at home without going to the classes. What do I need to go to classes
for, or on retreats? I can meditate anywhere." You can bet your boots in 99 cases out of 100 they
are not meditating at all. So always distrust this absolutist attitude or position, which is adopted
as a sort of cover up for some personal weakness or deficiency. Or with regard to generosity,
giving, people say, "Well what's the need actually to give? I give in my heart, I have got a
generous attitude, if I feel like giving that's enough. Everything is in the mind. It's the attitude
that matters, not the external action. It's the motive. If I feel like giving, if I have got a generous
heart, well that's enough. That's what is going to get me to nirvana, this actual giving is quite
secondary. Whether I actually give or not, that doesn't matter. It's the feeling to give that's
important." If you're not careful you start believing them. They can be quite convincing.
Chintamani: Can I clear up a point about giving? Is it possible, I mean is it good practice, if one
doesn't actually feel like giving, just to go ahead and do it, to go through the motions of it and
hope that the feeling will come?
S: Well, to sum up the objective necessity of giving: someone needs something? I mean, blow
your feeling! What about their need, as it were?[410]
Chintamani: Well, fair enough, but I mean, not so much a need, but if there is a situation in
which you could give, not that anybody's needing something or asking for something, but if
there's a situation in which you could give but you don't happen to feel like giving.
S: It's difficult to say without seeing an actual concrete situation, because usually the situation in
which the idea of giving occurs is a situation in which your gift is needed. Yes? I mean if the
situation is such that you don't feel like giving, neither is there the situation which requires your
gift. It's unlikely that the idea of giving would occur anyway. But if there is a situation where
your gift is needed, well give by all means, even though you don't have the feeling to give, just to
meet the need.
Chintamani: Yes, I was thinking more in a situation if you've got something, which is very nice
to have, but you could also give somebody it as well.
S: But you don't usually think in those terms unless you find some person or thing to whom you
can give. Otherwise you are just divesting yourself of something, not giving it. Well you can

consider divesting yourself of something, but it's different from giving.
Chintamani: Yes.
S: Anyway, have we clarified about this (?) of not forming thoughts of prominence? So we have
seen what the attitude essentially is? In what way being kind and gentle, or being a kind and
gentle person, comes to be connected with not forming thoughts of prominence and how that
particular attitude is connected with, or works out, in terms of practical everyday life? So what is
the Buddha in fact saying? Sabhiya has asked who is truly the calm and gentle person, who is
truly sorata. And the Buddha is saying, in terms of this particular line, one who has the same
attitude towards all, the same basic attitude, and who does not make the distinctions that he sees
existing among people the basis for any kind of egoistic feeling or satisfaction. You see the
differences but you don't identify [411] yourself with those differences or those comparative
values and statuses in such a way as to give yourself any sort of egoistic satisfaction. But you do
see that differences exist. So it suggests objectivity with regards to differences. For instance, if
you are making a piece of furniture and you think, "well oak will be better than pine," it's not that
you've got a particular dislike against pine, or specially favour oak, you just see quite objectively
that oak would be more suited to this particular purpose than pine. And in the same way with
people, if you've got a certain job to be done you see, well so and so would be better at it than
somebody else. It's not that you like one and dislike the other. But obviously in certain situations
it is difficult to keep this subjective and egoistic tinge from creeping into one's attitude, and it's
that that one has to watch, especially when you begin to think, ah well, I'm better at this than so
and so, or he's worse at that than I am, and so on.
All right what about the next verse.
(516) "Whose faculties are quickened
Within, without, in all the world,
Who plumbs this world and yon and bides
His time, he quickened, he is 'tamed.'"
S: "Tamed", Sabhiya is asking about one who is tamed, danto, which means controlled, you
could even say self-contained. "Yass' indriyani bhavitani ajjhattam bahiddha ca sobbaloke;
nibbijjha imam paran ca lokam kalam kamkhati bhavito, sa danto." It's a quite interesting reply in
a way, it's not quite what one would have expected. It can be paraphrased in this sort of way: the
controlled person is the person who has got lots of energy. Do you see the point? Sabhiya might
have been thinking that the Buddha would have said the controlled person is the very careful
person, the very mindful person, who keeps himself under restraint, who reins in this who reins
in that. But he doesn't say that, he says the controlled person is one of developed - Hare translates
"quickened" - indriyas or faculties. So what does this suggest, why does the Buddha give this sort
of definition, this description? I mean, almost the opposite of what one might expect. Let's leave
aside for the moment the question of whether it's the sense indriyas - the sense faculties - or the
five spiritual faculties, or both. Though [412] I think it's unlikely to exclude the five spiritual
faculties. He whose faculties are developing, growing, are quickened, he is the controlled person.
There's nothing about checking, nothing about restraining. Why do you think that is?

Chintamani: Is controlled the same as channelled?
S: In a positive sense it is.
Dave: Tamed is rather a negative word.
S: It's rather negative, yes.
Devamitra: Wouldn't it suggest a certain blocking of energy rather than a growth of energy?
S: Yes.
Ratnapani: It is as if the person who is tamed has, as it were, done all that and now his natural
expression is just, well, it is under control.
S: Well it's under control in the sense that control is no longer needed.
Ratnapani: Yes, there's no question of being out of control rather than being under control.
S: And very often when do you need to control yourself? Well obviously when you have got out
of control. But how do you come to get out of control?
Devamitra: Because energies are not being skilfully released...
S: Not being skilfully released or skilfully directed. Often energies tend to get out of control
when they are only being blocked in an unskilful way, or suppressed in an unskilful way. Then
they start coming back at you, and then you have to rein them in vigorously or check them
sharply or control then, in that sort of way. But if you very skilfully and wisely direct and guide
your energies, then there is much less likelihood [413] of them coming back at you, and therefore
much less likelihood of your needing control in that sort of sense. Then they will be like horses
that have been well disciplined and well trained when they were young: they will need just a very
gentle guidance, just a flick of the whip, that will be quite enough, they will go in the right
direction, they won't misbehave. So the controlled person is one whose faculties are developed.
Bhavito can probably be best represented by the word developed. One whose faculties are
developed, inside, outside, and in all the world: which is very emphatic. And the controlled
person also bides his time, we are told. What does this suggest? No haste, no impatience, just a
steady natural growth and progression. So this verse really calls our attention to the true nature of
control. You should so direct your energies as to make control in the narrower more negative
sense unnecessary. The controlled person, the Buddha is saying, is the person who is so
immersed in the process of his own development, the development of his faculties, that control
becomes unnecessary, becomes irrelevant. Does one find this in one's own experience? If you are
having a really good meditation, you don't have to check your wandering thoughts, you only have
to check your wandering thoughts so long as you're not having a good meditation. If you're really
vigorously into the process of your own development, there's no problem of what to do with your
extra energy. All your energy is going in the right direction already. There is no problem what to

do with your loose energy. There are no sort of energy ends un-tied-up.
So in a way the Buddha, though defining the controlled person, in a way he's challenging the
whole conception of control, control in the narrower more negative sense. Do you see this? The
best control is growth. The best way of controlling yourself is to grow. But to stay on the same
level, as it were, and just to try and control everything: that is quite useless and even harmful. If
you grow, you will become controlled, so think in terms of growth, don't think primarily in terms
of control. If you are not growing you will need to control yourself, even if only to keep out of
mischief and out of the courts. (laughter)
Devamitra: It's another way of saying concentrate on the positive and forget about the
negative.[414]
S: In a way, yes, growth rather than control. Also there's another line: "nibbijjha imam paran ca
lokam", in this verse: the person who is truly controlled, in other words the person who is
growing is described as penetrating, even piercing or seeing through, this world and the next. In
other words the whole of existence, the whole of mundane existence, he sees through them all.
Anyway the predominant idea here seems to be of growth and development, especially of the
indryas, the spiritual faculties, as being the true control. The truly controlled person is the person
who is growing, who has grown.
Dave: When he says, "who plumbs this world and yon", does that mean...
S: Yes, the word plumb is not a very good translation, it is pierces or penetrates.
Dave: Is that the wheel of life?
S: The wheel of life, the whole process of karma, yes. Who sees how actions bring about certain
results. How the reactive mind works.
And then fourthly and lastly Sabhiya is asking about the Buddha, so what description of the
Buddha does the Buddha give?
(517) "Who webs-of-time discerns in full,
The faring-on, twin rise and fall,
Him, dustless, fleckless, fully cleansed,
Won to birth's end, they call 'awake.'"
S: "Who webs-of-time discerns in full". The faring-on is of course samsara, again at the wheel of
life, the wheel of birth and death. The rise and fall is the coming of things into existence and their
passing away out of existence. Vigatarajam: dustless or passionless; fleckless - ananganam
visuddham - fully cleansed, pure; pattam jatikkhayam: "won to the cessation of all births" - not
births end exactly, the waning of all births - "he is called a Buddha."
Well what about this webs-of-time, let's look that up, it's more like kalpas. Yes, this is a little

difficult: kappani viceyya kevalani. Kappa has got a twofold meaning, it means something which
is made, which is fabricated, hence [415] a web. Also it means time, so this is why Hare
translates it webs-of-time. It is both a web, anything made, anything fabricated, and time. Kevala
means fully or completely. So the Buddha is one who sees fully and completely, understands
fully and completely in the first place, everything that is made, everything that is fabricated,
everything compounded, therefore everything that is conditioned. And also who understands
time, conditioned things, and time being of course inseparably connected. So there's a sort of pun
here, which Hare tries to sort of cope with by his translation webs-of-time. The Buddha is one
who understands - who completely understands - the whole process of conditioned existence as it
takes place within time. This might be the best way of putting it.
Voice: What are the two words that translate webs...?
S: Well there is only one word, kappa, which has got this twofold meaning. It means in the first
place something made, something put together or fabricated, as a web, and also it means time. So
therefore Hare renders it, to do justice to those two meanings, he renders it as webs-of-time.
Whereas in the original it is just times or webs, the one word kappani: kappa, web or fabricated
thing or time, in the plural. So the Buddha is one who thoroughly understands the whole process
of conditioned existence as it takes place within time and who thoroughly understands the
samsara, the whole process of faring on from one form of conditioned existence to another, who
thoroughly understands the rise and fall of things, how they come into existence in dependence
on certain conditions, how they pass away when those conditions no longer obtain. And further,
he is completely free from passion, he is without fleck, he is untouched, literally, and completely
pure, and has exhausted all possibility of future births. This is what is meant by Buddha. So do
you notice any particular aspect of the Enlightenment experience emphasized in this description
or definition of a Buddha? (pause) Well the aspect which seems to be emphasized is the seeing
through and being free from the whole of conditioned existence, especially under its aspect of the
wheel of life. That seems to be the aspect which is stressed here in this particular verse. Do you
see that? You have objective freedom, freedom from the whole process of conditioned existence,
and [416] subjective freedom from all the passions and defilements, which precipitate existence
in that kind of state.
Ratnapani: What did you say about twin rise and fall?
S: Rise and fall means the coming of things into existence, that's their rise, and their passing
away out of existence, that's their fall. So that the Buddha's vision sees everything in this way,
just like the waves of the sea, constantly rising, constantly falling, coming into existence, passing
away out of existence, nothing permanent. He sees the truth of universal impermanence, this is
what it means.
Andy: When we talk about the samsara then, we are talking about the process of conditioned
existence?
S: Yes, especially with regard to or with reference to the individual, or the so-called individual,
going from life to life or from birth to birth. Samsara literally means faring on or moving on, this

is why Hare translates it as faring on.
Devamitra: Rise and fall. Is there a meditation practice?
S: Yes, it is a form of vipassana practice that you concentrate on the rise and fall of things in
general.
Devamitra: Oh, I was thinking of the breath actually.
S: Well you, of course, do concentrate on the rise and fall of the breath, but apart from that there
is a vipassana practice concentrating on the rise and fall of things.
So here the Buddha is defined more in terms of as seeing as it really is - the whole process of
conditioned existence. Seeing the wheel of life, seeing the rise and fall of things, being free from
passion, free from thought, being pure and free from all future births. So here the aspect which
seems to be stressed is of transcendence of conditioned existence. The Buddha is, as it were,
lokuttara, transcending conditioned existence, transcending the samsara, seeing through it all.
So let's look at all these four verses. The Buddha has [417] defined the bhikkhu, the almsman,
the mendicant, monk - for want of a better term - as the one who personally realizes nirvana. He's
saying, don't think a bhikkhu is just a wandering monk, a mendicant, but the bhikkhu really is
one who himself realizes nirvana. In the same way the one who is sorata, truly kind and gentle, is
one who does not make worldly distinctions the basis of any kind of egoistic self-assertion, who
has the same attitude towards all, even in the midst of such distinctions. Similarly the truly
controlled person is the person who is growing and the truly Enlightened person is the person
who has transcended conditioned existence altogether and for whom there is no future rebirth. So
the Buddha, as it were, is elevating the meaning of all these terms. He's saying don't think in
terms of mendicancy, think in terms of Enlightenment; don't think in terms of just being kind and
gentle, think in terms of seeing everything as the same, but at the same time seeing the
differences - but not making those differences the basis of an egoistic self-assertion, don't think
in terms of just being controlled, think in terms of growth and don't just think in terms of being
wise and understanding - which is what the word Buddha means - think in terms of transcending
conditioned existence as such.
In this way he upgrades all these terms, elevates their meanings. Do you see this? So obviously
Sabhiya is getting much more than he expected. He's being given very advanced answers, very
advanced solutions, for his questions. He's being taken far beyond the level of ordinary religious
practice, ordinary religious belief and observance.
No doubt in the Buddha's day there were all sorts of ideas current as to what a bhikkhu really
was, as to what the kind and gentle person really was, what really made you kind and gentle.
What the really controlled person was like, or what the really wise or awakened person was like;
all sorts of ideas. But the Buddha gives, as it were, the highest possible definition, the most
exalted possible description, the sublimest ideal from these different points of view. In each
definition, in each description, there's a sort of distinctive emphasis.

But anyway Sabhiya is not satisfied. He still has more questions to ask. Let's hear now what he
has to say.[418]
Voice: "Then the mendicant Sabhiya, giving praise and thanks for the Master's words, pleased,
delighted, elated, and filled with joy and happiness, asked the Master a further question:
(518) "What wins for man the 'brahman's' name?"
Said Sabhiya the mendicant,
"Whence called 'recluse' how 'washen' he?
Say, why the 'sinless' called! Thus asked
Explain this, Master, unto me."
S: So Sabhiya, having gained confidence is beginning to tread on rather dangerous ground, isn't
he? He's asking, what really makes a man a brahmana, or a sramana for that matter. Then he
mentions other terms: one who is truly washed, one who is sinless. So we all know what a
brahman is, conventionally speaking, and what a recluse is conventionally. The brahmana is of
course the orthodox follower of the vedas and the sramana the antivedic person, usually a
wanderer.
Nhatako: one who washes. People in those days - they still do in India - had the belief that you
could wash away sins in the waters of the Ganges, and a lot of orthodox brahmas devoted
themselves to many ceremonial ablutions a day. They seemed to believe that their sins could be
washed away in this manner. And then, nago: Hare renders that as sinless. Literally naga means
serpent, but it's serpent in the sense of someone supreme, outstanding, prominent. Chalmers
translates as paragon. Just as a naga is a sort of king of the snakes, so someone who is described
as a naga - the Buddha is often described as naga - is pre-eminent, outstanding. So what makes
one outstanding, pre-eminent, just like a noble serpent, say a cobra? So these are the questions.
So let's see how the Buddha deals with them.
(519) "Who bars out evil, Sabhiya,"
The Master said, "One free of stain,
Intent-on-well and poised-of-self,
Passed faring-on, whole, with trust gone:
The type is called the 'brahmana.'"
S: Now the Buddha is not treating these questions very seriously. He's probably been asked what
is a brahmana hundreds of times, he's probably got a bit fed up with it, so he is giving a sort of
punning reply, which doesn't come across in the translation. It comes across in Hare, "Who bars
out evil, Sabhiya. The type is called the brahmana." Do you see the pun?[419]
So in Pali it is, "bahetva sabbapapakani ... asito tadi pavuccate (sa) brahma." So it's the one who
bars out, he's the brahman. So you can see the Buddha isn't treating the question all that seriously.
It isn't necessary. He has thoroughly convinced Sabhiya, he has won him, as it were. Sabhiya is
just clearing up these little difficulties. He's already convinced. But what really is a brahmana?
What really is a sramana? So the Buddha half seriously says, well, the brahmana is one who bars

out all evil. That is the substance of the reply, though there is a bit more to it than that. "Bahetva
sabbapapakani": he who bars out all evil; vimalo": who is immaculate, free from stain;
"sadhusammahito thitatto": we've come across this word sammahito before - poised, balanced,
integrated, but sadhusammahito, this means poised or balanced in the good. Do you remember
your threefold sadhu, especially the Mitras? What does that mean, sadhu? It means good, bravo.
It suggests something positive, something to be accepted. So sadhu has the general meaning of
what is good. This is why the wandering holy man in India is even today called a sadhu, the good
man, the good person. So sadhu just means the good. So sadhusammahito means balanced in the
good, integrated in the good, or Hare translates it "intent on well". It's much more than intent, it's
with your whole energies balanced and concentrated on a particular thing, and harmonized
because they all are directed just onto that one particular thing. They all have that common
orientation. And then "thitatto": established, poised. Well naturally you are poised, naturally you
are established if all your energies are centred upon one thing, which is the good. So "vimalo
sadhusammahito thitatto", yes, thitatto means a poised self or poised of self, with oneself
completely integrated, harmonized, balanced, no disharmony, no lack of poise, no imbalance.
"Samsaram aticca kevali so." "Samsaram aticca" which means gone beyond the samsara, gone
beyond the wheel of birth and death. It is the Sanskrit attita. "Kevala"? Kevala means whole and
complete in yourself. It's separate, alone, isolated, but not only separate, not only alone, but
whole and complete in yourself so that you don't need any other. "Asito"? Asito means without
trust, in the sense of without faith. What does that mean?
Andy: Well he doesn't need faith any more.
S: Yes, he doesn't need faith any more because he has personally [420] experienced whatever is
to be experienced. This is perhaps a little reflection on the brahmans, who just go by tradition and
go by hearsay, that is to say the brahmans in the conventional sense who just go on trust, not on
their personal experience.
"Tadi pavuccate brahma" he is called. Now the Buddha doesn't say brahmana, he says brahma.
Why do you think that is? If it's not a misprint and I'm taking it to be not a misprint. [PTS also
gives brahma. Buddhaghosa's commentary gives "so brahma so brahmano", tr.] What is a
brahma? We talked about that yesterday in connection with brahma viharas.
Voice: One is the deity and one is the state, the idea of the goal.
S: Yes, so here the brahma is a particular kind of god, inhabiting a very high heavenly world,
corresponding to different classes of brahmas, corresponding to the rupa- and arupa-lokas, the
form and formless worlds. So very sublime and spiritual beings. So originally the brahmins were
supposed to be those who were so called because they were like the brahmas, like the gods. You
see this? But the Buddha is, as it were, suggesting that the present day brahmins are not like that.
So what I've said can't be taken as a definition or description of brahmana as brahamanas now
are. This is a description of brahma the brahmans are supposed to be like but which actually
nowadays they are not like. So he says, therefore, this is what is called not a brahmana. I can't say
that of the brahmanas of today any longer, but a brahma. You get the idea, you get the
suggestion?

Vimalamitra: But this seems to suggest that in a way the brahmana has somehow transcended the
will.
S: What do you mean?
Vimalamitra: "Passed faring-on ... The type is called the brahmana."
S: Yes, yes. The Buddha is, as it were, elevating the ideal even further than the actual original
meaning of the word requires. He's pushing it up a bit more. He's going even, not to speak of
going beyond what the brahmana of that day was like, he is even going beyond the ideal of what
the brahmana is supposed [421] to be like, taking it one step higher, one step further, as it were.
He does that in the Brahmanavagga of the Dhammapada, where the brahmana becomes
equivalent to Arahant or Buddha. Again he tries to upgrade even the ethnic terms. To put his new
wine into the old bottles, as it were.
So, "Who bars out evil, Sabhiya" the Master said, "One free of stain, intent-on-well and
poised-of-self, passed faring-on, whole, with trust gone." The type is called the brahma according
to the text, not brahmana as Hare translates. I'll have to check that, whether that is actually so, or
whether that is a misprint. But if it is actually so then clearly the Buddha is having a little dig at
the contemporary brahmans.
All right let's go on to the next verse.
(520) "Open-to-calm, passed right-and-wrong
Dustless, who knows this world and yon,
O'ercomer of all birth-and-death:
As such the type is called 'recluse.'"
S: So we come from brahmana to sramana, and there are some old epithets as well as some new
ones. "Dustless, who knows this world and yon, o'ercomer of all birth and death." These epithets
we've met before, but what about "open to calm" and "passed right and wrong"? "Samitavi":
open to calm. Let's see what the dictionary has to say about that. A rather unusual word.
Is it my impression or are people feeling a bit lethargic this afternoon?
Devamitra: I'm a bit restless.
S: Bit restless? Anyone lethargic?
Voices: Yes.
S: What do you think that is due to?
Voice: I think I know what it is due to in me...

S: Well, generally, is there any sort of general cause or reason? Who doesn't feel restless or
lethargic?[421]
Voice: I think I feel all right.
S: Good, great. Well why is it? Is it the weather or the time of day?
Ratnapani: I think it must be something intrinsic with the study.
S: A bit of psychological-cum-spiritual resistance?
Ratnapani: Probably.
S: Or perhaps it's not having very much to say.
Devamitra: I think, I don't know whether this is general, but I find it a bit difficult to take in a lot
of the technical references and that sort of thing. There seems to be so much, I think one can only
take so much. I feel I can only take so much of it anyway.
S: Yes.
Yes it is not "one who is open to calm" it is "one who has calmed himself" - samitavi. Not only
become calm but has calmed himself. So that you notice this pun here, the sramana is one who is
samitavi. One who is samitavi, he is sramana, another little pun. "Past right-and-wrong." Now
this is quite interesting, "pahaya punnapapam": past right and wrong, past merit and demerit you
could say, virtue and vice. Now this is not unlike what we were talking about a little while ago.
In what sense can one be said to have passed beyond right and wrong, or virtue and vice, or merit
and demerit? What does that passing beyond mean?
Andy: It means you are no longer affected by what you do, which is right or wrong, like karma.
S: Like karma. Yes, you are no longer affected by karma. But does that mean you can do either
right or wrong as you please and not be affected by it? Does gone beyond mean that?
Vimalamitra: It means you don't act in a way which affects [423] karma, or brings karma down.
S: Yes. So what is that called, is there any technical term for that?
Voice: What occurred to me was having transcended duality.
S: Yes, but does it mean that the person who has transcended duality and gone beyond right and
wrong could behave in what others would regard as a right way or a wrong way?
Ratnapani: The expression of that going beyond is to act in the right way.

S: Yes, the expression of that going beyond is to act in a right way. There is a technical term in
the Abhidhamma which is ?akirva [kiriyati? tr.], which means literally inoperative, or actionless,
which is the term given for the actions of the Arahant, the actions of the Enlightened person.
They appear to be meritorious. I mean he doesn't kill, he doesn't steal, he is generous, et cetera, et
cetera. but they are not skilful actions in the ordinary sense. They are more than skilful, they are,
as it were, purely spontaneous. There is no ego-sense in them, they are not based on ego-sense as
ordinary skilful actions are, they look like skilful actions outwardly but really they are rather
different.
Aloka: Would it be possible for somebody then, a Buddha then, to do an unskilful act in the
sense like if I did it it would be a demerit?
S: Well according to Theravada no, not an act which is intrinsically unskilful. And according to
the Theravada all acts of violence are associated with unskilful mental states, for instance. The
Theravada does not admit the possibility of an act of violence being associated with a skilful
state of mind. In the Mahayana and in the Vajrayana there is a slightly different point of view.
This is very well discussed and argued by Evans-Wenz in his introduction to the Tibetan Book of
the Great Liberation, where he discusses the life of Padmasambhava and some of his apparently,
we won't say immoral, but non-moral actions. And it gives due consideration, weight, to factors
[424] such as the relativity of at least social ethics, that what is right in one country is sometimes
wrong in another and vice versa.
Dave: Is this the distinction between conventional morality and ...
S: Yes, the conventional morality and the natural morality. There is this distinction in Buddhism
in the Theravada too. Pakati-sila and pannatti-sila. Natural morality representing those actions
which are the natural expression of skilful mental states and which are intrinsically skilful or
unskilful, and conventional morality meaning actions which are regarded as good or bad in
society but without any actual connection with skilful or unskilful states of mind. Like matters of
etiquette, when you put your knife in your mouth, eat peas with your knife, well that is against
conventional morality as Buddhism would say. But it is not necessarily connected with any
unskilful mental state. Or if you married four wives in Persia, at least in the old days, there was
nothing wrong with that, whereas if you did it in England you would be sent to prison. The
number of wives you have is just a matter of conventional morality, not of natural morality. So to
pass right and wrong doesn't mean you can act in an unskilful fashion or that you are free to act
in an unskilful fashion, you always act in what appears to be a skilful fashion. In other words you
always act, according to the Theravada at least, in terms of natural morality. But not out of
ethical compulsion, not for disciplinary reasons, but out of your natural, spontaneous state of
positivity and Enlightenment. You cannot but be kind, you cannot but be helpful. Obviously
there is a very fine point.
To just take an example: the question of speech. Perhaps an Enlightened person could speak
quite harshly to someone, you know, just to arouse them to a sense of their own wrongdoing. But
he would do that out of kindness, not out of anger. But then you could carry that one step further
and say, well, couldn't he give him a blow out of kindness? The Zen Masters would say yes. They

call giving blows - the Masters - grandmotherly kindness. The more blows, the greater the
kindness. Well, you can see you are on quite dangerous ground here, because it [425] could be
that some Zen Masters do actually get angry in an unskilful way, but that's become sort of
acceptable. And it is not grandmotherly kindness, it's just grandfatherly irritation, you could say.
So you have to be really careful. You can sometimes kid yourself that you speak to someone
harshly or roughly for his good but actually there can be a negative feeling in your mind at the
same time, even though perhaps your overall motivation is not too bad. One has to be very
careful with regard to these little exceptions, as it were. Just watch oneself at every step.
So this is the recluse, the sramana, one who has calmed himself, one who has gone beyond right
and wrong, free from passion, knows this world and the next and has overcome all birth and
death. In a way these are quite familiar terms, quite familiar epithets, possibly there is nothing in
all this that Sabhiya is not familiar with.
All right what about the next one?
(521) Who hath all evils washed away,
Within, without, in all the world,
Who goes not to time's weaving, web
Of devas, men, is 'washen' called.
S: So the Buddha is not concerned with outward washing, he's concerned with the washing away
of all evils, sabbapapakani, both inside and outside and in all the world. And he says the washen,
the nhatako, is not only that but one who, "goes not to times weaving, web of devas, men":
"devamanussesu kappiyesu kappam". It is very difficult to translate that. Chalmers renders it "no
more he'll enter time - like gods and men, the brood of time". He will no longer fabricate the
fabricated, he will no longer time the timely, it's a bit more like that. The same word is used both
as noun and as verb. He will no longer fabricate the fabrication, in other words will no longer
contribute to the perpetuation of conditioned existence, nor enter time, will no longer multiply
time, as it were, will not prolong time. In other words the one who is really washed is one who
has washed away all evils whatsoever and no longer contributes to the process of conditioned
existence as it continues within time. He is really washed. He has washed away all conditioned
existence, subjectively washed away all evil, objectively washed away conditioned existence
itself, and time. He's truly washed. That is what the Buddha is saying. [426] Wash away all evil,
wash away the whole world, wash away the whole universe, wash away all conditioned
existence, wash away time, then you are really washen. This is what the real washing means, not
just a dip in the Ganges. Again upgrading, elevation of meaning.
All right, what about the last one, the last of these four verses?
(522) "Who in the world commits no sin,
Who, loosed from every fetter, tie,
Is nowhere caught, is wholly free:
As such the type is 'sinless' called."

S: Nago. As we saw, the word isn't really sinless, it's the eminent one, the outstanding one, but
again there is a pun. "Agum na karoti", he is nago. Agum means, as it were, sin, but let's see what
the real meaning is. (pause)
Ah, quite interesting. It's not really sin, it's more like guilt or offence. The naga is one who is
agum, free from guilt, free from offence. The naga is one who commits no offence, incurs no
guilt in all the world, who is free from all fetters, is nowhere caught: "sabbattha na sajjati" - not
to be caught anywhere. This is quite an interesting idea. What do you think it suggests, getting
caught, caught by whom or by what?
Ratnapani: (unclear)
S: Like that monkey and the pitch. You know that little illustration you get in the Buddhist texts?
Pitch. Do you know what pitch is? Tar. The monkey saw some pitch or some tar and thought,
that's interesting, and he put his paw in and it got caught. Well, I must get my paw free, so that
[other] one got caught. And then he tried to get the two forepaws free with a hind leg so there are
three legs stuck, then the fourth. Then he tried to bite himself free so his jaw got stuck too. So he
lay down, the Buddha said, and howled. And the hunter came along and caught him.
So he says, "in the same way Mara catches the foolish bhikkhu, who gets caught." It's quite a
good illustration. So one is not to get caught. The naga, the eminent person, is nowhere caught.
Naga also means elephant as well as serpent or snake or cobra. But it suggests someone eminent
or [427] pre-eminent or strong, powerful, even dangerous, but in a positive sense, positively
dangerous. So he who in the world commits no offence, incurs no guilt, is free from all ties, isn't
caught anywhere, who is completely free: he is the real naga, he is the really eminent person.
(pause) Naga is sometimes used as a synonym for the Arahant, as well as for the Buddha himself.
Right let's look at those four as a whole. What a brahman really is, what a sramana really is, what
the washen one really is, and what the naga really is. The Buddha's reply to each of these
questions to begin with was a bit of a pun, a bit of a word play, which suggests that he is not
taking the question this time all that seriously. Not that he's not taking Sabhiya seriously, but
perhaps these aren't Sabhiya's real questions. Maybe the previous questions were the real
questions. He's got his answers, now he's just clearing up some minor difficulties. So the Buddha
isn't treating these questions perhaps with complete seriousness, though at the same time he is
saying very serious things, again emphasizing the nature of the ideal to Sabhiya in this way.
So any further query on these four?
Andy: Why do you think the pun? Why did he bring in the puns, this element of humour?
S: One must not forget that many ancient people's take puns very seriously and they think that
where there is similarity of sound there is a similarity of meaning. In the Pali commentators, in
fact the Buddhist commentators generally, well Indian commentators generally, you get a lot of
etymologies, which are no better than sort of puns. You see what I mean? And sometimes they
really do throw light on the meaning of the word from the traditional point of view, the meaning

of the word as actually used. So the Buddha was quite familiar with this type of tradition, this
sort of usage. Sometimes you can make up a sort of etymology as you go along. I mean, to give
you an example, suppose someone asks you, well, what does wise really mean? You say that the
wise man is one who knows why everything is. Now the Indian mind, the ancient Indian mind,
would think, well, "why" and "wise": there's some connection. It may be partly because of the
nature of the Sanskrit language in which [428] a lot of words derive from common roots or
dhatus, so that if there is a similarity of sound there may well be some connection of meaning. So
a word of a similar sound is considered to throw light on the meaning of the word that it is
similar to; which is different from scientific etymology. So the Buddha is apparently continuing
this sort of traditional usage in a somewhat playful way. Maybe he's just making it up, that's more
than likely. This is just an impromptu definition that he is giving, an impromptu etymology as it
were. The brahmana means one who bars out all evil, yes? I found that many of my Ceylon
bhikkhu friends were very fond of puns, they really enjoyed making puns, even in English, and
they were very good at it. I can't remember any examples unfortunately, but there were some
really witty ones that I remember hearing.
Dave: The Chinese did.
S: Yes. They really enjoyed this sort of word play, the Indians and the Ceylonese and all the
related peoples. For instance, when they heard of Max Muller, the famous Sanskrit scholar, they
said his name was really Moksha Muller, which meant root of salvation. They always try to give
your English name a Sanskrit meaning by sort of understanding it to be a Sanskrit name which is
similar in meaning [sound?]. For instance when I was in Kalimpong I was living on the outskirts
of a village which was called Chibubasti, Chibu was a Lepcha word, but my Hindu friends and
visitors insisted on changing it to Shivabasti because that was the name of a Hindu god. This way
they not only Sanskritized but Hinduized everything.
Andy: That's nice actually, sort of when they take the lack of seriousness. (laughter)
S: Except that they are serious in a way.
Voice: Playfulness.
S: Playfulness, yes, intellectual playfulness. So some of the pseudo-etymologies, as Western
scholars call them, really annoy the Western scholars, because they are just nonsense, they are
just playing with words, they are not giving a sound, serious, scientific etymology. But
sometimes these pseudo-[429] etymologies do actually throw light on the meaning of the word,
at least the meaning of the word as used.
Any point that arises out of these four definitions in general? Any significant differences between
them, or is Sabhiya just taking the opportunity of finding out what the Buddha has to say about
all these terms which were in current use? Maybe Sabhiya by this time is not all that serious. He
knows that he has found what he wanted.
Andy: Maybe he knows but he is refusing to believe it almost.

S: Maybe that's true, maybe he's just trying it on. You will find that in the course of the rest of the
sutta he brings in so many terms which were in current use at that time and wants to know what
the Buddha thinks that they mean.
Voice: Perhaps he realizes he has found a like mind. He's possibly been suspecting, been
suspicious, along these lines. Just wallowing in finding a like mind who knows the answer.
S: Yes, like today someone might come and say, "What really is a monk? What do you really
mean by an ascetic? Who is the meditator? et cetera, et cetera." Well you say, "The monk is one
who doesn't monkey about." (laughter) Yes. Well, it's got a serious meaning, a monk doesn't
monkey about does he? (laughter)
Devamitra: Depends what sort of monk.
S: The real monk, the ideal monk.
Ratnapani: Doesn't monkey about a great deal.
S: Doesn't monkey about anything.
So perhaps we have better leave it there, in view of the general lethargy, and not start on another
set of questions. Maybe Sabhiya is getting a bit too much for some of you, maybe you don't
personally feel very Sabhiya-like.
All right then, it's on the verse 523 and that introductory prose bit. Sabhiya is still asking the
Buddha for definitions of various current terms.[430]
Ratnapani: "Then Sabhiya, giving praise and thanks, asked a further question:
(523) "The Wake call whom 'field-conqueror'?"
Said Sabhiya the mendicant.
"Whence is man 'expert' called, how 'wise'?
Why called a 'silent sage'? Thus asked
Explain this, Master, unto me."
S: So another set of questions. So he's asking for definitions of "field-conqueror," which is
khettajinam; expert, kusalam; wise, pandito; and silent sage, muni. So those four: four questions
or definitions, or definitions asked for. There's a verse about each of them in reply from the
Buddha. So let's have those four verses and then discuss those definitions.
(524) "Who field-of-sense discerns in full,
And conquers, Sabhiya," he said,
Deva and human, field of Brahm
Is free of all their roots and bines:
As such the type's 'field-conqueror'.

(525) Who doth the sheaths discern in full,
Deva and human, sheath of Brahm,
Is free of all their roots and bines:
As such the type is 'expert' called.
(526) Who the twin warring states discerns,
Within, without, by cleansing wise,
O'ercomer of the dark and bright:
As such the type they say is 'wise'.
(527) Who knows the real and unreal,
Within, without, in all the world,
Worshipped by men and devas, he,
Passed bond and snare, is 'silent sage'."
S: So in this first verse you've got this idea of a field. What is a field? A field of course is
something which you sow or plant seeds in, from which you afterwards reap. So every sphere of
mundane existence, every sphere of conditioned existence, whether among men or among gods,
can be regarded as a field, inasmuch as through your words, through your actions, through your
thoughts - which are like seeds planted in those fields - a future existence comes to be for you
within that particular field. You see the idea? So one who knows the fields is one who does not
plant those seeds of future existence in any of the different spheres of mundane existence, who
merely knows those fields, who sees them objectively but who does not plant any seeds in them,
and who therefore is not reborn in [431] them. So this is the one who has conquered the fields,
who's not liable to rebirth within any of the fields of mundane existence, who is Enlightened.
Voice: It's like the seeds are (unclear).
S: Yes. So if you don't plant any seeds in any of these fields you are free from all their roots and
binds. What do you think the roots and binds represent? All the entanglements, all the
disadvantages, all the sufferings of these different fields or spheres of mundane existence. So the
Buddha says, "Who fields of sense discerns in full and conquers, Sabhiya, deva and human, field
of Brahm, is free of all their roots and bines: As such the type's "field-conqueror"." That's pretty
clear I think, isn't it?
All right then, the next definition, the expert: kusala, kusalam, the skilful one, we are familiar
with this term skilful and unskilful, kusala and akusala. So the kusalam is the skilful person, in
other words the expert. So who is truly skilful, who is the real expert? That's the question. So the
Buddha's reply to this question is much the same as his reply to the previous one. "Who doth the
sheath discern in full, deva and human, sheath of Brahm, is free of all their roots and bines: as
such the type is "expert" called." Do you know anything about these sheaths? Sheath is the
origin, is kosa in Sanskrit, kosa. There's not much said in the Pali texts themselves about the
kosas. It's a Vedic and Vedantic conception rather than a strictly Buddhist one, but it's a way of
looking at the human being or the human organism. The footnote here says that in the Vedantic
there are three sheaths enveloping the soul. Actually there are more than that according to the

Upanishads. Kosa literally means a sheath, something that encloses, something that envelopes. It
is also a container, a receptacle, as in "Abhidhammakosa", the receptacle or treasury of the
Abhidhamma teaching. It is also the word for womb or treasury, but basically it means a sort of
sheath, something that covers or envelops. So according to the Vedantic teaching the outermost
sheath is the annamaya kosa, the sheath which is made of food, in other words the gross material
body: annamaya kosa. Then secondly there is the pranamaya kosa, which is the sheath of prana,
literally breath, but it is more like vitality, which [432] is the sort of subtle physical body. Then
there is manomaya kosa, the sheath which is made of mind. Then there is, as far as I recollect - I
may not be quite correct here, there are various versions - the vinyanamaya kosa or the kosa
which is made of consciousness, and then finally the anandamaya kosa, the consciousness which
is made of bliss. This is a purely Upanishadic teaching. As far as I recollect this comes in an
Upanishadic teaching called the Taittriya Upanishad, which is about the same time as the
Buddha. And then according to the Vedantic teaching, the atman, which is the one true self, is
within all these sheaths or coverings. So in order to experience the atman, the one true self, you
have to discard the annamaya kosa, discard the pranamaya kosa, discard the manumaya kosa,
discard the vinyanamaya kosa, discard the anandamaya kosa; in other words successively
disassociate yourself, or de-identify yourself, with yourself, as you exist on these different levels.
Do you get the idea? So this is rather a different conception from the Buddhistic one but it seems
to have been current in the Buddha's day and this seems to be a reference to it. So the Buddha
says he who sees the sheaths in full - he's using the Upanishad Vedantic terminology here - he
who sees the sheaths in full, whether those of human beings or gods, even brahmas, and is free
from them, free from all their entanglements, he is the really skilful person. Because the
suggestion is, you see, you need a certain amount of skill to disassociate yourself from these
sheaths. It's as though there were five successive wrappings or envelopes around you. You are
wrapped up in them all, as it were. So you need to be a bit skilful to extricate yourself from them
all, like Houdini wrapped around with all sorts of chains and padlocks, it takes a certain amount
of skill to get out. In the same way the truly skilful person is the one who extricates himself from
all these sheaths by which he is surrounded, by which he is enveloped. Do you get the idea?
Dave: Are these the same things as in "Foundations of Tibetan Mysticism"?
S: I don't remember. It's not a Buddhistic conception now. You don't find this developed in
Buddhist thought, you just get these odd references in some of the older parts of the Pali
canon.[433]
Dave: I just remember one of the diagrams of concentric circles.
S: No, I think that's different.
Devamitra: Something it reminded me of actually was the different centres of the body.
S: Right, yes. It's not unlike that, for instance if you regard each centre as not just a centre on the
vertical axis but as representing a sphere, as it were, as marking the position of a sphere. Do you
see what I mean?

Sometimes, for instance, supposing you've got, for the sake of argument, three centres. So this is
the grossest centre, the lower one, so this could be regarded as a point on a circle - that would be
your outermost circle. Then the next one up is slightly more subtle, that's the next inner circle. In
this way you could have a number of circles based upon those chakras. This would give you
something analogous to the sheaths. Do you see the connections? How valid or how useful do
you think this conception of sheaths is? Why do you think it was abandoned by Buddhism,
virtually? Do you think there's any reason behind that abandonment?
Voice: It's a very dualistic approach.
S: That need not be against it because, I mean, a dualistic approach to begin with is inevitable.
Ratnapani: It's got the emphasis on destruction, in a way.
S: Well we've even had that when talking about the Enlightened One, that he destroys this and
destroys that and conquers this and conquers that.
Voice: Maybe it's just because of the conflict of the brahmins, maybe he just wanted to steer
away from that teaching.
S: But supposing the teaching happened to be true, or happened to be useful?
Dave: It talks about atman.[434]
S: Yes, in the end it talks about atman, which Buddhism doesn't. Perhaps there is that point too,
that it suggests a sort of central nucleus, which is the real you, which Buddhism wouldn't really
agree with. There is certainly that point, but something even more fundamental, also more
practical, at least as far as we are concerned in the West.
Devamitra: There is a suggestion of tearing apart rather than sort of growing.
S: There is that too, yes. It suggests that the atman is there all the time, rather like these rather
incautious statements on the part of some Zen people: You are the Buddha, all you have got to do
is to realize it... That you are the atman, you are the self, you are Enlightened, you've only got to
discard all these wrappings and there you are in your pristine glory. It's a sort of approach but it
can be quite misleading, can't it?
Voice: Buddhism seems to have a substitute for this teaching in the skandhas.
S: That is true. But I think there is a further reason here and that is that if one isn't careful this
idea of progressive dissociation, or progressive de-identification, first with - or from - the
annamaya kosa, which is the body, then the subtle body, then the mind, can be taken in a way
that leads to alienation. I think this is the basic objection, certainly so far as we are concerned in
the West. Don't identify with the body, don't identify with the mind,.. this is not a very healthy
approach. Possibly for people like those in ancient India, who thoroughly experienced themselves

on all levels you could say, yes, dissociate yourself from this, dissociate from that, and they
would do that, and it would drop off having been actually experienced. But if we advise people in
the West to do that, it seems to have the result of merely alienating them.
Voice: (?) it's to hang upside down in trees and do various other things.
Vimalamitra: That's because they are not, say, very often not many people experience their body
or their emotions, to start off with.[435]
S: So you've got to be fully human, or reasonably fully human, before you can be divine, as it
were, before you can be Enlightened. So here we find the Buddha having recourse to, making use
of, this terminology, this way of looking at things. Though he doesn't say anything about what's
within the sheaths; he sort of leaves that bit out, he simply says, "doth the sheath discern in full,
deva and human, sheath of Brahm, is free of all their roots and bines: as such, the type is 'expert'
called." So he uses that sort of terminology, he has recourse to that way of looking at things, but
he doesn't apparently commit himself to the full metaphysical implications of there being a
supreme self, a real or true self within all the kosas. He just says see all the kosas and discard
them all. What the brahmans regarded as the self within, the Buddha would probably regard as
just another kosa to be discarded.
Ratnapani: Has he not already done that with Brahm?
S: In a way, yes, even Brahma, even the Brahma experience, even the experience of yourself as
Brahma, is to be discarded as another still more subtle sheath.
Voice: What's the difference between the Upanishads and the Vedic?
S: The Upanishads are the sort of appendices of the Vedas. For instance, just to give you a rough
general idea, you know that there are four Vedas. The first is called the Rig Veda. Rig is the
name of a certain kind of metre in which many of these Vedic hymns are written. As I mentioned
the other day the Rig Veda consists of hymns to various gods and cosmic principles, composed
for the most part in a certain standard metre. There are hymns to the god of fire, Agni, there are
hymns to the god of thunder, the god of the storm Indra. There are hymns to the goddess of the
dawn, Usha. There are hymns to the sun, Suriya. There are hymns to a sort of sun god called
Mitra. There are also hymns to the god of justice, Varuna. So in this way you get scores, even
hundreds, of hymns to different gods and goddesses and cosmic principles and powers in the Rig
Veda.
Voice: How do you spell that?[436]
S: R-i-g, but correctly it is Rg. So these hymns were the work of people who were called rishis.
The rishis were originally the seers of the Vedic hymns. We would say that the rishis were the
inspired poets who as a result of their experience of the beauty of the dawn, or the glory of the
sun, sort of burst forth into praise. That would be our way of looking at the matter. But according
to the Vedic tradition, the rishi, the seers, only saw the hymns, they did not compose them

themselves. The hymns appeared to them, as it were, and they saw them. They appeared to them,
as it were, in some other dimension, even appeared to them in their meditation, so that they saw
the words or heard the sounds. Do you get the idea? So therefore the hymns of the Rig Veda are
regarded as divinely revealed, they are not regarded as a human authorship, and in fact the Veda
as a whole is described as ?apurusa, which means not of human origin. Very orthodox Hindus
believe, in fact, that the Vedas have no origin at all, that the Vedas are from eternity, rather like
the Christian conception of the Logos. So the seers were for the most part brahmans, rishis. They
see these hymns of the Vedas which are divinely revealed to them, and they reveal them to other
men. This is the broad idea.
So the Rig Veda is the biggest and most important collection of these hymns and this is the first
of the four Vedas, the Rig Veda. Then the second Veda is the Yajur Veda. Yajur means sacrifice.
So the Yajur Veda is a selection of hymns from the Rig Veda together with certain other hymns
which are original to the Yajur Veda, arranged and as it were edited for use in connection with
sacrifices.
And then the third Veda is the Sama Veda. Sama is a kind of chant, so the Sama Veda is mainly a
selection of hymns, most of them are from the Rig Veda, arranged for chanting at sacrifices. So
these are the three Vedas that were known in the Buddha's day. The fourth Veda is called the
Atharva Veda. Atharva being the name of a certain clan that transmitted it, and this is very
miscellaneous. It contains some hymns like those of the Rig Veda, it contains some highly
philosophical hymns and a great deal of what we would regard as magic and witchcraft - charms
and spells and so on, popular magic.
So all of these four are the four Vedas. Rig, Yajur, Sama, and Atharva Vedas. So you get a
general idea about them? First of all they are hymns to gods and goddesses revealed to the rishis
in their meditation. Some of these hymns come to be used in [437] sacrifices, others are set to
various chants. And then you get others which are more philosophical as well as being more
popular: magic spells and charms and so on. So this is the Vedic literature, these are the Vedas.
But then there are various appendices to the Vedas. There are various other books, there are
various other writings, of course, which were originally oral traditions, which come to be
appended to the various Vedas. First of all there are works which are called Brahmanas, not to be
confused with brahmana meaning the member of a certain caste, the priest caste. The Brahmanas
are texts dealing with sacrifices. These are prose texts by the way, dealing with sacrifices and the
meaning of the sacrifices from the Vedic point of view. There is a lot of rather weird speculation
in these Brahmanas as well as some interesting philosophical speculations. For instance, there are
some very important Brahmanas which are attached to the Yajur Veda and regarded as its
appendices. So then attached to the Brahmanas you've got another class of works called
Aranyakas. Aranyakas literally means "of the forest" and they are sometimes called forest books.
And why are they called forest books? Apparently what was happened was this. It became a sort
of tradition for certain brahmins, when they were very old, to give up the performance of
sacrifice and to go off into the forest with their wives and just lead a quiet life, not performing
any more sacrifices. But they still seemed to believe that the performance of sacrifices was
necessary in a way, so what happened, apparently, was that instead of actually performing the

sacrifices they sort of reflected on its meaning, especially its allegorical meaning, and took that
sort of reflection to be equivalent to be the actual physical performance of the sacrifice itself. So
in this way the sacrifice, or the idea of the sacrifice, became the basis for a sort of meditation
almost. Do you get the idea? So the Aranyakas, these forest books, contained for the most part
the reflections of the brahmins upon the meaning of the sacrifices. Sometimes, though, the
reflections get quite dissociated from the original starting point: you just get philosophical
reflections. And also you get some philosophical reflections attributed not only to brahmins but
also to kshatriyas, to warriors. Then there is a further development, the Aranyakas merge with the
Upanishads. The Upanishads are the concluding portions of the Aranyakas. The Upanishads are
almost entirely philosophical, and the influence [438] of the kshatriyas in the Upanishads is quite
strong. In fact there are certain distinctive very important teachings which are attributed to the
kshatriyas and are regarded as having originated among the kshatriyas and not among the
brahmanas. And some of the ideas in some of the Upanishads are even anti-brahminical, but
none the less the Upanishads are considered part of the Aranyakas, which are attached to the
Brahmanas, which are attached to the Vedas. Some of the oldest Upanishads like the
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad and the Chandogya Upanishad, these are still quite affiliated to the
whole ritualistic way of thinking. But other Upanishads like the Mundaka or the ?Chandogya are
predominantly philosophical. So you get the idea now of this vast Vedic literature, which was
originally an oral tradition? The four Vedas, attached to the Vedas the Brahmanas, attached to the
Brahmanas the Aranyakas, attached to the Aranyakas the Upanishads.
Now all sorts of Upanishads came into existence over a period of several hundred years which
were technically affiliated to this or that Veda, or this or that Aranyaka, but which may have had
no connection with them whatever. It is said that the last of the Upanishads was composed in the
sixteenth century. And you have got a whole lot of what are called sectarian Upanishads,
glorifying various Hindu goddesses or gods that came into existence very, very much later than
the Vedic period. But anyway that whole tradition continues in this way. So you get some idea
now about it?
Voice: Yes.
S: The Upanishads, by the way are very interesting.
Voice: They are quite useful to read.
S: In many of the Upanishads you find yourself in much the same atmosphere of thought and
aspiration as you do in the Sutta Nipata, except that the Buddha has not yet made his appearance
on the scene. It's almost as if they are waiting for someone like the Buddha. They are very
sincere, very earnest, very alive, but they are still searching. They are still looking for the
answers, just like Sabhiya himself.[439]
Devamitra: Do you think that the Upanishadic tradition was therefore beyond the ethnic at that
point?
S: I think it certainly was, yes, at least sporadically. Or we should say Upanishadic traditions,

some of them at least, because there wasn't just one: there were various lines of speculation,
various lines of practice, connected with various teachers. Most of the Upanishads are fairly
short, only a few of them are long like the Brihadaranyaka and the (?). When I was in my early
days in India I studied all of these very thoroughly. I went through some of them with a teacher, a
Hindu teacher. I went through some of them in Sanskrit, and I knew them in those days quite
thoroughly; now I've forgotten quite a bit. I still have a general idea about them and their
teachings.
Voice: Were they quite a good basis to go into Buddhism?
S: I thought they were in a way, at least from the view of historical background. So here and
there in the Pali texts you get references to terms like kosa, which can be understood fully only
from the Upanishadic texts.
Dave: Does that cover all the Hindu literature?
S: Oh dear no! That is just the beginning. I was going to add, by the way, that nowadays the
Upanishads are much studied by the Hindus, but that the Vedas themselves, the Brahmanas, these
are not studied at all except by a few experts, or a few very, very orthodox brahmins. It is the
Upanishads which are studied. And the famous Bhagavad Gita is considered as giving the
essence of the Upanishads. And then after that you have got the great epics, the Mahabharata and
the Ramayana, you've got the eighteen Puranas and eighteen Upapuranas and then you've got all
the Hindu Tantras. So there is quite a vast Hindu literature, religious literature.
Devamitra: I was under the impression that the Vedanta was... drew its inspiration from the
Vedas.
S: This is true in a sense. Vedanta literally means the end [440] of the Vedas, in the sense of the
essence of the Vedas. And the Upanishads, from the orthodox Hindu point of view, are regarded
as containing the essence of the Vedas. Though quite clearly they go far beyond the Vedas. And
the Bhagavad Gita is regarded by orthodox Hindus as giving the essence of the Upanishads. This
is why they read and study the Bhagavad Gita so much. It's a short handy work, a bit like the
Buddhist Dhammapada, and it is regarded as the essence of the Upanishads, which are the
essence of the Vedas, so the pious Hindu feels quite happy just studying the Bhagavad Gita. He
feels he's got it all there. So usually this is the text for serious-minded Hindus to study, the
Bhagavad Gita. If they get a bit more philosophical and a bit more serious even than that - that is,
those that are not so devotionally inclined - then they just read and study some of the Upanishads.
Voice: When did they get the Bhagavad Gita?
S: There is a great deal of dispute about that. It's probably post-Buddhistic and composed over a
period of two or three centuries. Technically it's a chapter of the Mahabharata but it is, as it were,
separately composed and inserted into that.
Ratnapani: Sorry, part of the what?

S: The Mahabharata, which is the great Hindu epic, or one of the two epics rather.
Voice: When did they come?
S: Well there was a Bharata referred to in the Pali texts, the story of Bharata, but the
Mahabharata is the greatly expanded version, which came into existence some centuries after the
Buddha. But the main outlines of the story were known long before the Buddha appeared on the
scene. But in the English translation there are twenty volumes of the Mahabharata, it's a really
massive, epic work. [The other great epic work is] the Ramayana, I've got a translation of that
upstairs, two fat volumes.
Ratnapani: We've got it quite easy then, in Buddhism.
S: Well, if you leave aside all the Mahayana sutras and [441] Buddhist Tantras. And of course,
again, serious-minded Hindus, who go into the Vedanta from a more philosophical point of view,
they will then go into the works of Shankara, the great commentator on the Vedanta, who wrote
commentaries on the Upanishads, a commentary on the Bhagavad Gita - though some people say
that commentary is not by him - and also a commentary on a work called the Brahma Sutra. The
Brahma Sutra is a very important work also called the Vedanta Sutra. This summarizes the whole
Upanishadic teaching in a series of aphorisms. All the great Hindu philosophers have written
commentaries on it. So the more philosophical-minded Hindu nowadays will read these sort of
works. He'll read the Bhagavad Gita and then the Upanishads and then some of the commentaries
of Shankara on these texts, and then some of Shankara's own original works which are very
beautiful and very succinct, like the Viveka-Chudamani, Atmabodha - all these also I studied in
my very early days when I was in India.
What you study when you are young, by the way, really sticks. This is why I strongly advise
people that if they are going to get into study at all that they do it when they are young. They may
not understand it very well but it does stick and you can reflect upon it later. If you study later in
life it doesn't stick. All the things that I studied in those days, when I was in my late teens and
early twenties, they really have stuck, I don't forget them even now, not much. But things I
studied much later don't seem to have stuck so well. So study what you think of importance when
you are young, the earlier the better. You can start when you are fourteen, fifteen even. Anyway
that is just a little digression.
Let's go on to this third verse. Here we are concerned with the wise, pandito. As I mentioned
yesterday pundit nowadays means just a scholar, but originally in Pali it meant a wise man. So
"who the twin warring states discerns, within without, by cleansing wise, o'ercomer of the dark
and bright: as such the type they say is "wise"." What are these twin warring states?
Voice: Would that be like right and wrong?
S: Probably, but I think I had better make quite sure and look it up.
(break in tape)

.... the two whites actually, pandara is white.
I have, by the way, once or twice thought it might not be a bad idea if on one study retreat we go
through one or two of [442] the Upanishads just to give a bit of background to these more early
Buddhist texts.
Voice: Would you say then that Buddhism is a natural follow-on from Hinduism?
S: No I wouldn't at all, no more than the individual is a natural follow on from the group. I mean
the individual arises out of the group, originally. The individual develops out of the
non-individual, the group member, but you can't really say that the individual as such develops
out of the group in a sense of being a natural extension of the group.
Ratnapani: There were other individuals or near individuals who asked the same questions,
weren't there? But they didn't seem to get the same answer.
S: They weren't able to achieve the same level of individuality. Pandara is white or pale or
yellowish: doesn't help us very much.
Voice: I just sort of said that because of the third line which is "O'ercomer of the dark and
bright".
S: Yes, but no, pandara is the pale or white or yellowish; pandarani is the plural of that. "Who
knows the two whites." That would be the more literal translation, "within and without, and who
is pure by wisdom." Wisdom here is not the same word as in wise: pandita. It's punya. So he who
discerns the two whites. It doesn't say anything about warring actually, in the text, it simply says,
"he who discerns the two whites, within and without." It isn't clear what that means at all. "And
who overcomes the dark and the bright," this is quite clear. The dark and the bright means the
skilful and unskilful mental states, this is connected with going beyond good and evil, which we
talked about yesterday. So he is wise: he is the true pandita. There is another reference to another
word said to be similar, there is also this pun here. "Dubhayani viceyya pandarani": he is the
pandito. Do you see that? So perhaps the word is in more for the sake of the pun.
Anyway the general idea is clear, that the wise man is one who goes beyond good and evil, who
goes beyond all opposites. [443] Perhaps we can leave it at that.
"Who knows the real and unreal, within without, in all the world, worshipped by men and devas,
he, passed bond and snare, is "silent sage"." Here we are concerned with the definition or
description of the silent sage, the muni. There doesn't seem to be a pun for him. So "assatan ca
satan ca natva dhamman". So assatan is that which is unreal, satan is that which is real. You get
this in the Dhammapada: "he who knows the real as the real and the unreal as the unreal, he in
truth passes to the real". There is a verse to this effect in the Dhammapada. The real, of course,
means the unconditioned, the unreal is the conditioned. So, he who knows the real and unreal, he
who is able to distinguish between the conditioned and to pass from the conditioned to the
unconditioned, he is worshipped by gods and men, he has passed beyond all bonds and all nets,

and he is the true muni.
What about this "devamanussehi pujiyo": worshipped by gods and men? You get this idea in the
Pali texts, in Buddhism generally, with regard to the Buddha and to any Enlightened being. He is
said to be worshipped by gods and men, to be an object of worship, not only for men but for gods
too. Why do you think for gods as well as men?
Voice: That emphasizes that he is beyond both of them.
S: He's beyond both of those. I mean, the gods are still within samsara, the wheel of life, they
look up to the Enlightened man. And this is a very important aspect of the Buddhist teaching, that
the Enlightened man, the Enlightened human being, the Buddha, is regarded as the highest of all
forms of life. I think it is quite difficult for people to understand this, or really to grasp this, in the
West because we are so accustomed to thinking of God as lurking somewhere in the background.
We are accustomed to thinking of the creator as supreme. But the Buddhist perspective is quite
different; it's the Enlightened man who is the supreme being in the whole universe, and to be
worshipped not only by unenlightened men but by unenlightened gods too.
Dave: Does the Buddha agree with the idea that there's a God who made this world?
S: No, not at all. Buddhism doesn't see any absolute first beginning to the process of conditioned
existence. I think it's [444] quite important to appreciate this non-theistic attitude of Buddhism.
We can say that usually in the West either you have got God in the background, if not in the
foreground, or else you've got what I sometimes call a God-shaped void. There's no God there,
but his empty place is there, if you know what I mean. It's as if he isn't there but he ought to be
there. It's like the child whose father has left home. Father is no longer around, his chair is empty
and there are his slippers in front of the fire, there's his suit hanging up on the hook, but no
father. He's gone off somewhere; he ought to be around but he is not there; though he is not there
he ought to be there. So ex-Christian people are rather like that. God is no longer around but they
can't quite get used to him not being around. The signs of his presences are still there: the
cathedrals, the churches, the clergymen. Even in swear words: by God, my God. They are hints as
it were that God was around once upon a time, or people thought he was around once upon a
time. So there is not, there is either God, in the case of the Christian, or the God-shaped void in
the case of the non-Christian. Do you see what I mean?
Ratnapani: Atheism is a bit like the religion of the God-shaped void.
S: Yes, right. It is a-theism. The point of reference is still theism. A-theism, even non-theism you
are still defining in terms of theism, that is still your point of reference, which is unfortunate.
You don't even find that in Buddhism. At least in the Dharma, there is no God-shaped void. So it
is very difficult for us to get firmly in our minds that picture of a universe in which God has
never been, on which he has never laid his finger. (laughter) There's never been any God around
so far as the Buddhist universe is concerned, or the universe as seen by Buddhism is concerned.
God is completely unknown, he is not even dead, he has never even been born, he's unknown.
Nobody knows anything at all about him. You go to a Buddhist country and start talking about

God and they say, "Who? Made the universe? That's a weird sort of idea." It doesn't make sense
to them. It is very difficult for us to get into this sort of frame of mind.
Aloka: Perhaps Christians need to realize in a way that they are God.[445]
S: But you are still using that term God and it is probably better to drop it. Forget all about it. So
this is why I have said in the past that when Buddhism comes West - at least, this is what used to
happen, maybe not quite as much now - people are told about Buddhism, Buddhism teaches this,
Buddhism teaches that, then in the end they ask, "But what about God, where does God come
in?" Or they say, "what about the Buddha, is the Buddha God?" You get this sort of question if
you go around talking about Buddhism to just quite ordinary groups of people, or talking in
schools, "well do you regard the Buddha as God?" And the great dichotomy in the West is God
and Man. There is God up there, all perfection, all holiness, et cetera, et cetera, and there is Man
down here, grovelling, not to say wallowing, in the mud. Man the sinner, that awful guilty
person, that wicked creature Man. (laughter) And there is a gulf between the two, this is the
situation. We are here, we are Man, and God is up there. So all perfection, all goodness is up
there, and all imperfection, all weakness and wickedness, it is down here. So there is this sort of
basic dichotomy running though the whole of Western consciousness, Christian and
post-Christian alike. But in the case of Buddhism that simply does not exist, there is man and
there is Enlightened man, and God is nowhere. You see the difference? And the supreme being is
the Enlightened man, you get the Buddha sitting in the middle of the universe, as it were, the
Enlightened man. He is the centre of the picture, he occupies the centre of the stage, sometimes
almost literally as in the White Lotus Sutra.
So Enlightened man occupies the centre of the picture and each individual, each human being,
can become Enlightened man. God doesn't enter into it at all. So what a different sort of picture.
It is very difficult for us to get accustomed to this picture and to see things in this sort of way.
And it is very difficult for us in the West not to think of Buddha either as just a man or as
somehow a sort of god. This is what people tried to sort out in the very early days when
Buddhism was first introduced into the West: he's either got to be man or he's got to be God.
Either he is just an ordinary man - but a very good man, but nothing like God, nowhere near God;
after all God is God - or else the Buddhists must have deified him and made him into a God, of
course quite wrongly and illegitimately. That's the suggestion. It's as though from the Christian
point of view, or ex-Christian point of view, there are only these two possibilities. Either you
must be Man, which means [446] weak and wicked Man even though more virtuous than most,
like Socrates and so on, or else that the Buddha must be a sort of God figure. And therefore they
say, well, you treat the Buddha as God because you worship him. But in Buddhism worship is
not offered to God - because there is no God - you worship the Enlightened human being because
he represents the highest ideal, the highest form of existence. But you worship him as an
Enlightened human being, not as God. Do you see the difference?
Aloka: Do the Hindus have as bad a kind of God hang-up as the Christians?
S: Well, in a way they have got a worse one. They say the Buddha is the incarnation of Vishnu.
The very orthodox Hindu attitude is this. It is found in one of the Puranas, the Padmapurana. The

Padmapurana says that the Buddha is the genuine incarnation of the god Vishnu. This is the
version that the brahmins eventually arrived at to neutralize Buddhism. The Buddha indeed is the
veritable incarnation of Vishnu, therefore we worship the Buddha just as much as any Buddhist
does, but we do not follow his teaching. Why is that? His teaching is a false teaching; it was a
deliberately false teaching. What happened was this: the gods were very worried that irreligious
people were going about on earth and saying that it was of no use to offer sacrifice, that sacrifices
were useless, so sacrifices were being discontinued, people were following the path of irreligion,
et cetera, et cetera. So the world of the devas was not receiving any fresh recruits, because since
they were not offering any sacrifices people were not making merit, therefore they were not going
to heaven and becoming devas, the realm of the devas was becoming weaker, and the asuras, the
antigods, were growing in strength. So the gods went in a body to Vishnu and said please help us,
please incarnate once again to save the world - the idea being that Vishnu descends as an avatara
whenever there is trouble on Earth. So he descended in the form of a fish, he descended in the
form of a tortoise, he descended in the form of the dwarf, he descended in the form of the
man-lion, he descended in the form of Parashu-Rama the brahmin king, descended in the form of
Rama, descended in the form of Krishna, now he descends in the form of Buddha to save the
world from those who are against sacrifice. So he teaches, he gives a false teaching, which is not
in accordance with the true Dharma, just to mislead all those wicked people so that they will go
to hell. So he really [447] was the incarnation of Vishnu, so is to be worshipped, but the teaching
he gave was a false teaching, which of course covers present-day Buddhism, and the teaching is
not to be regarded. This is the orthodox brahmin view, even today. That is why they have the
attitude of "worship the Buddha; don't follow his teaching". This is the brahmin neutralization of
Buddhism.
Voice: Surely if he sends all those wicked people to hell it would strengthen the...
S: No, sorry, I've got it a bit wrong, it was that the asuras started performing sacrifices, that's
right, so they started becoming stronger than the gods. Therefore Vishnu descends as Buddha
saying "don't perform sacrifices", but that was only to mislead the asuras. Sorry, that's the correct
version.
So the net result is that the brahmin position is: worship the Buddha but don't follow his
teaching. They still in fact say this. The teaching is an anti-Vedic teaching, they say.
Devamitra: Didn't they also argue that his teaching was impure because he was not a brahmin?
S: This also. For instance, Kumarila Bhatta, who was a great Vedic ritualist and the main
authority on what is called the Purva Mimamsa, which is the lower Vedanta, the ritualistic
Vedanta - he says in a work called the Slokavarttika that the Buddha's teaching is not to be
respected. Even if it is a true teaching, just as milk when it comes in a bag made of dog's skin, it
is not to be accepted because of its impurity. And he said the Buddha being a kshatriya had no
right to teach; teaching is a prerogative of the brahmin. If a kshatriya teaches, don't accept it, it's
just like milk coming in a bag made of the skin of a dog, the dog being of course the most impure
of creatures. This is the orthodox brahmin attitude, but it is still quite widespread in India
towards Buddhism.

Voice: I think I remember reading somewhere some Hindu saying, "Yes, his teaching is correct,
yes it is true, but you can't accept it because it is impure."
S: That would be very much Kumarila Bhatta's attitude, which is really weird isn't it?[448]
Voice: It's incredible.
S: Anyway, this is just sort of ethnic insanity. (laughter) But anyway let's get back to what we
were talking about, which is our having to get used to a picture of the universe which doesn't
contain God. It is not even a picture of the universe which does not contain god. Do you see what
I mean? You mustn't even think about God at all, not even to deny that he is there, in order to see
the universe in the Buddhist way, or as the Buddhist would say, as it is. So long as you even
think, well, God is not there, or it is a universe in which God is not found, it is still not the real
Buddhist outlook, still not the true outlook, you are still sort of playing around with the idea of
God.
So in the West we do have this tremendous split between God and Man. God the creator and
Man the created, God the good and Man the wicked. We find it very difficult to bring together
the two, as it were, in this concept of the Enlightened man, who is a man - or who was a man in
the ordinary sense - but who has now become Enlightened and who is now the highest being in
the universe. And this is the Buddha.
So, worshipped by men and devas, this is where this all originates from: the silent sage, the muni,
the Enlightened one, the Buddha, is worshipped by men and devas. He is the highest object of
worship, the highest being in the universe. So it means Buddhism is completely humanistic and
completely transcendental. I occasionally describe it as transcendental humanism. It's not
humanism in the ordinary sense, because ordinary secular humanism has got no conception
whatever of the transcendental state, the state of nirvana, the state of the unconditioned. And it is
transcendental humanism because it is not transcendental up there in the air, as it were, not just
an abstract idea, not just a notion, not just a concept. But it is actually realized and embodied here
on earth in a human psychophysical organism. So it is transcendental humanism. So the figure of
the Buddha, or the ideal of the Buddha, brings together the human and the transcendental, the
transcendental and the human, the conditioned and the unconditioned: unconditioned and
conditioned. It's very, very important, and again I emphasize this, to understand clearly who and
what the Buddha is. The Buddha is like a sort of bridge between the absolute and the relative.
All right, let's go on to the next batch of questions and the Buddha's four verses by way of
answer.[449]
Voice: "Then Sabhiya, giving praise and thanks,... asked a further question.
(528) Sabhiya: "What wins the name of 'lore-adept'?"
Said Sabhiya the mendicant,
"How 'visioned' called, why 'vigorous'?
What is it to be 'thoroughbred'?

Thus asked, explain this, sir, to me."
(529) The Master: "Who lores of men discerns in full
And conquers, Sabhiya," he said,
"Alike of brahman and recluse,
Unmoved by aught they feel and know,
Passed lore: he is the 'lore-adept.'
(530) Who sees as hindrance name-and-form,
Within, without, as root of ill,
Is free of all ill's roots and bines:
As such the type is 'visioned' called.
(531) Who from all evils here abstains,
Passed pain of hell, lives strenuous,
He strenuous and resolute:
As such the type is 'vigorous'.
(532) Who truly bursting all the bands,
Within, without, the root of bonds,
Is free of all bonds' roots and bines:
As such the type is 'thoroughbred.'"
S: Sabhiya is asking about the lore-adept, vedagu; about one who is visioned, anuviditam;
vigorous, viriyava; and one who is a thoroughbred, ajaniyo. So let's look at each of those in turn.
"Who lores of men discerns in full, and conquers," Sabhiya, he said, "alike of brahman and
recluse, unmoved by ought they feel and know, passed lore: he is the "lore-adept"". So vedagu is
translated as lore-adept, one who is adept in lore or traditional knowledge, traditional wisdom.
Veda: we've just talked about the four Vedas, veda comes from the root which means to know,
the root vid. So strictly speaking veda means just knowledge, and one who is vedagu is one who
is an adept in knowledge, especially traditional knowledge, the knowledge of the Vedas. This is
the implication. In other words vedagu - according to the ethnic conceptions that Sabhiya will be
inheriting, as it were - vedagu means someone who is well versed in all the wisdom of the Vedas,
well versed in that knowledge that is the Veda. Do you get the idea? Do you get the implication?
But what does the Buddha say? The Buddha says, "who lores of men discerns in [450] full and
conquers," Sabhiya, he said, "alike of brahmin and recluse, unmoved by what they feel and know,
passed lore: he is the lore-adept." So what does the Buddha say? That one who knows all the
limited knowledges of men, all their limited wisdoms, all their limited philosophies, all their
ethnic beliefs, all their ethnic wisdom - whether of the brahmins or the recluses - and who is
unmoved by all that, not affected by all that, who passes beyond all that, he is the person who
really is well versed in wisdom. In other words, the wise man is the one who rejects all such
traditional wisdom. He is the lore-adept who passes beyond all lore. The Buddha is saying, as it
were, something quite revolutionary. So the lore-adept is the one who discerns the lores of men
in full and conquers them, transcends them. That is to say, whether lores of brahmin or recluse,

all the old traditionary wisdom that didn't lead to Enlightenment, the true lore-adept sees through
it all, transcends it, rejects it. So Sabhiya is getting perhaps, on this occasion, a very different sort
of answer from the one that he expects. The true lore-adept is not one who is adept in the Vedas,
he is one who rejects the Vedas. This is virtually what the Buddha is saying. Veda means
knowledge or wisdom in general, for instance some of the ancient traditional sciences have got
veda suffixed to them. For instance there is the Ayurveda. Have you heard of that? Ayurveda is
the veda the knowledge or wisdom of life, i.e. traditional Indian medicine is called Ayurveda. So
veda is knowledge or wisdom, especially traditional knowledge or wisdom in general. So the
Buddha is saying that the real adept in wisdom is the one who transcends all this traditional lore,
all this traditional so-called wisdom. So there is a bit of a pun here - "Vedani viceyya kevalani".
Vedagu, he is called.
So what about the visioned one? Visioned mean literally the one who has come to know, who
truly is the one who has come to know, who sees name and form as a hindrance. Name and form
is a traditional term used by Buddhism, name meaning the whole mental side of human
existence, form of course meaning the whole physical side. Namarupa means the whole
psychophysical organism, in other words the whole of conditioned existence, especially as
making up one's own individual psychophysical being. So the one who has come to know sees all
that as a hindrance, whether inside himself, his own namarupa, or outside himself, the namarupas
of other people. And in this way he becomes free of the roots and bines, "the weeds of ill" the
translation is, disease, [451] roga. And in this way he becomes one who has come to know. He
sees all conditioned existence, especially in its personalized form, as a hindrance, as an
entanglement. And he becomes free of it. This is much the same sort of way of looking at things
as we have encountered already in previous verses.
Then the next: "Who from all evils here abstains, passed pain of hell, lives strenuous, he
strenuous and resolute: as such the type is vigorous (viryava)". You are familiar of course with
this word virya, energy or vigour. Viryava means full of energy, energetic, vigorous. So the
vigorous person is the person who abstains from all evil. Why do you think this sort of definition
is given? Why is it said that the vigorous person is the person who abstains from all evil?
Ratnapani: He's got more energy available.
S: Yes, he's got more energy available. It requires a great deal of energy to abstain from all evil,
to give up the unskilful. So it is almost a definition that if you give up everything evil, everything
unskilful, you've got lots of energy. So contrariwise the vigorous person is the person who gives
up all evil, "and who passes beyond the pain of hell", the pain of hell, of course, being the natural
retribution of evil, the pain of suffering in various extreme forms. What do you think of this
contemplation of the pain of hell, as it were, as an incentive to the development of vigour? Don't
take the pains of hell too literally, but real suffering, the contemplation of the possibility of real
suffering, if you don't follow a certain course, because you have to follow a certain course in
order to escape that suffering. What do you think of that as an incentive to virya?
Devamitra: It's a bit like being on the brink.

S: Yes, a bit like being in Milarepa's condition. If you don't make that effort, well, you are really
going to suffer.
Dave: It's good if you can experience it rather than just use it as a threat.
S: What do you mean by experience it as distinct from using it as a threat?[452]
Dave: I mean it can be in a Christian sense in that if you don't do this thing you will suffer some
retribution, which you can't really understand.
S: Yes, but where exactly is the difference?
Dave: I suppose you can see it more clearly through, like if you understand the four noble truths.
S: Well, in Buddhism it's more like the suffering is the result as the natural consequence of your
own actions, not a punishment sort of arbitrarily imposed or a punishment imposed for breaking
some arbitrary commandment. The suffering is the logical - the natural - outcome of your own
actions. So you have to get off the path that you are at present on which is leading to that state of
suffering. And you see that if you don't get off that path you are going to suffer. So seeing that is
an incentive to getting your energy together to get yourself onto another path, heading in another
direction. I think, for instance, it is not very easy to get on to another, better path for purely
negative reasons. There has to be some concept of a positive goal ahead as well; not only that you
are avoiding suffering, but that you are heading in the right direction.
Ratnapani: There has to be confidence there to bring, as it were, the initial energy up.
S: No. The initial energy may even come from the sense of desperation and the desire to avoid all
that awful suffering.
Devamitra: I would have thought the positive state was implied though by the absence of
suffering.
S: It may just be an absence of suffering, or maybe sometimes people feel so desperate they don't
stop to think. They just want to avoid that suffering. If there is a positive alternative, well that's
like a sort of bonus, so much the better. But what they really want to do initially is to avoid all
that, to be free from that, not to have to go through all that. We'd be quite happy [453] settling
down in some neutral corner. They think, let me just be free from that suffering, I don't ask for
any pleasure any enjoyment, I just ask to be free from that suffering. Once having felt like that,
well then they may come eventually to feel that there is a positive alternative. Not only can I
become free from that suffering but I can become very happy. I can lead a thoroughly worthwhile
existence.
Ratnapani: I must say that that sort of situation is probably what encouraged me personally, the
desire to get over unskilful states of mind. It encouraged me more than anything else.

S: Yes, because one's unskilful states of mind seem not only so painful but also so stupid and
unnecessary and such a waste of time.
So "lives strenuous", abides strenuously, "he strenuous and resolute, as such the type is
"vigorous"." The Buddha doesn't leave it in any doubt. "Virato idha sabbapapakehi
nirayakukkham aticca viriyavaso, so viriyava padhanava dhiro tadi pavuccate tathatta."
Padhanava means making an effort, you remember the second sutta was called Padhana Sutta, the
Buddha's effort, the Buddha's struggle, the Buddha's resolve. So all these terms are used here. So
the vigorous person is the one who decisively abandons all evil, who transcends the suffering that
results from evil, who lives strenuously, who is strenuous. Who makes a constant effort, who
struggles, this is the truly vigorous person.
The predominant impression is that your vigour shows itself in your overcoming everything
unskilful, and transcending that plane. That seems to be the predominant idea, doesn't it? That
virya is a sort of counteractive force. You never really get going without virya, no progress
without virya.
Ratnapani: The unskilful states are almost synonymous with sluggishness, with lack of energy;
they seem to go together.
S: Yes, with lethargy.
Ratnapani: The mind wanders to the wastes of time and that means that you've got low energy.
S: Well Shakespeare says, "the expense of spirit and a waste [454] of shame". ["... is lust in
action." Sonnet 129, tr.]
The suggestion also is that if you are not vigorous, if your energy is not fully aroused, then you
are almost certain to become involved in unskilful mental states and unskilful activities.
Devamitra: There's tremendous emphasis on the virya section of the Bodhicaryavatara.
S: Yes, indeed. All right, what about the thoroughbred? "Who truly bursting all the bands,
within, without, the root of bonds, is free of all bonds' roots and bines: as such the type is
"thoroughbred"."
Thoroughbred here is ajaniyo, which means a well-bred person, a person who has been well
brought up, but more especially a thoroughbred in the sense here of a thoroughbred horse. So do
you get the idea? What does it convey to you, this English expression thoroughbred? You do say
of someone, well, he is a real thoroughbred?
Voice: Nobility, strength.
Voice: Purity.

S: Purity, yes purity of strain, as it were. So thoroughbred therefore implies a number of things.
First of all, thoroughbred usually means you are of good stock, that your ancestry is good, your
genes are good. In other words within a sort of spiritual context that your natural endowment is
good, that you are a healthy human being, if not a healthy and happy human being. Also it
suggests that you have been well brought up and well trained. So in a spiritual context it suggests
someone well disciplined. And also someone of pure breed. So that suggests a certain
concentration, a concentration of qualities. That certain qualities have been well developed. So
thoroughbred conveys all this.
So one who is leading a spiritual life should be the spiritual equivalent of a thoroughbred. But
what is a thoroughbred? The Buddha says that the thoroughbred is, "who truly bursting all the
bands, within, without, the root of bonds, is free of all bonds' roots and bines: as such the type is
"thoroughbred"." Why this sort of definition? The Buddha is unambiguously saying that the
thoroughbred person is the person who breaks through [456] everything, who breaks through all
bonds, even the root of bondage. In other words a thoroughgoing, radical, complete breaking
through. The one who breaks through is the thoroughbred person. So why this connection?
Voice: Because the thoroughbred is secure in himself and breaks through all obscurations.
S: Yes, one can say that.
Devamitra: I was wondering if he is harking back to the high birth of the brahman in some way.
S: I don't think so.
Voice: ... conditioning.
S: Well positive conditioning, positive conditioning that can lead to becoming free from all
conditioning.
Ratnapani: Well he's not interested in talking to Sabhiya about the relatively good, he's only
concerned with the absolutely good. So he's elevating it once again.
S: Right, yes. In this idea of the thoroughbred person as breaking through, bursting all bonds,
there is the emphasis on the nobility of the thoroughbred person. The thoroughbred person, as it
were, scorns all bondage. He's got, as it were, such a high opinion of himself, such a good
opinion of himself in the positive sense, he just won't allow himself to be bound. This is a little
akin, perhaps, to the Tantric Buddha pride. Have you heard about this? This is pride in the
positive sense. That you are supposed to say, well, how can I possibly indulge in this, that, and
the other, after all I have the Buddha nature. How can I possibly tell a lie? How can I possibly not
be in a meditative state of mind? How can I possibly not have wisdom or develop wisdom? Am I
not a Buddha? This is your Buddha pride, within the context of the Vajrayana. You have to be
really careful not to graft those sorts of statements on to your unregenerate ego. It is Buddha
pride, not ego pride.

So in the same way, might not the thoroughbred person, the really noble person, feel, well, why
should I allow myself [457] to be bound? Why should I give in to all these passions? And he
bursts through them. He's got that sort of noble strain in him. Shantideva refers to something like
this, doesn't he? He speaks of the warriors not caring for wounds, he disdains the wounds. So in
the same way the thoroughbred person disdains the bonds. How can I possibly allow myself to be
bound? In this way he breaks through, he bursts through.
Anyway, perhaps no need to say anything more about that. Any points on what we've done so far
today before we conclude? People feeling a bit less lethargic today?
Voices: Yes.
S: Yes? Why do you think that is?
Voice: I think it's quite good to have the discussion beforehand.
S: But why, what sort of difference does it make?
Voice: Gave us a chance to contribute something.
S: Yes, so what's that got to do with lethargy?
Voice: Well it gets the energies moving.
S: Yes, gets the energies moving. In other words you shouldn't always be on the receiving end,
even though you are receiving something good. Yes?
Devamitra: It's very, very difficult just to take all that expounding of the Dharma and of
Enlightenment all in one go.
S: Yes, perhaps the material itself was just a little bit lighter, a little bit more intelligible, today.
Voices: (agreement)
Devamitra: I've felt that there was a tremendous gulf between me and what you were talking
about on the previous sessions. And that's a bit frustrating actually. It all too much.
S: Yes, it's difficult to strike a balance. You need to see [458] quite clearly that the ideal is the
ideal, that it is a very high ideal, that one is a long way from it. But one mustn't feel that one is so
far away from it that there is no point in making any effort, that you couldn't possibly get there,
or even half way there.
Voices: (general agreement)
S: You don't want to lower the ideal, but at the same time you don't want to discourage yourself

in your effort.
Ratnapani: I found that it went both ways actually. Sometimes I felt inspired and expanded, and
energy was stimulated, and I was, as it were, held up and able to look at this ideal. But when it
flagged, it flagged completely and the ideal became mere words, and that could have gone on
indefinitely.
S: Also one must remember that when one is, as it were, suspended in astonishment and
amazement, just contemplating the ideal and it's apparent total irrelevance to where one actually
is, (laughter) one is in a very positive state and is quite a way on, as it were, even though
temporarily. Do you see what I mean? You're lifted up out of your own petty concerns and all
ideas about your own miserable progress, you're just, as it were, contemplating the ideal even
though you are perhaps, stupefied and overwhelmed by it. But that in itself is a sort of progress.
You are in a certain state somewhat higher than you usually are.
Ratnapani: Even if the term "zonked" might be used to describe it.
S: Yes, right. Well to be zonked is a very positive state, surely. (laughter) It is not good, from
another point of view, to feel that you always understand and you've always got it easily in view.
It is good to get into this state of stupefaction and astonishment sometimes. It doesn't mean that
you are further from the goal, in a way it means that you are nearer. That's an important thing to
remember, nearer than one usually feels really.[459]
Devamitra: But you are talking about stupefaction in the sense of being uplifted and inspired.
S: Not necessarily inspired. I mean inspiration may come later, just stupefied and overwhelmed.
But you are in contact with the goal, even though it may be through words and thoughts, but
something of the goal is percolating through and you are in contact with that. It may not be a very
comfortable state but it's a very positive and healthy one. You are out of this world, you are out
of your mind, as it were. Which is good. You forget all about your problems, and how you are
going to do this and how you are going to do that. Maybe you forget all about your own
existence, it's a very positive state to be in. It's what you are trying to do when you are
meditating, get the goal clearly in view. Well now you've got it, (laughing) well if you feel
zonked, well, never mind, you'll get used to that.
Voice: How about in the mindfulness of breathing, say? I mean sometimes I feel quite zonked in
that.
S: But that's good. I mean, if one is, as it were, really absorbed and one has begun to forget about
oneself. We won't go into subtleties as to whether there's a positive zonk and a negative zonk.
(laughter) I mean, just to feel confused is not to be zonked. It is the bewilderment, the
amazement, the stupefaction that you experience on the contemplation of the ideal. So it means
you've got the ideal in view to some extent. It is not just simple confusion and bewilderment
without a trace of an ideal.

Ratnapani: Would it be true to say it is like a high energy confusion, and normally confusion is
quite a low energy thing?
S: Yes. Well it's the difference between a rocket and a damp squib. (laughter)
Voice: So it's also, I suppose, coming into contact with the koan.
S: Yes. Well some Zen masters speak in terms of remaining in the ... with great doubt, with the
koan stuck in your gullet for years on end. I mean Hakuin describes this state where he didn't
know where he was for several months. He [460] was just totally absorbed in this koan, and
everything seemed vague and obscure. He didn't know whether it was summer or spring or winter
or autumn, he just didn't know. He wasn't conscious of eating and drinking, he just hardly knew
where he was. He was in a sort of daze as it were, his mind constantly preoccupied with the koan.
He said he felt as though he was immersed in a great block of ice.
Voice: Isn't this like alienation?
S: No, it's quite different from that. (pause)
Devamitra: So how does the lethargy get in then, get in to that situation. I mean we are not
associating the stupefaction with a state of lethargy.
S: Well, you know, lethargy is always there, you are momentarily lifted above it.
Voice: Isn't this more in a way like, in lethargy you don't feel any energy? In this state you are
liable to feel a hell of a lot of energy but it just doesn't flow.
S: You don't know what to do with it. The energy can't go back but it can't, sort of, zoom forward
onto the goal. Not as yet.
Ratnapani: Might just blow your brains out.
Devamitra: Certainly the vastness of the perspective that the text reveals was, a bit ... (laughs)
S: I think we have to be really careful to guard against reading the text, whether by ourselves or
with others, and allowing ourselves to be left with the impression that we have understood it.
That we've got it all now at our fingertips, we know pretty much what it is all about, we have
mastered it. I think we have to be very careful of allowing ourselves to be left with that
impression. It is much better, much more positive and much more truly spiritually helpful, to be
left in a state of bewilderment and almost confusion; but with some powerful feeling, at least, for
that material.[461]
Voice: That seems to fit with my experience on the whole and maybe with other people's too.
S: You certainly have had very tangibly a certain sense of what is there, a sense of the ideal. So

don't bother so much about feeling overwhelmed by it, or stupefied by it. It is quite good that you
just feel it tangibly in that sort of way.
Voice: I remember when we were doing Middle Length Sayings, when we used to read through it
a couple of times, or just go over sections again, and sometimes we'd be really, kind of,
bewildered. But it was much simpler, it wasn't quite so concentrated as this work, and the
Buddha usually explained afterwards what it was all about. So it was quite good, you got an
understanding, but you were still left pretty ... with understanding but still pretty bewildered.
S: Yes, you must be careful not to be merely puzzled. Puzzlement is a different sort of state.
More like a state of worry. I mean, the mind should be so completely baffled, so utterly zonked,
it can't even worry, (laughter) it can't even puzzle over things any more. If it is still puzzling it
hasn't been properly zonked. Anyway let's leave it there for this morning.
(next session)
Voice: "Then Sabhiya, giving praise and thanks,... asked a further question:
(533) "What wins the name of 'listener'?'
Said Sabhiya the mendicant,
"Whence 'Ariyan', how 'wayfarer',
Who is a 'mendicant'? Thus asked,
Explain this, Master, unto me."
S: So four more terms. So what does the Buddha say? Let's hear his answer.
(534) "Who unto all things listeneth
And understands all in the world,
Things blameless, elsewise, what may be,
Him conqueror, doubt-free, released,
Gone stir, they call a 'listener'"[462]
(535) "Who cuts away all cankers, grooves,
Who knows, enters no bed-of-womb;
Who clears the triple swamp of sense,
Nor serves time's web, is 'Ariyan'.
(536) Who wins the winning faring here,
Expert in all, who Dharma knows,
He, caught in nothing, fully freed,
At odds with none, is 'wayfarer'.
(537) Who shuns the deed which bears ill fruit,
Above, below, across, between;
Who faring, understands and ends

Deceit and pride and greed and wrath
And name-and-form, 'tis him they call
A 'mendicant,' the winning won."
S: So four more terms. First of all there is the listener, which is sottiya in Pali. Then the Ariyan or
the noble, then the wayfarer: the caranava. Then the mendicant, which really should be the
wanderer, because it is not bhikkhu but paribbajaka. So Sabhiya now is asking the meaning of all
these four terms, these four also being terms generally covered in religious discourse at that time.
So the Buddha says, defining the listener, the sottiya, "who unto all things listeneth and
understands all in the world". So all things is sabbadhamman, all things in the sense of all
phenomena, all conditioned things. Who listens to all things. So, "Who unto all things listeneth
and understands all in the world, things blameless, elsewise, what may be, him conqueror,
doubt-free, released, gone stir, they call a 'listener'." Most of these epithets we've encountered
before, the only really new idea is this whole question of listening. You remember that I have
mentioned before, more than once, that the term for disciple in Pali is savaka, or sravaka, which
means the one who hears or, that is, the one who listens. So this idea of hearing, this idea of
listening, is quite important. The disciple is one who hears, not only hears but listens. What do
you think this conveys, this idea of hearing, listening, listening to the Dharma?
Voice: Receptivity.
S: Yes, receptivity. The disciple is the receptive person.
Voice: The word here isn't sravaka.[463]
S: It isn't, though it is a cognate word. It is sottiya, which means sotta, sutta, sava - it's all the
same root. It is one who listens, one who is receptive. So it is interesting that the Buddha says, he
describes the listener as, "who unto all things listeneth and understands all in the world." The
word for understands is abhinnaya. Nya is of course knowledge, as in the root, to know, as in
nayana. Abhi means exceeding or superior. So it suggests comprehensive knowledge, full
knowledge, immanent knowledge. The one who hears is the one who understands, the one who
listens to all things is the one who understands all things, comprehensively, fully, completely. So
what do you think that suggests?
Voice: If you can be totally and fully receptive you eventually arrive at the truth.
S: Yes, yes exactly. Sometimes one feels that people would understand much more if they'd only
just listen. There are very few people who can really listen, are really capable of listening. Very
often people want to raise doubts, questions, interjections. I mean, no doubt there is a proper time
for asking questions - Sabhiya himself is asking questions as well as being receptive to the
answers - but when it is a time for listening then one should just listen. If it is a question of
listening to the Dharma, the more one listens, the more receptive one is, the more one will
understand. So one could practically say, as the Buddha almost does here, that to listen is to
understand. Really to listen is really to understand. So, "who unto all things listeneth and

understands all in the world, things blameless, elsewise, what may be, him conqueror, doubt-free,
released, gone stir, they call a 'listener'."
On the whole, of course, here the Buddha is describing the Enlightened person. Do you think,
strictly speaking, you could describe the Enlightened person as a listener? It's obviously
appropriate to describe the disciple as a listener, even the quite spiritually advanced person as a
listener, because he still has quite a lot to learn, so he needs to listen. But what about the Buddha,
is it really appropriate to call the Buddha one who listens?
Voice: Yes.[464]
S: It is? In what sort of way?
Voice: Well he's completely open, quite naturally.
S: Yes, what does he listen to, do you think?
Devamitra: The cries of samsara, like Avalokitesvara.
S: Yes, like Avalokitesvara, because the name Avalokitesvara means, according to one
interpretation, he who hears, who hearkens to, who listens to, the cries of the world and looks
down in compassion, hearing those cries. So from this point of view it is quite appropriate to
describe the Buddha or Bodhisattva as a listener. He is not listening for the sake of his own
Enlightenment, he's listening so as to be able to help others, he's open to all the cries of the
world, all the sufferings of the world. So that one could say, therefore, that compassion means
listening. You could say sraddha - faith - means listening, but compassion also means listening.
You could say that faith is the conditioned listening to the unconditioned, but compassion is the
unconditioned listening to the conditioned.
The other epithets we've already dealt with so I will pass straight on to the next verse, the next
answer. "Who cuts away all cankers, grooves, who knows, enters no bed-of-womb, who clears
the triple swamp of sense, nor serves time's web, is "Ariyan"." Why do you think Sabhiya asks
who is an Ariyan? Why do you think he is concerned about this particular title? Do you think
there is any special reason for that?
Devamitra: Because the brahmins were descended from the Ariyan race.
S: Not only the brahmans, the kshatriyas too, and others. The word Ariyan was an ambiguous
term. It had a racial, an ethnic, connotation and it also had a spiritual connotation. Originally
Ariyan denoted a certain race, the Ariyan invaders coming down from somewhere in central
Asia, down into India, bringing their own gods, beliefs, and practices and customs with them.
Gradually they fused with the indigenous population of India. But even though they fused they
remained in many ways separate. They came to constitute the ruling class, the sort [465] of
aristocracy. So Ariyan signifies the sort of aristocrats, as it were, the upper class people, mainly
the brahmins and the kshatriyas, the priests and warriors and big landowners and so on. These

were the Ariyans. The rest, the small landowners, the merchants, the workers, these tended to be
the non-Ariyans. So Ariyan meant sort of aristocrat, a member of the ruling class, a superior
person socially and even religiously. So Ariyan as an epithet meant whatever pertained to the
ruling class, what was aristocratic, what was therefore good, what was best. But then it came to
be transferred to the spiritual context, what was good ethically, what was best ethically, best
spiritually. So the Ariyan, therefore, came to mean the noble person - not simply the person of
noble descent, not only in a racial sense, but someone who was intrinsically noble, a good person,
a spiritual person. So in this way the term Ariyan was quite ambiguous.
In Buddhism the term Ariyan is invariably used in the spiritual sense, as when one speaks of the
Arya sangha and Aryan truths. In fact in Buddhism it has an even higher meaning: it is not only
spiritual, it is transcendental. It is quite important to understand this. In Buddhism the prefix
"aryan" always indicates the transcendental. Do you know what I mean by the transcendental? I
use the word transcendental in the technical sense. In Pali there are two words, lokiya and
lokuttara, both from loka, which means world or sphere. Lokiya means belonging to the world, in
other words belonging to conditioned existence, belonging to the phenomenal universe or
pertaining to the phenomenal universe, connected with the phenomenal universe. Lokuttara
means above the world, loka-uttara. Above the world or transcending the world, therefore
transcendental. So lokuttara means whatever pertains to the unconditioned, whatever pertains to
the noumenal as opposed to the phenomenal, whatever pertains to absolute truth and reality and
the path leading directly thereto.
So Ariyan means pertaining to the lokuttara, in other words the transcendental. When one speaks
of the Aryan eightfold path one refers to the transcendental path, not to the mundane path. Well,
strictly speaking there is a lokiya-magga and a lokuttara-magga. I talked about this the other day
didn't I? Strictly speaking the Aryan eightfold path means the transcendental path, in other words
that sequence of transcendental experiences which lead directly to nirvana, not simply
conditioned experiences of higher states of consciousness within the mundane, within the wheel
of life. Ariyan has the force of transcendental. [466] The Arya sangha: it's not just the noble
sangha, it's the spiritual community of those who have either attained nirvana, who are
Enlightened, or who are on the final stages of the path and who cannot fall back. In other words
those who are, at least in Hinayana terms, stream entrants.
What about Aryan truths? Why don't you just speak about the truth? The four truths? Why do
you say the four noble truths? The four Aryan truths. Has anyone ever thought about this?
Voice: Because it represents a transcendental insight.
S: Yes. It represents the truth as seen within the transcendental context or transcendental
perspective, as seen by Aryan people, those who are Enlightened or well on the way to
Enlightenment. So when you say, for instance, that all conditioned things are dukkha, this is
within the perspective of those who are Enlightened or well on the way to Enlightenment. They
see things in this way, ordinary people don't. They may try to understand intellectually but they
don't really see things in this way. So the Aryan truths represent the truth of existence as it
discloses itself in the vision of those who are either Enlightened or well on the way to

Enlightenment. It's not just a noble truth or a holy truth.
So Aryan has this force of transcendental in Buddhism. That is to say connected with nirvana or
the path that leads immediately to nirvana, that is to say the path of insight.
Voice: Has it got any link with German, Hitler's ... ?
S: Well that's the racial Aryan, not the ethical or spiritual Aryan. There are references in some
books to the Aryan race. There was, broadly speaking, an Aryan race which originated, as far as
we know, in central Asia, one branch of which went down to the south-east, into India, another
branch went south-west into Persia, and away over into Greece and away over into Germany and
Europe. Nowadays it is usually called the Caucasian race, but it used to be called the Aryan.
Aryan is also a linguistic classification, we talk of the Indo-Aryan languages, the Indo-Aryan
group of languages or the Indo-European group of languages, that is to say, Sanskrit, Pali,
Persian, Latin, Greek, German, English, French, and so on. These are all the Indo-Aryan group of
languages. They all connect, they all cognate. [467] Whether there is an Aryan race
corresponding to the Aryan language, this is quite difficult to say. The situation is a lot more
complex than that.
Voice: What part of central Asia exactly was it?
S: It is very difficult to say, there are all sorts of theories. One scholar says the Arctic Circle, but
that's probably going much too far away.
Anyway, the main point is that the Buddha says, Aryan? what is Aryan? Aryan is one who cuts
the asavas. Another pun you see: "chetva asavani, alayani": he is Arya. So one mustn't take this
too seriously, of course, as I said before. So who cuts away all cankers - cankers is the asavas, we
went into those the other day. Grooves, alayani, that's an interesting word, let me look that up, it's
more like abode than grooves, although groves is quite a good word.
Now that's quite interesting. Originally alaya meant a roosting place, a perch. Then it goes on to
mean an abode or settling place, a house. It also suggests, hanging on, attachment, desire and
clinging. Yes, groove isn't bad is it? Or rut. So the Aryan is one who cuts away all asavas and
alayas, who cuts away all cankers, those poisonous outflows, and all roosts and perches for the
mind. He is one who knows. He is one who does not enter any other bed-of-womb, in other
words who is not reborn. He is one who clears the triple swamp of sense - triple perhaps because
of craving, anger, and delusion, we are not told. And also he is one who has nothing to do with
the web of time, we have dealt with that before. He is called Ariyan. So there isn't anything there
very new, anything that we haven't encountered before, except for this word alaya. It reappears of
course in the Yogacara philosophy as the alaya, the store of consciousness, but in a rather
different sense. We find it also in such words as Himalaya, the storehouse or abode or treasury of
the snow. What do you think it means here? What are these roosting places or perches,
presumably of the mind, which the Aryan cuts away?
Voice: Bad habits?

Voice: Fixed concepts?[468]
S: Well yes, anything in which the mind settles down. Taking it for something absolute,
something ultimate, when it isn't - any temporary resting place which the mind tries to convert
into a permanent home.
Anyway perhaps we need not spend any more time on that. The next verse "who wins the
winning faring here, expert in all, who Dharma knows, he, caught in nothing, fully freed, at odds
with none, is 'wayfarer'." This is a bit misleading because Tathagata is translated as wayfarer, and
this other quite different word, which is caranava, that is also translated as wayfarer by Hare.
Voice: I thought he translated Tathagata as man thus come.
S: He does that too, yes. "Yo idha caranesu pattipatto", who has won the faring, or who has
gained the faring. What do you think that means? Hare translates "who wins the winning". It's not
quite that; it's more like who wins the walking, who attains to the practice of the Dharma, who
attains to the spiritual life. Kusalo sabbada: who is expert in all things, skilful in all things. We've
dealt with that skilful before. Ajani dhammam: who knows the Dharma, knows the truth, knows
reality. Sabbattha na sajjati: who isn't caught by anything, we've gone into that before. Vimutto:
free. Patigha yassa na santi: who isn't against anybody, who doesn't quarrel with anybody. He is
called the caranava.
So quite clearly the Buddha is reiterating the ideal. He is repeating epithets he has used before for
the Enlightened person, for the ideal person, for the Buddha, and so on. He's applying them to
this particular term as well.
It's as though Sabhiya is asking these questions, wanting know the meaning of these terms, but
the Buddha is saying it all comes to the same thing in the end. It all comes back to the ideal, to
the Buddha, and the characteristics and qualities of a Buddha. Whether you call it bhikkhu, muni,
the paribbajaka, this is the ideal. He is sort of hurling the same epithets at Sabhiya, over and over
again.
All right, what about the next verse. "Who shuns the deed which bears ill fruit, above, below,
across, between; who faring understands and ends deceit and pride and greed and wrath [469]
and name-and-form, 'tis him they call a "mendicant"." Not bhikkhu, but paribbajaka, one who has
gone forth, the wanderer. So all this we have encountered before. Again, standard - almost stock epithets for the ideal man, the Enlightened man, the Buddha. So by this time it seems Sabhiya
has exhausted his questions.
Any particular point arising out of these four questions, these last four, and the Buddha's four
replies?
Voice: What does carana actually, literally mean?
S: Simply one who fares, one who walks. Or one could say one who practises.

Voice: I think you translated, yesterday, faring on as being like...
S: Ah, that's samsara. Samsara is translated as faring on; carana is also translated as faring though
it is quite a different word. Samsara means faring on from birth to birth. Carana means just
walking, or as carya it means more like spiritual practice.
Any general point? Any general impression about these four questions and their answers or even
about all the questions and all their answers? What do they add up to do you think? (pause)
Sabhiya has encountered all these terms, representing different, very limited aspects of a limited
ideal, or of an ideal that is not clear at all, which is rather confused. I mean, so many people have
got a glimpse of it from this point of view, from that point of view, this angle, that angle, but no
one has seen it fully and clearly. What is the ultimate spiritual ideal? All these terms, all these
words in a way, point to this, without being able really to indicate it. So the Buddha is able to
say, as it were, that this is what these terms are all about, this is what they are all trying to get at,
this is the ultimate spiritual ideal, this is the Enlightened man. This is the Buddha. It is that which
all these terms, all these very limited, partial ideals, are groping after, as it were, in the dark, or at
least in the twilight.
Voice: So all the answers to his questions more or less take Sabhiya to the same ideal.
S: Exactly, yes. This is why the same epithets occur in [470] the answers to different questions.
Some of them occur four or five times.
Devamitra: It's like he brings it all back to the same basic experience.
S: Yes, the same ultimate ideal. All right, so what is Sabhiya's response? Let's have that both in
the prose and verse.
Voice: "Then Sabhiya, giving praise and thanks for the Master's word, pleased, delighted, elate,
and filled with joy and happiness, rose from his seat, and placing his upper robe over one
shoulder, with joined hands saluted the Master and chanted these verses in his presence:
(538) O quickening sage who didst
Dispel the heresies
Of mendicants' disputes,
Those three and sixty points,
Figments of inference
And term, and dark flood crossed:
(539) Thou to ill's end are gone,
Yon-farer, man-of-worth!
Thou art the All-awake!
I deem thee cankerless.
Vision and light are thine,
Thine wisdom wide! Thou hast,
Ill-ender, helped me cross,

(540) Grasped my perplexity
And borne me o'er my doubt.
To thee be worship giv'n,
Kin of the Sun, goal-won,
Sage of the silent ways,
Vital, compassionate!
(541) My former doubts, O seer,
Thou hast explained: in sooth
Thou art a sage awake!
For thee no obstacle
(542) Remains, for thee all moil
Is stilled and blotted out;
And thou art cool and tamed,
Persistent, active truth.
(543) O sinless energy,
At thy words Narada
And Parvata rejoiced
And all the deva hosts.
(544) O thoroughbred of men,
O noblest of mankind,
Peerless in all the worlds,
To thee be worship giv'n!
(545) Thou art the Wake; thou art
The teacher! Thou, the sage
O'er Mara triumphing,
Hast cut all leanings off,[471]
And, crossed thyself, dost help
Mortality to cross.
(546) By thee are cankers crushed,
Affections overcome,
And banished fear and dread:
Thou lion unattached!
(547) As water soileth not
The lovely lotus bloom,
E'en so thou art unsoiled
By merit or ill deeds.
Hero, stretch forth thy feet!
Sabhiya salutes the lord!"
S: So what has in fact happened here? What has happened is that Sabhiya recognizes in the
Buddha himself the complete fulfilment of the ideal, which the Buddha has just set forth. He
sees, or he feels, that the Buddha himself is the embodiment of everything that he has been
saying, the living embodiment of all that. So he recites what is in fact quite a beautiful hymn, in
Pali. The metre changes so that the verses 539 to 541 are in one metre and then later, verse 542,
he goes into another metre which gives an even more powerfully devotional impression.

(539) Antagu si paragu si dukkhassa!
Araha si! Khinasavam tam manne!
Jutima mutima pahutapanno,
dukkhass' antakara, ataresi mam!...
(543) Tassa te Naganagassa, Mahavirassa, bhasato
sabbe deva anumodanti ubho Narada-Pabbata.
(544) Namo te, purisajanna! Namo te, purisuttama!
Sadevaka laokasmim na 'tthi te patipuggalo.
It's quite an inspiring hymn in Pali.
But let's have a closer look at some particular points. First of all there's an interesting epithet,
which Hare translates "O quickening sage". This is "bhuripanna", one of quickened or awakened
or developed wisdom. Not quickening sage but one of quickened wisdom.
What are these three and sixty points? This refers back to the beginning of the sutta. You
remember that Sabhiya went and asked his questions to all those six other teachers and they
couldn't answer. There is the first sutta of the Digha Nikaya, the first of the collection of long
discourses, called the Brahmajala Sutta, the Sutta of the Great Net, the great net in which the
Buddha catches all the false views of his time, and there are sixty-two of them. Here sixty-three
are mentioned; according to the commentary it's those sixty-two plus one other. So all false
views are encompassed in these sixty-two or sixty-three. Therefore Sabhiya says, "O quickening
sage who didst dispel the heresies of mendicants' disputes, those three and sixty points, figments
of inference and term, and dark flood cross; thou to ill's end art gone". So it is quite an
appropriate beginning to his hymn of praise, as it were, to the Buddha: that the Buddha is the
sage, the one of quickened wisdom, who has put to flight all [472] those false views of the
various teachers of that time - views based merely upon inference, not on any real understanding
or experience or insight. And having put those to flight, having seen through all those false
views, the Buddha has crossed the flood and come to the end of all suffering. So he really is the
Buddha.
Voice: Where do these sixty-two miccha-ditthis come up?
S: These are in the Digha Nikaya, the Collection of Long Discourses. There's a condensed
translation, a few copies are left I think, Long Discourses of the Buddha, translated by Mrs A. A.
G. Bennett. We've got one or two left, I think, on the bookshelf.
So it is only natural, only appropriate, that Sabhiya praises the Buddha as the dispeller of all these
false views. And then he makes mention of the fact that the Buddha has helped Sabhiya himself
to cross over, has understood his perplexity and helped him to overcome his doubt. So he was
intensely grateful to the Buddha for that.
All right, let's look through that hymn of praise, as it were. Anything that requires explanation or

discussion? Do we get any sort of general impression from this outburst on the part of Sabhiya?
Voice: He's completely won over.
S: Would you say that that even was all?
Ratnapani: I'd say that he's really seen something of where the Buddha is at.
S: Yes.
Devamitra: Well he does actually say, "thou hast ill-ender, helped me cross", which suggests in
fact that he's actually gained Enlightenment.
S: Yes. He's not just understood but he has made a definite move in that direction. Just even
listening to the Buddha has resulted in him having almost an experience of what the Buddha
[473] is talking about. Not that he has understood it, but that he has begun to feel it and to live it
and to experience it. Also, "and crossed thyself doest help mortality to cross". This in a way
suggests the Bodhisattva ideal doesn't it? Though it is a Pali text.
Devamitra: It's interesting, he also proclaims the Buddha as an Enlightened man. I don't think the
Buddha has actually made that claim himself has he?
S: He hasn't, I think. No, not directly.
Devamitra: And that suggests therefore that Sabhiya himself has attained, does it not?
S: No, I wouldn't say necessarily. I mean what he feels is that the Buddha has described the
ultimate spiritual ideal, he describes it, Buddhahood or Enlightenment, so powerfully, so
convincingly - put it across in such an overwhelming fashion - that Sabhiya himself has been
deeply affected, deeply influenced. He has had not just an inkling, but even a bit of experience,
and he feels, well, the Buddha must be that. He recognizes that, without necessarily himself, on
the spot, becoming a Buddha: because after all it says right at the end, "and in due course the
venerable Sabhiya became a man of worth." He doesn't become a man of worth, an arahant, on
the spot. But his spiritual eye is opened, as it were, and he sees that the Buddha embodies what
he has been talking about.
Voice: Who are Narada and Parvata?
S: These are ancient sages, they are rishis in fact, at least Narada is, I'm not sure about Parvata.
Voice: You get the sense of the heroic feeling again too: "lion untouched".
S: Yes, that's true, and the white lotus, the pundarika. The Buddha is the lion but he is also the
lotus. It's quite a good combination, the lion and the lotus, like the title of a book. This image of
the lotus blooming in the midst of the mire, untouched by the [474] mire, is a very common one

of course.
This whole hymn or paean, maybe paean is better than hymn, is very well translated by Hare.
You get quite a bit of the spirit of the original, though not the metre. All right, let's read to the
end of the sutta now, the rest of the prose.
Voice: Then the mendicant Sabhiya fell with his head at the feet of the Master, saying, "It's
amazing sir,... I would go forth near the Master; I would obtain full acceptance.!"
"Verily, Sabhiya, whoso formerly followed another course-setter and now wishes to go forth in
this teaching and discipline, to obtain acceptance therein, he serves four months. At the end of
four months the monks, being satisfied in their hearts, may allow him to go forth, may grant him
full acceptance, for the quickening of the monkhood; yet in this case I acknowledge a difference
in persons."
"If, sir, they who formerly followed another course-setter ... must serve four months ... and
thereafter the monks ... may allow him to go forth ... I will serve four years. At the end of four
years let the monks, being satisfied in their hearts, allow me to go forth, grant me full acceptance,
for the quickening of monkhood."
And the mendicant Sabhiya went forth near the Master, obtained full acceptance ... and in due
course the venerable Sabhiya became a man-of-worth."
S: So what is this serving four months? We haven't come across this before have we?
Ratnapani: Something we use, in fact, in the Movement, by the sound of it.
S: In a way, yes.
Ratnapani: There's the mention that if someone's been following another teacher he presumably
has a probationary period to see how he gets along and to see if he's really serious.
S: So why do you think this is necessary, or was considered necessary, in that day?
Ratnapani: Presumably people would go from teacher to teacher, presumably there were flighty
wanderers as well.
S: But suppose, even in the case of someone who had sincerely taken refuge with the Buddha,
why was it still necessary do you [475] think? Presumably because there might well be quite a lot
of conditioning, including quite a few miccha-ditthis, left over from the previous experiences and
the previous contacts and connections. But why four months, does this suggest anything?
Devamitra: The rainy season.
S: Yes, the rainy season retreat lasts four months. The suggestion seems to be, though it isn't

explicitly stated, that he would live with the bhikkhus for that period. At that time the bhikkhus
were still wandering for eight months of the year and staying in one place for four months during
the rains residence, as it was called. So the suggestion seems to be that during that rainy season
retreat the probationer would stay with a number of the monks and they would just see what he
was like and what his attitude towards the Buddha and his teaching really was - whether he was
fit and ready for the going forth under the auspices of the Buddha and acceptance into the
spiritual community of the Buddha. It seems to me just a sensible precaution. But you notice the
Buddha says, "Yet in this case I acknowledge a difference in persons." What does that suggest?
Voice: He knows that Sabhiya is really won over.
S: Yes it suggests that, but it also suggests that though there are rules - and this sutta perhaps
represents a slightly later stage of development from the others - though there are rules the rules
are not absolute. There are exceptions, the Buddha's approach is flexible, "yet in this case I
acknowledge a difference in persons". The rules are all right, but they don't apply necessarily to
everybody. That is quite an important point. I think I've talked about this sometimes, from time to
time, haven't I?
Devamitra: Especially as regards ordinations.
S: Yes. So there is a sort of general point to be made here, that rules are never to be regarded as
ends in themselves, they are never to be absolutely inflexible. There are always exceptions and
those should be allowed for. Perhaps there should be a rule that there shall be exceptions to all
rules, or that exceptions to rules should be provided for.[476]
So "at the end of four months the monks being satisfied in their hearts may allow him to go forth,
may grant him full acceptance, for the quickening of the monkhood; yet in this case I
acknowledge a difference of persons."
Then what does Sabhiya say? He's willing to serve not only for four months but for four years.
Why do you think he says this?
Ratnapani: Well he's not worried about probations or ceremonies or anything else, as long as he
can be with the Buddha he's happy.
S: And so long as eventually he is allowed to go forth and receive full acceptance, yes? Again it
is like the person who asks for ordination within the Friends [sic] and who knows that they are
going to get it sooner or later, and it hardly bothers when. I mean some people are quite bothered
when; they would like to know; they'd like it to be soon. Others not at all, they know it is going
to come along some day, they know they are moving steadily towards that, they even know that
they are ready. "Well since I am ready, well I am ready, what does it matter when I actually
receive it?" This is their attitude. Sabhiya seems to be rather like that. I don't mind even serving
for four years, waiting for four years, not to speak of four [months]. It is such a wonderful thing
that at the end of four months or four years I can be allowed to go forth and receive full
acceptance. It is worth waiting for. I am happy to wait for years, not to speak of four months. It is

rather like the story about the two disciples, one of whom was told by his teacher that he would
gain Enlightenment after a hundred lives and he said, "After a hundred lives? I can't possibly wait
that long. I just refuse to wait as long as that. And the other was told he would gain
Enlightenment after a thousand lives, and he said, "After only a thousand lives? So soon!" And
he was really overjoyed. (laughter)
Well any further point arises out of that? (pause) This sort of probationary period suggests that
before you can be reconditioned you must be deconditioned. What sort of false views and ideas
do you think the sort of people who come along into the Friends have to get rid of? Do you think
there are any which are particularly outstanding or particularly widespread - before they can
really get into things and truly go for refuge and truly get on with their own individual
development? What do you think are some of the current miccha-ditthis that one has to [477]
make quite sure are eliminated.
Voice: Well, the group, the group miccha-ditthi first of all.
S: Hmm. How would you describe that?
Voice: Well, the idea that you are joining another group.
S: Right, yes. Even a good group, even the best group, that's still a miccha-ditthi.
Devamitra: It's not entirely a miccha-ditthi though, is it?
S: With respect to ordination it is, because the spiritual community is not a group; not even a
positive group. It's based on a positive group but is not itself a positive group.
Well someone, say, who still believed in God, who had vestiges of that idea - not that who is still
trying to get rid of it sincerely but couldn't help sometimes thinking in that way against his own
will, but someone who actively cherished that idea still - such a person couldn't go for Refuge,
because he couldn't really understand who or what the Buddha was and therefore couldn't go for
Refuge to the Buddha.
Voice: I don't think you come across that very often though.
S: You don't. You do among older people, I use to come across it a lot at the Hampstead
Buddhist Vihara and even more so at the Buddhist Society on their summer school. People used
to ask about this quite a lot and make this point quite a lot. [They] even say, well, the Buddha
himself must have believed in God; he couldn't have not believed.
All right, let's leave that then and go onto the next sutta. [478] Would someone like to read the
whole of that rather lengthy prose introduction? It's three pages. And then we will talk about
some of the general points arising therein.
(7) Sela

"Thus have I heard. Once, while the Master toured with a large number of monks, twelve
hundred and fifty, among the people of Anguttarapa, he came to the market-town of Apana
belonging to them.
And mat-haired Keniya heard thus: "'Tis said the Sakyan recluse Master Gotama, gone forth from
the Sakyan clan, is on tour among the people of Anguttarapa with about twelve hundred and fifty
monks, and has arrived at Apana. Now of that same Master Gotama this fair fame is gone abroad:
"He is the Master man-of-worth, the all-awakened One, perfect in lore and virtue, well-farer,
world-knower, unsurpassed, charioteer for tameable men, teacher of devas and men, the Wake,
the Master! He, realizing it by his own knowledge, makes Dharma known to this world with its
devas, Maras and Brahmas, to mankind with its recluses and godly men, devas and men. He
teaches Dharma, lovely at the beginning (of life), lovely in the middle, lovely at the end, both in
goal and means thereto. He proclaims a godly faring, which, when wholly fulfilled, is
all-cleansing. Verily, well is it to see such men-of-worth!"
And mat-haired Keniya approached the Master, and on arrival greeted him and exchanged the
usual compliments and sat down at one side. And the Master taught, advised, roused and
gladdened mat-haired Keniya, thus seated, with talk on Dharma; and he so gladdened ... spake
thus to the Master:
"Let Master Gotama with the company of monks accept food from me tomorrow." And when he
had thus spoken the Master said:
"Great is indeed the company of monks. Keniya, twelve hundred and fifty! Moreover, thou art a
follower of the brahmans."
A second time mat-haired Keniya spake saying, "Master Gotama, though the company be large ...
let Master Gotama with the monks accept food from me tomorrow!" And a second time the
Master replied as before.
A third time Keniya spake and said: "Though the company of monks be large, even twelve
hundred and fifty, and though I am a follower of the brahmans, yet let Master Gotama with the
company of monks accept food from me tomorrow!"
And the Master accepted by silence.
Then mat-haired Keniya, perceiving that the Master had accepted, arose and went to his
hermitage.[479]
And having come, he called together his friends and well-wishers, kith and kin, saying, "Hark ye
good sirs, friends, well-wishers, kith and kin, I have invited the recluse Gotama with the
company of monks to a meal tomorrow, so would ye do me personal service?"
"Yes, sir!" they all replied ... And some set about digging fire-pits, some chopping wood, some
cleaning pots, some getting ready jars of water, and some arranging seats, but the preparing of the

pavilion mat-haired Keniya undertook himself.
Now there was dwelling in Apana at that time the brahman Sela. And he fared yonder by way of
the three Vedas with the indices and rituals, sound-analysis and fifthly the legends; he was skilled
in metre and grammar, proficient in metaphysics and the signs of a great man; and he taught
hymns to three hundred brahman pupils. And mat-haired Keniya was a follower of his at that
time.
And brahman Sela, surrounded by three hundred brahmans, was stretching his legs and
wandering about, and came to Keniya's hermitage. And Sela saw some folk digging ... others
cleaning pots ... in the hermitage, and Keniya himself preparing the pavilion. And seeing all this
he said to him: "Pray, is there to be a marriage or a giving in marriage at Master Keniya's? Or is a
great sacrifice being made ready? Or has the warlike Bimbisara, King of Magadha, been invited
with his army tomorrow?"
"Nay, Sela, there's no marriage or giving in marriage coming off here, nor indeed has king
Bimbisara with his army been invited, but a great sacrifice is at hand. The recluse Gotama ... with
a large company of monks ... has arrived at Apana; and of that same Master Gotama it is said:
"He is the Master ... he is the Wake! And he and the monks have been invited by me to come
tomorrow."
"Master Keniya, did you say "the Wake"?"
"Master Sela, I said, "the Wake.""
"Master Keniya did you say "the Wake"?"
"Master Sela, I said, "the Wake.""
Then thought brahman Sela: "The Wake! That is a sound heard seldom in the world! The
thirty-two signs of a great man have come down to us in our hymns; and for the great man, so
endowed, there are two courses and no other. If he live the home-life, be becomes a raja
wheel-turner, a just and righteous king, conqueror of the four ends of the earth, bringing stability
to the country, and he is possessed of the seven jewels. And his seven jewels are these: the jewel
of the wheel, the elephant, the horse, the precious stone, the woman, the householder, and the
jewel of a minister is the seventh. And he has more than a thousand sons, valiant, vigorous,
crushers of foes. And conquering the sea-girt earth, he dwells there ruling justly without rod or
sword. But if he go forth from home to homelessness, he becomes a man-of-worth, all-awakened,
veil-lifter for the world."[480]
""And where, Master Keniya," he said, "dwells Master Gotama, the man-of-worth, the
all-awakened?"
And when he had thus spoken, mat-haired Keniya stretched forth his right arm and said "There,
Master Sela, by that blue line of forest trees."

Then Sela with the three hundred brahmans set out for the place where the Master dwelt; and as
they went he said to them: "Come quietly, good sirs, and place your feet carefully step by step,
for verily these reverend men are as hard to approach as lone-faring lions. And when I take
counsel with the recluse Gotama, do not interrupt me, good sirs, but wait until I've finished
talking."
And brahman Sela approached the Master, and on arrival, greeted him, exchanged the usual
complimentary talk, and sat down at one side. And so seated, he looked for the thirty-two signs
of a great man. And Sela saw all the thirty-two signs save two. And about those two signs he was
in doubt, perplexed, nor was his mind clear nor satisfied about them, that is to say, whether what
was cloth-hid was sheath-cased, and whether his tongue was large.
Then thought the Master: "This brahman Sela sees in me the thirty-two signs of a great man, all
save two; and about those two he is in doubt, perplexed, nor is his mind clear and satisfied about
them."
And the Master performed an act of psychic power so that the brahman saw that which the
Master had cloth-hid was sheath-cased. Then, too, the Master put forth his tongue and touched
and stroked both ears, touched and stroked both nostrils, and he covered the whole breadth of his
forehead with his tongue.
Then thought the Brahman: "In sooth the recluse Gotama is possessed of all the thirty-two signs
of a great man and not with some only, yet I know not this: is he awake or not? Now I have heard
it said by brahmans of old, venerable teachers of teachers, that those who have become
men-of-worth, all-awakened, manifest the self when praise is uttered about them. What if I were
to chant seemly verses in the presence of the recluse Gotama!"
Then verily brahman Sela chanted these verses in the presence of the Master.[481]
S: All right, let's look into that little introduction. First of all, what do we notice when we read
that first paragraph? "Once while the Master toured with a large number of monks." What is the
first thing that strikes you there?
Voice: That it is much later.
S: It's much later. What makes you think that? Because there are so many monks. Quite a few
years later probably, and he's touring with twelve hundred and fifty. They are going around the
countryside, apparently, almost in a great procession. Putting up wherever they go, in caves or
under trees or in people's outhouses and sheds. People are feeding them wherever they go. And
well-to-do people invite the whole great company to a meal at their house.
So, "mat-haired Keniya heard thus". What is "mat-haired"?
Voice: Would he be like a sadhu?

S: In a way. A Jatila. Jatila means with long braided locks. Some of the brahmans in those days
didn't used to cut their hair at all, [they] used to braid it into locks, twist them round their head
and pile them up. You still see this in India among orthodox sadhus, not so much the
householders. So Keniya was apparently someone of this kind. It suggests he's an orthodox
brahman following orthodox Vedic tradition. "Then mat-haired Keniya heard thus: "'Tis said the
Sakyan recluse Master Gotama, gone forth from the Sakyan clan, is on tour among the people of
Anguttarapa with about twelve hundred and fifty monks, and has arrived at Apana. Now of that
same Master Gotama this fair fame is gone abroad, he is the Master, man-of-worth, the
all-awakened One, perfect in lore and virtue, world-farer, world-knower, unsurpassed, charioteer
for tameable men, teacher of devas and men, the Wake, the Master!" Have you come across these
words before?
Voice: In the Vandana.
S: Yes, anybody else recognize them? Iti'pi so bhagava, he is the Master; araham, man of worth;
samma sambuddho, all awakened one. I think we might look at some of these.[482]
Bhagava means the one who is endowed with all possible good qualities. Arahant: man of worth,
the worthy one. One who is worthy of worship, the worshipful one. Samma sambuddho, the all
awakened one - the one who is fully, completely perfectly Enlightened.
"Charioteer for tameable men": anuttaro purisadammasarathi. You can take unsurpassed as a
separate epithet or you can take it as an adjective for charioteer for tameable men, either
charioteer for tameable men or the unsurpassed charioteer for tameable men. What does this
suggest? What are the men sort of implicitly compared to?
Voice: Horses.
S: Horses, thoroughbred horses. Which suggests that they are to be properly tamed and then
trained, harnessed, guided, directed.
Voice: It suggests also that there is tremendous energy in the men.
S: Yes, and of course in the charioteer even greater energy. Then well-farer, sugato, the one who
has gone to a happy state, sometimes translated as the happy one. World-knower, the one who
knows the world, who knows conditioned existence, sees conditioned existence, sees through it,
sees the unconditioned. Teacher of devas and men: that we've gone into. The wake: buddho.
Bhagavati: the Master, the blessed one as it is usually translated, endowed with all good qualities.
We've missed one: vijjacarana sampanno, endowed with knowledge and conduct, theory and
practice, or principle and practice. We talked about that the other day.
This is a standard description of the Buddha which occurs again and again in Pali texts in this
sort of way. That people hear about the Buddha that he is such and such. They hear about the
Dharma that it is such and such, or about the sangha that it is such and such. And it is these

standard descriptions which have been incorporated from the Pali texts, from the scriptures, into
the daily Vandana.[483]
Then further there are more stock passages. These passages also occur again and again in the Pali
texts. "He realizing it by his own knowledge makes Dharma known to this world with its devas,
Maras and Brahmas, to mankind with its recluses and godly men, devas and men. He teaches
Dharma, lovely at the beginning (of life) lovely in the middle, lovely at the end, both in goal and
means thereto."
Lovely is kalyana, which is good, auspicious, beautiful. According to some explanations it is the
Dharma itself which is lovely in the beginning, middle, and end. In other words throughout all its
parts.
"He proclaims a godly faring," that is, the brahmacariya, proclaims the spiritual life, the life that
culminates in nirvana, "which, when wholly fulfilled, is all cleansing," completely purifying.
"Verily, well is it to see such men-of-worth": the old Indian concept of darshan, just to see such
people, such Enlightened people, is good. Why do you think this is considered so important even
now in India, this darshan, the darshan of the Buddha, just seeing the Buddha? Even just to see
him is good. It is because even by just seeing, some communication, some contact is established.
I say even, but from the Tantric point of view mutual seeing is regarded as a very important form
of communication indeed. A lot can happen just through seeing, even without speaking, even
without hearing. Just through seeing, just through looking.
Voice: In a sense it's an experience of Enlightenment just...
S: Yes, just to see the Enlightened person.
So "mat-haired Keniya approached the Master, and on arrival greeted him and exchanged the
usual compliments and sat down at one side. And the Master taught, advised, roused and
gladdened mat-haired Keniya, thus seated, with talk on Dharma; and so gladdened ... spake thus
to the Master."
There is something quite interesting to observe here. "And the Master taught, advised, roused and
gladdened mat-haired Keniya." Here again this is a standard list of epithets. Again and again in
the Pali texts someone comes to see the Buddha, the usual compliments are exchanged, and then
the Buddha "teaches, advises, rouses and gladdens" them. Do you see any significance in this
sequence of epithets?[489]
Voice: It's progressive.
S: Yes, but in what sort of way? Well let's look at each of the epithets in turn. First of all the
Buddha teaches. He teaches, he sets forth the Dharma, he lays down certain general spiritual
principles, certain basic principles, certain fundamental principles. He makes those clear, he
teaches the Dharma. Then he advises. What is the difference: teaching and advising?

Voice: It is more particular.
S: It's more particular to him.
Voice: Is it a bit like [not] speaking about the Dharma, but speaking Dharma?
S: No, not quite like that, because when you teach Dharma, yes, you are speaking Dharma. No,
when you advise, it means that the general principles that you have set forth, which you have
expounded, you now apply to that person's particular situation and exhort him to follow those
principles within that situation. That is advising: do you see the difference? Roused, what does
roused suggest?
Voice: An emotional response.
S: Yes, but not just emotional.
Voice: Energy.
S: Energy, I mean emotional is a bit premature. Energy is aroused. First of all you set forth the
general principles of the Dharma, the general spiritual principles, you teach. Then you apply
those principles to that particular person's situation and explain to him, show him how he can
follow, within that situation - so you advise. And by actually following your advice or even
considering following your advice that person's energies are aroused. And once his energies are
aroused he becomes glad.
So the Buddha teaches him, advises him, arouses him, and [485] gladdens him. So look what the
Buddha does, how the Buddha proceeds. So what is the end result of this whole sequence? The
brahmin was in a very positive emotional state, very happy, very pleased, pleased with the
Buddha, open and receptive to the Dharma. He was exhilarated, joyful, jubilant. So this is a very
common sort of sequence, a standard procedure on the Buddha's part. It is very significant and it
is something that should be generally applied. First teach people, then advise them, then arouse
their energy, then gladden them. If you give a talk or lecture, if people don't end up feeling happy
then you haven't really succeeded. This might well be applied to giving a talk on the Dharma,
first you set forth certain general principles, then you apply those within - in the case of a lecture
- not to just one person's situation but to the kind of situation which many people present will
find themselves in. Then you stir up their energy by exhorting them to follow and apply those
principles in the way that you've explained. Then you make them happy, maybe with stories,
anecdotes, parables, or something of that sort. So you leave them in a very positive, inspired
mood. That is what the Buddha did, in an extremely powerful way.
So you could say there is first of all information, communication, stimulation, and what would
the last one be?
Voice: Exaltation.

S: Exaltation, except that I wanted an active word. Because you impart information, you
communicate, because when you are giving someone advice you are in a much closer connection
with them, a much more friendly situation. You are not just telling them what to do, you are
advising them in a very friendly, very brotherly, even very fatherly way. And then you stimulate
them, you arouse their energies, and then, yes, you cause them to exalt.
Voice: Inspiration.
S: Yes, you inspire them. So there is information, communication, stimulation, inspiration. This
is the Buddha's progressive sequence, this is how he works upon people.
Voice: How about an everyday person? You couldn't always start by giving the first part. It's
quite difficult to even be able to put the first part across unless they've come to a [486] lecture
and expect that.
S: Well, one can do it on a really small scale, just talk about yourself and your own experience.
That is information: how you've been getting on since they saw you last, what you've been doing.
And then you can suggest that it might do them some good, then you come to the advice, then
you try to arouse them by saying how interesting it all is and what you do on retreats and what a
good time you have. You can do it in this sort of way too, following the same pattern.
So what happens as a result of all this? The brahman Keniya is quite impressed and he wants to
invite the Buddha for tomorrow's meal. But the Buddha reminds him that there are twelve
hundred and fifty monks. Not only that. He says, "you are a follower of the brahmans." Why do
you think he says that?
Voice: Warning him of public opinion.
S: Yes, and also testing him. Does he really realize what he is letting himself in for allowing
himself to be influenced by this sramana Gotama who doesn't accept all his beliefs and practices?
But he doesn't seem to mind that, so in the end, yes, for a third time he repeats his invitation even
though there are so many monks, even though he is a follower of the brahmans and the Buddha
accepts by his silence. That was his custom apparently. If he remained silent he agreed, he
accepted.
Why do you think this was? Why did the Buddha accept through silence? Why didn't he just say
yes?
Voice: Perhaps he was sceptical that it would be successful.
S: Well, this was his usual practice. If he accepted an invitation or agreed to something he just
remained silent. If he had any objections or didn't wish to accept he'd say no. It suggests that he
didn't waste words. It was generally understood that if he said no then he wasn't happy with it,
but if he didn't say anything at all then it was all right. So he doesn't have anything to say, he
doesn't waste words, his silence is acceptance.

Voice: His silence is so positive that it's not...
S: Yes, one could say that too. It is clear that he accepts.[487]
Voice: Would it also suggest a certain aloofness from, you know, whether he got the thing or not.
S: Perhaps, but he did say no on occasion, quite firmly, quite emphatically. It suggests no
unnecessary words; that's what it seems to suggest.
Voice: I was just wondering if he might also accept by some kind of gesture of his hand.
Sometimes people do that.
S: It says, "accepted by silence". Not by silently making a gesture, "accepted by silence".
Anyway what does Keniya do? He calls together his friends and well-wishers, kith and kin. He
clearly is a householder following the orthodox Vedic way of life, and he tells his friends and
well-wishers, kith and kin, that he has invited the recluse Gotama with his company of monks for
a meal tomorrow and asks them to help him get it all ready. Because, don't forget, there are going
to be twelve hundred and fifty quests. So they all agree. So some set about digging fire pits. Why
do they dig fire pits?
Voice: For sacred fires?
S: No, nothing like that; just cooking the food. What happens in India, even today, if you are
well-to-do and you invite lots of people to eat, the kitchens aren't big enough, so you cook in the
open air. So you dig a pit and you put the charcoal in that pit and the great cauldron on top of the
fire pit, that's how you cook. "Some chopping wood", that's the only fuel, wood and charcoal.
"Some cleaning pots", dirty from yesterday. "Some getting ready jars of water", for the cooking,
for the guests to wash their hands in. "Some arranging seats," rows and rows of seats. Sometimes
in India nowadays they feed ten, fifteen, twenty, twenty-five thousand people all at once, on some
great festive occasion. They organize these things very well: rows and rows of seats, rows and
rows of palm leaf plates in front of the seats. And thousands of people are fed, and there are
hundreds of servitors. They do this sort of thing very well in India, I've seen this myself many a
time.
"But the preparing of the pavilion mat-haired Keniya undertook himself." Why was that do you
think?[488]
Voice: It's where the Buddha was going to sit.
S: Yes, a special little pavilion, a bamboo pavilion with matting over it perhaps, was made
specially for the Buddha to have his meal in. So it is a very typically Indian scene. Some aspects
of Indian social life haven't changed over the centuries at all.
"Now there was dwelling in Apana at that time the brahman Sela. And he fared yonder by way of

the three Vedas," that is to say he sought salvation by the following of the three Vedas. "With the
indices and rituals, sound-analysis and fifthly the legends." In other words he understood, he was
thoroughly versed in, all aspects of Vedic studies. "He was skilled in metre and grammar,
proficient in metaphysics and the signs of a great man; and he taught hymns to three hundred
brahman followers. And mat-haired Keniya was a follower of his at that time." So it suggests that
Sela ran a sort of school or college of Vedic studies. He had lots of students, but of course he
wasn't a recluse, he wasn't a monk, he was a married man, a family man living at home and
running the whole thing rather like the principle of a college - a college of Vedic studies for these
three hundred pupils - and of course everything was taught orally and everything had to be
learned by heart. One of the subjects is of course the signs of a great man.
All right. "And the brahman Sela, surrounded by three hundred brahmans, was stretching his legs
and wandering about, and came to Keniya's hermitage." Apparently he was surrounded by the
three hundred brahmans as he was wandering about. In India, as in other ancient countries, you
get this sort of thing: if you are an important person you always go around with real entourage. I
mean the Buddha went around on this occasion with twelve hundred and fifty monks walking
with him from place to place. The brahman Sela, even when he takes his evening stroll, he strolls
around with his three hundred pupils. You get this sort of thing, it happens quite spontaneously,
your pupils and your students they go around with you, they follow you around, even when you
are out for your evening walk. I remember in this connection a very amusing incident which
happened to me in Darjeeling. I used to go over to Darjeeling every now and then from
Kalimpong and [with?] lots and friends and pupils and ex-pupils in Darjeeling. So in Darjeeling
it is quite a custom to have an evening walk along what is called the Chowrasta, a big open area
in the middle of the town with a magnificent view of the Himalayan range. So it [489] happened
I went one evening just out for my stroll and there were three or four of my pupils and friends
staying with me so they went along. On the way through the streets we met some other friends
and ex-pupils so by the time I entered the Chowrasta I had about thirty people that were
following me and strolling with me on my evening walk. That's not the whole story. (laughing)
At that time there was staying in Darjeeling a fairly well known Hindu swamiji. This swamiji
was one of the more modern, fashionable devotional samijis. I met him on two or three
occasions. He had beautiful long yellow silken robes and very flowing locks that he combed like
this and rolled his eyes up. And he used to wear lots of diamond rings and lots of beads around
his neck. He was very famous for his devotional songs, the loves of Krishna and Krishna's love
for the Gopis and Gopis love for Krishna, this sort of Bengal approach. So he was in Darjeeling
at that time, so he had quite a following of pupils and ex-pupils but they were mostly ladies. So
all my friends and pupils were men, mostly young men, so as I entered one end of the Charasta
with my following he entered the other with his following. (laughter) Mine were all men and his
were all women. So this was observed by many of the inhabitants of Darjeeling who were taking
their evening stroll. I heard afterwards that many remarks had been passed that: look at this
wretched Hindu monk, he goes around with his gaggle of women, but look at the Buddhist monk,
he's followed only by the men, not a single woman! So I heard this afterwards, after I got back
from Kalimpong. Again, it's a quite typical scene. You go around, if you are at all well known,
with your entourage of friends, pupils, disciples, and what not. So Sela was doing this. He was
just strolling up and down surrounded by his three hundred students. (laughter)

And he saw some folks digging fire pits, and others cleaning pots and so on, and he saw Keniya
himself preparing the pavilion with his own hands. So he said, what's up? Is there going to be a
marriage or a giving in marriage at Master Keniya's? The first thing they think about is marriage,
they see a feast being prepared, they see a pavilion being prepared - they think tomorrow there is
going to be a wedding. You see the sort of track that their minds run on. Or is a great sacrifice
being made ready? That's the next thing. Or has the warlike Bimbisara, king of Magadha, been
invited with his army tomorrow? So either it is the domestic thing: the marriage, or else it's the
ethnic [490] religious thing, the sacrifice, or something political, the king with his army coming
to dinner. These are the three possibilities. But Keniya says, "Nay, Sela, there's no marriage or
giving in marriage coming off here, nor indeed has king Bimbisara with his army been invited,
but a great sacrifice is at hand." Now what does that suggest? He's already half converted, the
true sacrifice is making offerings to the Buddha and the Sangha. "The recluse Gotama with a
large company of monks has arrived at Apana and of that same Master Gotama it is said: "He is
the Master ... he is the Wake!" In other words the whole formula is being repeated. "And he and
the monks have been invited by me to come tomorrow."
Wake of course is Buddha. Not a very good translation, the Wake. But what does Sela say?
"Master Keniya, did you say the Buddha?" "Master Sela I said the Buddha." "Master Keniya did
you say the Buddha?" "Master Sela, I said the Buddha." Then thought brahman Sela: "The
Buddha! That is a sound heard seldom in the world! The thirty-two signs of a great man have
come down to us in our hymns and for the great man so endowed there are two courses and no
other. If he live the home life he becomes the raja, a wheel turner, a just and righteous kings,
conqueror of the four ends of the earth, brings stability to the country and he is possessed of the
seven jewels." So how is it that this word Buddha makes such an impression on Sela? What does
that convey? What does that imply or suggest? (pause)
Voice: Was it a term that was actually in use before the Buddha appeared?
S: It suggests that. It suggests that in the Vedic tradition there is some reminiscence of the real
meaning of Buddha. There is some knowledge, some awareness of this - of Buddhahood - or of a
Buddha as being someone very, very highly developed, someone quite extraordinary and very
rare.
"Then thought brahman Sela: "The Wake" - the Buddha - "that is a sound heard seldom in the
world." You notice the force of this: not only that a Buddha is very rare, even the sound of the
word Buddha is rare in the world. Even just to hear the word, hear the name, of the Buddha is
rare, he is apparently a very learned man, he knows all the traditions, he's heard all the traditions.
So among them all there is this very old, very distant, ancient [491] almost out-of-date tradition
of the Buddha. And he says, "the thirty-two signs of the great man have come down to us in our
hymns, and for the great man so endowed there are two courses and no other. If he live the home
life he becomes a raja, wheel-turner, a just and righteous king," et cetera, "But if he go forth from
home to homelessness he becomes a man of worth, Arahant, all Awakened, veil lifter for the
world." So that is the tradition that has come down, apparently, among the brahmans, so this text
says. There is such a thing as a Buddha though they have hardly any recollection of what a
Buddha really is, or is really like. They just recollect it as somebody very, very exalted, very rare,

special. Even the name of Buddha is very difficult to hear. Even someone like Sela knows no
more than that, except that he also knows that there are certain very special peoples, supermen,
great men, who can become either a great king or a great spiritual teacher. What does that
suggest, the fact that these two alternatives are open to the mahapurisa, the great man?
Voice: That he can be equally successful in the world or the spiritual world.
S: Yes, and what does that suggest?
Voice: He's a healthy human being.
S: Well no, much more than that.
Voice: Tremendous gifts.
S: Tremendous gifts, and his energies can be turned either in this direction or that; that the
spiritual teacher, the Buddha, is not lacking in worldly ability, that he could have been successful
to the nth degree in the world had he so wished - but he doesn't wish. But also there is the
suggestion at all levels, as it were, that energy can go either way: that in a sense it is the same
energy, almost. Do you see what I mean? Whether you put your energy into gardening or into
meditation, it is as though it is the same energy. You have got that choice; you have got that
choice at almost every level, or even at every level. Your energy can go this way or that way. It
can go into the round or up the spiral. At every instant you are confronted by that [492] choice.
Your energy can either go round and round or it can go up and up. You can either be reactive or
creative. You have got that choice almost every minute of the day to be either reactive or creative
on a grander and grander scale. So every step, every instant, you have got the choice before you,
as it were, to use your energy for mundane purposes or to use it for spiritual purposes. So at the
highest conceivable level, in the case of the most highly-gifted person, the great man, the
superman, the mahapurisa, the choice before him is to either become a great ruler, a great king, a
world ruler - or to become a Buddha. Those are the possibilities for him.
And Sela gives a description of this raja: wheel-turner. "He's a just and righteous king, conqueror
of the four ends of the earth, bringing stability to the country and he is possessed of the seven
jewels. And his seven jewels are these: the jewel of the wheel, the elephant, the horse, the
precious stone, the woman, the householder and the jewel of a minister is the seventh." These are
the seven precious possessions of the tradition of the wheel-turning king.
Voice: Can I just clear something up about the chakra? Is it true that it was a weapon?
S: Ah that's different, this is the dharmachakra, as it were, because he is a righteous king.
Voice: This question of the choice, between becoming a universal monarch or Buddha. In actual
fact it couldn't be a choice, could (?)
S: What do you mean?

Voice: Well because presumably the Buddha was highly spiritually developed before this life,
before the life in which he became the Buddha. Traditionally he is regarded as a Bodhisattva.
Presumably a Bodhisattva couldn't possibly consider that?
S: Well one could look at it like that, but if one takes it more at its face value, and leaving out all
those considerations which aren't actually mentioned, it is as though, according to the Pali texts,
or some of the Pali texts, there was for the [493] Buddha a real choice. Because he does say in
the Ariyapariyesana Sutta that originally, myself being conditioned, I sought after conditioned
things. Not that he was highly spiritual right from the beginning, though maybe the potentiality
was there. But: myself being conditioned, I sought after conditioned things, but then I changed,
then I thought why being myself conditioned do I search after conditioned things? Let me being
conditioned search after the unconditioned. So there was that switch over.
Voice: But I mean one could also regard that as being conditioned previously by actions in
previous lives which ...
S: One could do that, but one could also say, well, one doesn't know about the Buddha's previous
lives, one doesn't in a sense know about the Buddha's present life - his last life - but one takes the
records as reasonably reliable. But there must have been some point when there was a real choice
before the Buddha, if not in this life then in previous lives. So why not take it as being in this
life?
You notice that the choice is between Enlightenment and being a righteous king and not just a
conqueror: one who brings stability to the earth. This might also represent the, almost, temptation
to do things entirely externally, by as it were political means. Not that the Buddha ignores that
side, but it has got to start from the right starting point. You notice "he rules justly without rod or
sword": does not rule by force, does not impose punishments, he rules by the influence of the
Dharma.
So it is a very high ideal, but it is still lower than the ideal of Buddhahood, a Buddha does far
more good to humanity even than a wheel-turning king, a righteous ruler.
So Sela asks, "Where, Master Keniya, dwells Master Gotama, the man-of-worth, the all
awakened?" and when he had thus spoken mat-haired Keniya stretched forth his right arm and
said, "there Master Sela, by that blue line of forest trees."
He was apparently just camping in a little forest grove, probably mango trees. "Then Sela, with
the three hundred brahmans ..." See, they are still with him (laughing), still following, "set out for
the place where the Master dwelt. And as they went he said to them, "Come quietly good sirs and
place your feet carefully step by step, for verily these reverend men are as hard to approach as
lone-faring lions."
So why does he say that do you think? What sort of impression does that convey, that the [494]
Buddhas were supposed to be very difficult to approach, just like lions? He suggests that there is
a sort of recognition, that the spiritual is dangerous. Do you see that? Approaching the Buddha is

like approaching a lion. So why should it be dangerous to approach the spiritual, to approach the
Buddha?
Voice: Your conditioned existence is liable to get eaten.
S: Yes. (laughter) And then he says, "And when I take counsel with the recluse Gotama, do not
interrupt me good sirs but wait until I have finished talking." Why do you think he says that?
Voice: Well they might be, kind of, chatty students.
S: Maybe that, but also maybe he has got an inkling of what is coming. He seems to be an
extraordinary kind of brahman. Perhaps he guesses that some of the things that Gotama, the
Buddha, will have to say may not be acceptable to these rather callow young brahmans, so he
warns them: Don't interrupt, wait until I have finished talking. The conversation may surprise you
but don't interrupt.
"And brahman Sela approached the Master and on arrival greeted him, exchanged the usual
complementary talk and sat down at one side. And so seated he looked for the thirty-two signs of
a great man." Now these thirty-two signs are mentioned in several Pali texts. There is a sutta
called the Mahapurisalakkhana Sutta. The signs are a rather odd list. I'll see if I can find the list
tonight and read it out to you tomorrow. For instance, one is that the great mans arms hang down
below his knees (laughter) and so on. Now Sela mentions that this list of the thirty-two signs of
the great man, and there are eighty-four minor signs. He mentions that this list has been handed
down in their Vedic tradition. "The thirty-two signs of a great man have come down to us in our
hymns", but actually in the existing Vedic literature we do not find these. These thirty-two signs
of the great man are mentioned - are referred to and actually listed - only in the Buddhist texts,
not in the existing Vedic literature at all. So either the brahmans have forgotten them and did
originally know them, or there is some other explanation for that.
So the thirty-two signs in themselves are really a very [494] strange list indeed. It is very difficult
to imagine some of them, at least, as being characteristics of the physical body of the great man.
Some derive no doubt from myth and legend, some seem to have an allegorical significance,
others may be just straightforward descriptions of a heroic person, that he has the shoulders,
chest, and waist of a lion. In other words the shoulders are very broad and the waist is quite
small. This is a standard description of a hero according to ancient Indian belief. But the idea is
simply to describe the superman. There's also a suggestion that the Mahapurisa originally was a
sort of cosmic man, a cosmic figure, like the Adam Kadmon of the Cabbala.
Are you familiar with that sort of conception? There is the conception in many different
mythologies that the whole universe was created out of the body of a giant. Have you heard or
read about that? You get it in Egyptian mythology, you get it in ancient Indian mythology though not very prominently - and various other mythologies.
Voice: Is that Albion?

S: In a way, yes. His hair became the forests, his breath became the winds, his blood became the
rivers. In other words you get this idea that the universe came about as a result of the
dismemberment of a cosmic man. There is a sort of truth in this. Do you see that? The cosmic
man, the fact that he is a man, what does man mean? It means a sort of harmony, something
whole, complete, fully developed, perfect. So originally there is the cosmic man and he is
dismembered, he is split up, divided - so the universe as we know it, as we see it, as we
experience it, is the result of some kind of fall, some kind of split or schism or dismemberment,
of something perfect that originally existed. Do you get the idea now? So this original something
was the cosmic man, the perfect man, the Purisa or Mahapurisa. So perhaps the idea of the
Mahapurisa in this sense, the superman in this sense, reflects at a purely human level something
of this ideal of the cosmic man, the dismemberment of whom in sacrifice has resulted in the
creation, if you like, of the entire world. We go back into ancient, very primitive, modes of
thought and belief. So it may be that the superman ideal, as mentioned in the Pali texts,
represents some sort of vestige of this primeval cosmic man of myth and legend and symbol. So
you get the [496] idea now? So if it has certain grotesque features we mustn't be surprised. There
are two of these features that are mentioned here. First of all, "and so seated he looked for the
thirty-two signs of a great man". He knew the whole list, and having heard that the Buddha was
the Buddha and knowing that the great man can either become a Buddha or a wheel-turning king,
he reasoned that if the Buddha was a Buddha he must have the thirty-two signs of a great man,
because only the great man could become a Buddha or a wheel-turning king. So first he looked
for thirty-two signs, because he can't be a Buddha without being a superman, a great man. First
he wants to check up on that - whether he is in fact a great man, a superman - so he looks for the
thirty-two signs.
"And Sela saw all the thirty-two signs all save two." What do you think, first of all, of this idea
that the Buddha is the Mahapurisa? What sort of meaning does that have? What sort of truth does
that have if any, bearing in mind that mythic background of the whole idea?
Voice: Harmony re-established.
S: Harmony re-established, yes, harmony reconstituted, as it were. True being, as it were,
reconstituted. "And Sela saw all the thirty-two signs, all save two; and about these two signs he
was in doubt, perplexed, nor was his mind clear nor satisfied about them, that is to say, whether
what was cloth-hid was sheath-cased and whether his tongue was large." So what are these two,
"whether what was cloth-hid was sheath-cased." What does that refer to?
Voice: The genitals.
S: The genitals. One of the characteristics of the great man, the Mahapurisa, was that the sexual
organ would be sheathed, like that of an elephant, it is said. That is, retracted into a sheath. What
does that suggest?
Voice: Abstinence.
S: Abstinence, or conservation at least of the sexual energy, or energy in general. You could say

conservation of energy; not [497] wasting of energy. "And whether his tongue was large." We'll
go into that in a minute. "Then thought the Master, "this brahman Sela sees in me the thirty-two
signs of a great man, all save two; and about those two he is in doubt, perplexed; nor is his mind
clear and satisfied about them." And the Master performed an act of psychic power so that the
brahman saw that which the Master had cloth-hid was sheath-cased. Then too, the Master put
forth his tongue and touched and stroked both ears, touched and stroked both nostrils, and he
covered the whole breadth of his forehead with his tongue." Do you think this can be taken
literally? It's very doubtful isn't it? But what does this tongue signify?
Voice: Speech.
S: Speech, the tongue is the organ of speech, the tongue is the symbol of speech. You get this in
the Mahayana suttas, too. So what does that signify, this enormous tongue?
Voice: Speaking the truth.
S: No, not speaking the truth simply. The power of communication. It's the Buddha's power of
communication, which is so tremendous. The superman has this tremendous power of
communication as a natural faculty, which the Buddha inherits and makes use of.
Now what actually happened, whether it is all to be taken allegorically .... and what actually
happened was that Sela realized, after talking with the Buddha, what an impressive speaker he
was, or whether the Buddha did perform some act of psychic power, and it seemed as though his
tongue was enormous. We don't know and we shall never know, but the general symbolism is
quite clear isn't it? It's the Buddha's power of speech, the superman's power of speech, of verbal
communication, of communication in general. The traditional Indian mind sees nothing
grotesque in this. Owing to our Western cultural conditioning, we find it rather grotesque, but the
Indian mind doesn't.
Voice: personally I find pretty good.
S: You don't, well that's fine. Who does and who doesn't?[498]
Voice: Depends how I look at it.
Voice: I find it literally grotesque.
S: Yes, though you can appreciate the symbolism of it.
Voice: I'm really turned off by it.
Voice: There's something occurred to me about the connection with the fully enlightened psychic
power and conserving sexual energy: that one is not possible without the other. That the
development of psychic power is not possible [without the] conservation of sexual energy.

S: To some extent, up to a point. There's many of the Tantric sages had supernormal powers
without being celibate at all.
Voice: You say the Tantric sages were not celibate?
S: Not all of them.
Voice: By sages do you mean - are you inferring - that they were Enlightened?
S: Not necessarily.
Voice: I just sometimes wonder about one of the characteristics of the Buddha, the fact that he
hadn't committed the sexual act. Do you think that is intended to be taken literally?
S: This is very much within the Theravada context. I think probably the Vajrayana wouldn't agree
with that. But certainly not commit the sexual act simply as a result of craving. The Vajrayana
also would make that point, the Theravada would probably say that you can't commit the sexual
act without craving, just as you can't beat somebody without anger, or kill somebody without
anger. But the Vajrayana would probably say, well does in fact say, that it is possible to perform
the sexual act without craving in the ordinary sense, and also it is possible to beat, even to kill, to
take life, without hatred in the ordinary sense. The Vajrayana is much more radical in this way
than the Theravada [499] is. But obviously the Vajrayana teaching, even if one accepts it in
principle, must be applied with extreme caution, or followed with extreme caution. One must
know really what one is doing.
Voice: But there is another association with the Vajrayana and sex, and that is that the Tantras
use a sexual symbolism, but that ... I've always understood that wasn't...
S: Well, sexual symbolism is sexual symbolism. Symbolism is symbolism.
Voice: But is symbolism to be acted out in any sense?
S: Well it depends. Symbolism of what? That is the point. Does sexual symbolism symbolize the
sexual act? Well, usually it doesn't. If you see a male Buddha form and a female Buddha form
copulating it has got nothing to do with sex at all. There is no reference to sex. It symbolizes the
mutual interpenetration of wisdom and compassion. Nothing to do with sex whatever. So sexual
symbolism has got nothing to do with sex.
Voice: Yes, I was just... people have associated the Tantra with sex for different reasons.
S: Indeed they have, and the sooner we get away from that association the better.
Voice: And I was just interested when you said that all Tantric sages were not celibate.
Voice: Freud would have had something to say about large tongue.

S: Yes, maybe. (long pause) "Then thought the brahman: "In sooth the recluse Gotama is
possessed of all the thirty-two signs of a great man and not with some only." So he has
established that. That this particular person Gotama, who is said to be the Buddha, is a superman,
a Mahapurisa, a great man. "Yet I know not this, is he awake or not?" I don't know if he is a
Buddha, I have ascertained [500] that he is a superman, a Mahapurisa, but whether he is a
Buddha or not, that I have not ascertained. "Now I have heard it said by brahmans of old,
venerable teachers of teachers, that those who have become men-of-worth" - arhants - "all
awakened" - Enlightened - "manifest the self when praise is uttered about them. What if I were to
chant seemly verses in the presence of the recluse Gotama?"
So what do you think of this, that the all awakened manifest the self, that is to say reveal their
true nature, when praise is uttered about them? So why is this? What does this mean? This is
something, in a way, quite important, quite significant.
Voice: It reminds me of the principle of when you chant a mantra, Bodhisattvas are bound to
come.
S: Right, yes. You do your part, he does his part. You do your bit, he does his bit. But why
should praise affect the Buddha in this sort of way? Because clearly praise is not praise in the
ordinary sense.
Voice: It would be like recognition.
S: Like recognition. You sort of draw the Buddha out, as it were. But why should the praise have
that sort of effect? In other words, by your own receptive and appreciative attitude, you make it
possible for the Buddha to reveal himself, to communicate his real nature. This is what it really
means. If you want to get the best out of anybody, if you want them really do be themselves with
you, you must have a positive, appreciative attitude. So if you want to know if someone is the
Buddha, well, appreciate him as such. So do you see what Sela is getting at? There is a very
important sort of psychological and spiritual truth here. If you dispraise the Buddha then the
Buddha will certainly not manifest himself, if you praise the Buddha then the Buddha will
manifest himself, will reveal himself. So if you want to get the best out of anybody, well in a
sense give the best. If you want him to be himself, that is, be completely positive, to come out
and show himself, well be positive yourself towards him, appreciate him, be enthusiastic,
otherwise he won't show himself. Not that he doesn't want to, but how can he? So Sela knows
this. This also is one of the things that has been handed down in his tradition.[501]
So he thinks, "What if I were to chant seemly verses in the presence of the recluse Gotama?"
Then verily brahma Sela chanted these verses in the presence of the Master."
We'll go into those verses tomorrow as we've gone over time, but you see that important point,
yes?
Voice: I thought that somebody having the thirty-two signs of the great man,... if you see
somebody with the thirty-two signs that indicated that they were Enlightened.

S: No. That would only indicate that they could be either a Buddha or a wheel-turning king. It
might in fact be a wheel-turning king who was going around and had that reputation. It might not
be a Buddha at all. So first of all the brahman ascertained that he did have the thirty-two signs,
but now he has to ascertain whether he is a superman who is a wheel-turning king - or is going to
become a wheel-turning king - or a superman who has become a Buddha.
Voice: So the thirty-two signs are almost like credentials.
S: Yes, right.
(next day)
S: So we have got to the verses that the brahman Sela chants in the presence of the Master
because he has heard that those who are Enlightened, "manifest the self when praise is uttered
about them". We talked about this a bit and I don't know if I emphasized the point sufficiently
yesterday in the session but it did afterwards occur to me even more strongly that this principle
holds good at many different levels, that if you want to get the best out of somebody you should
be positive and appreciative. This is really very important. If you are negative in your attitude
towards someone and deprecate them what is the sort of effect on that person? He just shrinks
back further into his shell, he doesn't come out, he is not able to come out, he is not allowed to
come out, so he doesn't manifest himself. If you are more positive and appreciative, in a sincere
and genuine way, then that person is enabled to come out much more, be himself more with you
or in relation to you, so that you have a much better communication, a much better relationship.
So the principle seems to be of general applicability. Not only that, but if even Buddhas need to
be praised in order that they [502] can manifest themselves, show their real self, what to just
think of ordinary human beings. It is not praise in the sense of buttering up or flattery but of
warm, positive, genuine appreciation. So let's hear what Sela had to say in his verses.
(548) Sela: "Thy form is full and comely, finely bred,
Goodly to see and golden; glean thy teeth;
And thou art vigorous, O Master, too.
(549) In sooth thy body bears all marks of men
High-born: the very signs of superman.
(550) Clear-eyed, full-mouthed, majestic, upright, strong,
Thou in recluses' throng as sun dost shine,
(551) Lovely to see, a monk with skin of gold!
What use such glory in recluse's life?
(552) Worthy art thou to be a king, to roll
The Wheel, the lord of wains, the conqueror
Of the four Isles, lord of Rose-apple Grove.
(553) Wealthy and warrior-rajahs shall become
Thy followers: rajah of rajahs, king
Of men be thou and rule, O Gotama!"
(554) The Master: "I am a rajah, Sela," said the lord,

"Rajah of Dharma and without a peer;
I roll the Wheel by Dharma, ay, the Wheel
Which none can backward roll!" Said Sela then:
(555) Sela: "Wholly awake thou dost profess to be,
Rajah of Dharma and without a peer;
Thou say'st 'By Dharma do I roll the Wheel,'
(556) But who's thy marshal, Gotama, thy squire,
The master's man? Who keeps a roll for thee
This Wheel of Dharma thou hast set aroll?"
(557) The Master: "The Wheel by me set rolling," said the lord,
"The Wheel of Dharma, Sela, without peer,
'Tis Sariputta who keeps that aroll,
He is the heir born to the Man-thus-come.
(558) All things meet to be known are known by me
Meet to be quickened quickened are by me,
Relinquished by me relinquished are:
Therefore I am awake. O brahmana!
(559) Dispel thy doubt in me, incline thy heart!
Full rare and seldom are the Wakened seen.
(560) Of those rare men, seen seldom in the world,
Lo! I am one, physician without peer.
Wholly awakened, brahmana, become
(561) As Brahm beyond compare; all foes are quelled,
Crushed Mara's hosts, and fearless I rejoice.[503]
Sela: Heed ye to this, good sirs! The hero, seer,
Physician speaks as roars the forest lion.
(563) Crusher of Mara's hosts, become as Brahm,
Beyond compare, who could see him indeed
And disbelieve? Nay! not a base-born black!
(564) Who wishes, follow me: go who doth not!
Here I go forth nigh to the noble sage."
(565) Brahmans: "If to you, sir, this bidding of the Wake
Most high seems good, we too will fare nigh him."
(566) Sela: "With upraised hands three hundred brahmans beg
To fare the godly faring nigh thee, lord.
(567) The Master: "Sela, the godly faring, well proclaimed.
For here and now and not anon," he said,
For earnest learner's no vain going forth."

S: All right, let's look at that. So Sela begins his praise of the Buddha by praising the Buddha's
form, his physical appearance. In later Buddhist tradition it became, as it were, a standard
procedure when praising a Buddha or Bodhisattva, to praise first of all his body, then his speech,
and then his mind.
Voice: Is it ever in reverse order: mind, speech, then body?
S: Not that I ever recollect. "Thy form is full and comely": paripunnakayo. Paripunna means
complete, whole, perfect; suruci means really very beautiful; carudassano: you could say good to
see.
And then suvannavanno: of the colour of gold, and with teeth agleem. So you are of full, perfect
form, of beautiful form, or just beautiful. Sujato: well born. Lovely to look at, golden in colour,
with gleaming teeth and full of energy. We come back a bit to the beginning of the sutta don't
we? The beginning of this chapter I mean, when there is the description of the Buddha at the time
of his meeting with Bimbisara. So again what sort of impression do we get?
Voice: A stunning physical appearance.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: He hasn't aged much.[504]
S: Hasn't aged much, yes. Apparently he is still young. Chalmers translates quite vigorously and
poetically: "Perfect in body, goodly Lord art thou, well-grown, well liking, golden hued with
team agleam with lustre, vigour fills thy frame".
And Hare's translation: "thy form is full and comely, finely bred, goodly to see and golden; gleam
thy teeth; and thou art vigorous, O Master, too." Then he goes on to say: "In sooth thy body bears
all marks of men high-born: the very signs of superman". So he refers to the thirty-two signs of
the superman, but he also suggests that the Buddha is a perfect human specimen. "Clear-eyed,
full-mouthed, majestic, upright, strong, thou in recluses' throng as sun dost shine, lovely to see, a
monk with skin of gold!" But then he says, "What use such glory in recluse's life? Worthy art
thou to be a king, to roll the Wheel, the lord of wains, the conqueror of the four Isles, Lord of
Rose-apple Grove, wealthy and warrior-rajahs shall become thy followers, rajah of rajahs, king of
men be thou and rule, O Gotama!" Why do you think the brahman is saying this?
Voice: He's trying, first of all, to see if he is a world emperor.
S: Well he's testing him, he's praising him, but he's also suggesting to him that being so
accomplished it would be appropriate for him to be a ruler of the world. He wants to see how the
Buddha will respond to that, whether he will agree or whether he will reject that. If he rejects it,
of course, he knows that his true nature is that of a Buddha, that he is in fact an Enlightened one.
Voice: Sela is quite cunning really, isn't he?

S: In a way. He's quite a wise old brahman, you could say that perhaps he represents the
brahmans at their best. He is very learned, he knows the Vedas thoroughly, he knows all the
scientific connections with the Vedas, he's got many pupils, he is very well known, very popular.
At the same time he is quite a sensible person, he also knows that there are all sorts of little hints
in his Vedic tradition that suggest something beyond what they themselves know at that time.
And he is, in a way, on the lookout for that, quite open to that, even hopeful of finding it. But he
is not going to be taken in, he is going to [505] apply all the tests that he knows. He does that
quite shrewdly and skilfully though with genuine sincerity. So a genuine urge to find out the
truth.
What are the four Isles, do you know? According to ancient Indian geography there are supposed
to be four continents. It is usually translated... the Rose-apple continent is one. Rose-apple is
jambu, a large very handsome tree which had fruit which are rather like small purple plums. It is
sometimes translated purple fruit tree, or tree of purple fruit. I don't know where they get
rose-apple from. You get them in north India still, I have eaten these fruits. They are still called
jam trees. I don't know whether our English word jam comes from that at all. [apparently not, tr.]
So "the conqueror of the four Isles, lord of Rose-apple grove" means the ruler of the whole
world.
Voice: Rose-apple grove is only one of those four?
S: Yes, this suggests that ancient Indian ideas about geography were rather vague. Don't forget
that. Roughly Jambusa is India, and the other three are all the rest of the countries beyond, about
which the Indians knew only very vaguely.
So what does the Buddha say in reply? ""I am a rajah, Sela" said the Lord "rajah of Dharma and
without a peer"". So what is he doing here? In a way he is synthesizing the two ideas: the idea of
Enlightenment and the idea of rulership. He is saying he is a ruler, he is a king, but the king of
the Dharma. What do you think the expression king of the Dharma means?
Voice: One who has triumphed over all conditionality.
S: Yes, right, who is the Master of the Dharma, who knows the Dharma, who knows the
teaching, who is the teaching. What is this "wheel-rolling or wheel-turning"?
Voice: Well he's found Enlightenment himself so now he is turning the Dharma as the path, the
path to that.
S: But where does this idiom come from, turning the wheel of the Dharma? Why should making
known the Dharma be likened to the turning of the wheel?[506]
Voice: Because it spirals.
S: But when a wheel turns it doesn't make a spiral.

Voice: It travels.
S: It travels, yes it travels. We have to go back a bit into Indian myth and legend. This idea of the
chakravarati raja, the universal monarch, is quite an ancient one in India. What happened very
roughly was this - it is connected with the horse sacrifice - as far as we know, in ancient times in
India, if a king had a claim to be the ruler over a large area - maybe he'd regard that as
tantamount to ruling the world, ruling India, the known world - a horse would be sent out or led
into the different directions - north, south, east and west - would be sent out by the king or from
the king. If this horse passed unchallenged to and then from all those four directions, returned to
the king, then it was sacrificed. This signified that the people in the countries of those four
directions where the horse had travelled had accepted the king's rulership or overlordship. Then
in some Buddhist texts we get the idea of the Buddhist version of the universal ruler, which is of
course the righteous ruler. But could that righteous ruler perform a horse sacrifice?
Voice: No.
S: No, because that would be an act of violence and one of the characteristics of the dharmaraja,
the chakravatiraja, is that he rules without violence, whether violence to human beings or
violence to animals. So suttas like the Mahasudassana Sutta of the Digha Nikaya which describe
the Buddhist ideal rulers, they describe a wheel as arising and going north, south, east, and west
and then returning to the centre, a wheel rolling forth, and the king with his fourfold army
following the wheel. So wherever the wheel rolls his rule is established, his overlordship is
acknowledged. So the rolling of the wheel corresponds to the sending forth of the horse. The
rolling of the wheel in different directions represents extension of influence over a certain area.
So the Buddha is, as it were, assimilated to the figure of the wheel-turning or wheel-rolling king.
When the Buddha starts teaching he is said to start rolling or to set [507] rolling the wheel of the
Dharma. In other words he starts extending the influence of the Dharma, which in a sense also is
his influence. Therefore what we usually call the Buddha's first discourse on the four truths and
the eightfold path and so on, supposedly given in the deer park at Sarnath shortly after his
Enlightenment, has the title of the Dharmacakkappavattana Sutta, the Sutta of the Turning of the
Wheel of the Dharma. It is then that the Buddha started exerting his personal spiritual influence,
then that the Dharma started exerting its influence. But do you get the idea?
Voice: I don't understand this business of changing from a horse to a wheel.
S: Well he wants something that can go in different directions. The horse can gallop but you
don't want the horse because that is associated with sacrifice, you want something that can go in
different directions. So what more obvious symbol than a wheel which rolls, as it were, of its
own accord? It becomes a symbol in it's own right. There are associations with the sun, the wheel
is a solar symbol, the spokes are like rays. There are all those associations.
Voice: So the kings in ancient India didn't want to use violence, sacrifice horses, so they decided
to use a wheel instead?
S: No. There are two sources here. There are Vedic sources and there are Buddhist sources.

According to the Vedic sources there was this horse sacrifice - after the horse had been let loose
in different directions and returned unharmed - which signified that everyone recognized that it
was the king's horse sent out by the king. They respectfully sent it back. In other words they
acknowledged his overlordship. Then the king sacrificed the horse. Now some of the Buddhist
texts, some of the Pali texts, set forth the idea of the world ruler from the Buddhist point of view.
It may not be historical, it simply gives the Buddhist ideal, though it is put in a historical form,
that there was such and such a king who was a righteous ruler. In the course of his reign, what
happened, a great wheel arose and was seen rolling north, rolling south, east, and west, and the
king with his army followed wherever that [508] wheel went. What was that wheel? It was the
wheel of the Dharma. And in this way the king was spreading not just his political power, not
just his rulership, but the influence of the Dharma, in the sense in this context, of just general
ethical principles. He was ruling by righteousness. So the Buddhists - in their suttas it is the
Buddha supposed to be speaking - give their version of the universal ruler. They turn him into a
righteous ruler, who is ruling through righteousness. This may not have had any actual model in
actual Indian history.
Voice: Was the Buddha regarded as a ruler?
S: In a sense yes. The Buddha, as it were, takes over and applies to himself, and carries even
further, this whole imagery of the righteous ruler. You can say that there are three levels, as it
were: the universal monarch of Indian tradition, Hindu tradition, the righteous ruler of the
Buddhist tradition in suttas like the ... Sutta, and then there is the spiritual ruler who is the
Buddha himself. Do you get the idea?
There's a secular ruler who rules by just power, political power, the army. Then there is the
righteous ruler who rules by the force of justice and morality and who is also an actual king. But
then there is the spiritual ruler who is simply the spiritual teacher, who rules by the force of the
Dharma, that is to say the Buddha. So all those have a certain connection as regards symbolism
and imagery.
So the Buddha says he is the king of Dharma, he has set that wheel rolling, which is not - though
it is called force of the dharmachakra - is not just the wheel of truth and justice, it is not just the
wheel of righteous social and political order, it is the wheel of spiritual truth, the wheel of
ultimate reality. The Buddha is rolling in all directions that wheel. Do you see the connection
now?
Voice: I was rather naively assuming that this was a record of the chap's actual words, forgetting
that it was written down quite a bit later.
S: What do you mean?
Voice: Well for this Master to have used the word "we" in this context would presume that he
had done, he had produced, [509] the symbolism of the change you have just been describing on
the spot.

S: No. He was having recourse to very ancient traditional symbolism. There is the ordinary
secular ruler, who sends out the horse and sacrifices it; the righteous ruler in front of whom (is)
the wheel of Dharma, in the sense of the wheel of righteousness because that king extends the
rule of righteousness throughout the kingdom; and there is the Buddha, the spiritual ruler who
sends forth the wheel of the purely spiritual teaching. And they are, as it were, analogies. There is
the political level, you could say, there's the ethical level, and then there is the spiritual level.
In some texts the Buddha is represented as being very preoccupied with the idea of a righteous
social and political order. And it is this righteous social and political order which is represented
by the idea of the chakravatiraja in the Buddhist sense, that is, the king who rules and who
governs by righteousness. He is described as establishing all his subjects in the practice of the ten
kusaladharmas, that is to say the ten precepts - discouraging violence and so on - who rules
peacefully, who looks after his subjects just like after his own children. And it was this ideal, of
course, that Ashoka did his best to live up to. Ashoka has to be seen in the light of that ideal.
Voice: The Buddha spent quite a bit of time putting across just the ethical kind of foundations.
S: Yes. Has anyone read that sutta, the Mahasudassana Sutta? It sets forth this ideal of the king,
or the Buddhist king, who is a layman, for the want of a better term, and who rules by
righteousness and who tries to establish a righteous social and political order. So he is not on so
high a level as the Buddha who establishes a purely spiritual order and a spiritual community, but
he tries to establish a righteous human community.
Voice: Some of the Tibetan kings were actually ...
S: Yes. Throughout the Buddhist world, Buddhist rulers to a greater or lesser degree have been
influenced by this ideal of [510] the righteous ruler. For instance, until even quite recent times to
my own knowledge, the king of Sikkim, the maharaja of Sikkim, bore the title of the Chogyal,
which is the Dharmaraja. And this is one of the great points of argument that I used to have with
him: that he wasn't behaving as a Dharmaraja, and when I was in Kalimpong I used to write him
quite strong letters: that he had this title of Chogyal, of Dharmaraja, but he wasn't living up to it
and he wasn't doing this and he wasn't doing that. I was quite a nuisance to him in a way. I knew
him very well, used to meet him quite often, but unfortunately now he has been deposed by the
Government of India.
Voice: Did it affect him at all?
S: Yes he did, at least he used to excuse himself and sometimes feel ashamed of things he had
done, and he did try to do something - certainly - for the Dharma.
So then the Buddha says, ""I am a rajah, Sela" says the Lord "rajah of Dharma and without a
peer; I roll the wheel by Dharma, ay, the wheel which none can backward roll!""
So he is saying: I am a king in the highest sense, the truly spiritual sense. I roll the wheel of a
purely spiritual teaching. I extend the influence of that teaching more and more over the whole

world. And then he further says, "the wheel which none can backward roll". Now what does that
mean? He is saying that the wheel of the Dharma cannot be rolled backwards. Elsewhere, for
instance in the Dharmacakkappavattana Sutta, he says that no one, whether Mara or Brahma, god
or man, no one can turn back this wheel once it has started rolling. On the other hand Buddhism
disappeared from India, Buddhism has been virtually wiped out of Tibet and China and
Cambodia. But does that not contradict what the Buddha says, that the wheel of the Dharma
cannot be turned back, it must go rolling on?
Voice: No, it's the wheel of truth, not of monasteries and people practising.
S: ... wheel of truth. Couldn't one say that with no monasteries and no scriptures and no people
practising that the wheel has been turned back?
Voice: But surely he is referring to his own experience, [511] as Enlightened man.
S: Well perhaps we should ask for whom, or with regard to whom, the Dharma cannot be rolled
back. So perhaps that means asking for whom or with regards to whom the Dharma can roll
forward. In other words what is the meaning of the Dharma rolling forwards, or the wheel of the
Dharma rolling forward, as termed by the Buddha?
Voice: Only one who is a Buddha can turn the wheel.
S: No, it isn't just that. We'll go back to the original situation where the Buddha first uses that
expression, that is to say the deer park at Benares. When he says the wheel of the Dharma has
now been turned, what has happened?
Voice: Does it mean that the way to Enlightenment is available?
S: I think it is more than available.
Voice: Well it has been experienced.
S: It's been experienced, yes.
Voice: So the wheel of the Dharma can't be turned back by anybody who is an Aryan, a stream
entrant.
S: So the turning of the wheel of the Dharma doesn't just mean, as it were, speaking certain
words into the air; it means the truth of the Dharma has been communicated and has been
experienced by somebody for himself individually. In that way the wheel of the Dharma is set
rolling. So if you've experienced the truth of it for yourself, especially if you are a stream entrant
and beyond, well, your own experience cannot be affected, cannot be upset, cannot be invalidated
by anybody else. So the wheel that the Buddha turned is a purely spiritual wheel, which means
since it is a purely spiritual wheel it applies to the individual as such and to his experience. So
therefore that wheel cannot be turned back. Therefore, as Ratnapani said, even if monasteries are

destroyed and scriptures are torn up, if individuals go on practising or experiencing the Dharma
then the wheel of the [512] Dharma is rolling on. Even if there are monasteries and stacks and
stacks of scriptures, but no one is practising and no one is experiencing, then the wheel of the
Dharma is not rolling on. In fact there is no wheel of the Dharma.
Voice: So as long as there is experience of the Dharma, so long then the wheel ...
S: Yes, the Dharma exists and the wheel goes rolling on. So the wheel of the Dharma does not
necessarily come to a halt because institutional Buddhism comes to an end. Nor is it necessarily
rolling on simply because institutional Buddhism is still present.
"I am a rajah, Sela" said the Lord. "Rajah of Dharma and without a peer: I roll the wheel of
Dharma, ay, the wheel which none can backward roll." So this makes it clear that the Buddha is
speaking within a purely spiritual context - the communication of the truth from one individual to
another - and the experience of that spiritual truth by the individual for himself, which nobody
else is able to reverse.
Voice: It is quite difficult actually to take down notes when you are sitting in chairs. I wondered
if it might be an idea sometime to do it at a table.
S: That did occur to me actually earlier on, but I sort of dismissed the idea. I thought it might. I
don't mind myself but I know some people are very sensitive to such things, it might feel as
though we were sitting around a committee table.
Voice: The ideal would be an American school table, the table which swings on the chair.
S: When I took my course in Berkeley College, Yale, all the students were seated at a long table,
all twenty-two of them. That seemed to work quite well, though amongst our own friends there's
such an amount of reactivity and allergy with regard to anything which smacks of organization
and officialdom, so I have never suggested...
Voice: I must say I would much prefer to sit at a table. I [513] find it very difficult to take notes
like this. It's quite frustrating, actually.
S: Well one or two people have even mentioned that they like it when we just sit around on the
floor, as they say, informally, rather than even in chairs and armchairs and in a circle.
Voice: That's all right in one way, but if you do want to take down notes then that side ...
S: Perhaps we could even have individual desks.
Voice: That would seem to be the best.
S: For those who want it I mean, those who didn't want need not have. Well perhaps when we
have a really properly organized and well-run study retreat centre we'll have all these little

facilities, chairs with little pockets for pencils and things like that.
Voice: And little microphone stands for the translators. (laughter)
S: Instant editing! Anyway for the time being we'll carry on as we started.
So then what does Sela say? "Wholly awake" - fully Enlightened - "thou dost profess to be, rajah
of Dharma and without a peer; thou say'st: "By Dharma do I roll the wheel", but who's thy
marshal, Gotama, thy squire, the master's man? Who keeps a roll for thee, this wheel of Dharma
thou hast set aroll?"
So the brahman - whether seriously or not - is continuing the analogy. He wants to know who is
the Buddha's commander in chief, his marshal, his senapati. Then the Buddha says, "The wheel
by me set rolling", said the Lord, "The wheel of Dharma Sela, without peer, 'tis Sariputta who
keeps that aroll, he is the heir born to the Man-thus-come." Let's look a little bit into that. Yes,
Sariputta is... Hare translates "he is the heir born to the Man-thus-come". The actual expression
in Pali is "anujato Tathagatam", which is not heir but one who is anujato, born after. What do you
think that means?[514]
Voice: Gained Enlightenment afterwards.
S: Gained Enlightenment afterwards, spiritually born afterwards. There are various passages in
the Pali canon, in the Buddhist scriptures, the Pali Buddhist texts, where the question is raised
what is the essential difference, spiritually speaking, between the Buddha and his Enlightened
disciples? And the answer is there is no spiritual difference. The content of their spiritual
experience, their Enlightenment, is, as it were, identical. The only difference is that the Buddha
was Enlightened first, and they are Enlightened afterwards by following his instructions. So the
content of their experience, their Enlightenment experience, is the same: they are born, spiritually
born, after the Buddha: anujato Tathagata.
Then the Buddha goes on to say: "All things meet to be known are known by me, meet to be
quickened, quickened are by me, relinquished by me are relinquished are: therefore I am Awake,
O brahmana!" This sort of expression we often find. "All things meet to be known are known by
me": I have known whatever needs to be known, spiritually speaking, I have "quickened", or
developed, all that needs to be developed and given up all that needs to be given up. A sort of
comprehensive statement of the Buddha's Enlightened condition or Enlightened state. In Pali:
"abhinneyyam abinnatam bhavetabban ca bhavitam, pahatabbam pahinam me. Tasma Buddho
'smi, brahmana."
The word for known here is abhinna, which is much more than known, it is thoroughly
understood, thoroughly comprehended; it suggests spiritual understanding, spiritual knowledge,
transcendental knowledge. What is to be comprehended has been thoroughly comprehended,
what is to be developed has been developed, what has [to be] given up has been given up,
therefore O brahman, I am a Buddha. So the Buddha's true self has been revealed. He reveals
himself to Sela as the Enlightened One.

So, "Dispel thy doubt in me, incline thy heart! Full rare and seldom are the Wakened seen": the
completely Enlightened. "Of those rare men, seen seldom in the world, lo! I am one, physician
without peer", and [what] particular point arises here?
Voice: It says "physician" for the Buddha.
S: Yes, we haven't come across this term physician for the Buddha in this chapter before, have
we? But it is a term which occurs often in the Pali texts, the Buddha as the physician. [515] What
do you think that suggests or implies?
Voice: He's good in the art of healing people.
S: In what sort of way?
Voice: Spiritually.
Voice: He has the medicine for all the ills of the world.
S: Yes, right, the remedy for all the suffering.
Then he says, "Lo! I am one, physician without peer, wholly awakened, brahmana, become as
Brahma beyond compare; all foes are quelled, crushed Mara's hosts, and fearless I rejoice":
"Brahmabhuto atitulo Marasenappamaddano sabbamitte vasikatva modami akutobhayo". Well
there are several terms that require a bit of attention. Brahmabhuta, become Brahma. This can of
course be taken in two ways: Brahma in the old ethnic sense or in the sort of expanded
Buddhistic sense. But also the Buddha goes on to say, immediately afterwards, atitulo, which
means incomparable. So he has compared himself to Brahma but immediately afterwards he says
beyond compare, as if to say don't take that sort of comparison too seriously.
"All foes are quelled, crushed Mara's hosts, and fearless I rejoice."
So the Buddha has allowed, as it were, his true self to be revealed. He has come out of his shell,
as it were, and reveals himself to the brahman as he is in response to the brahman's hymn of
praise. He reveals himself as the Buddha, the fully Enlightened One, the king of the Dharma, the
spiritual ruler or ruler of the spiritual universe; revealed himself also as the physician. Any point
arising from that?
Voice: Sariputta is the first disciple to be named by him.
S: Yes... oh no, Vangisa was named. But another thing you notice - talking about disciples - in
the course of this chapter, so far, where has the Buddha been recruiting all his disciples from?
What particular class of people?
Voices: The brahmans.[516]

S: Yes, the brahmans. That's quite significant isn't it? Why do you think that was? Why do you
think that the Buddha was able to appeal so strongly to the brahmans despite all their prejudices
and preoccupations? Don't forget Sariputta was a brahman too. I don't remember whether
Vangisa was, [indeed he was, see Apadana ii.495ff, tr.] but Sariputta certainly was.
Voice: Well they at least had a religio-spiritual background. They thought about such things.
S: Yes, they did. What would be the equivalent in this country? Perhaps by converting all the
Anglican clergy (laughter) and the odd bishop?
Voice: I think converting those concerned with universities and colleges and all that.
S: Theological colleges? Scientists?
Voice: I'd feel, yes, more like the physicists.
S: The modern magicians. I have myself noticed in my dealings with people of a scientific
background that they are very often much more open to conviction, as well as more intelligent,
than the so-called religious people. I noticed this especially quite a few years ago when I went to
Cambridge and gave a simple basic lecture on Buddhism by invitation at the Cavendish
Laboratory, where there are lots of high-powered physicists. The response was extremely
sympathetic and the questions were intelligent and sincere. I think this is partly because scientists
know where their knowledge ends. That is the real scientist: he is open-minded, he acknowledges
his own ignorance, he's quite ready to listen to what you have to say, whereas the religious person
might think he knows it all already, or he's anxious to interpret what you say in the light of what
he already believes and accepts. He hasn't got a completely open mind.
Voice: Science is a search still, isn't it? Whereas religion is supposed to be something that's
complete.
S: Or you could say that Buddhism, for want of a better [517] term, is such a completely different
field from science. The scientist feels this, that it's something completely different, and he puts
all his scientific knowledge aside and just listens to what you have to say. Whereas the social-led
religious person thinks that he is already very familiar with that field which you are also
supposed to occupy - i.e. the field of religion - so he doesn't come with such an open mind, he
doesn't come with such a feeling of, not ignorance, but just absence of knowledge in the way that
the scientist comes. The scientist tends to come along, or the person engaged in scientific studies,
someone who has been exclusively engaged in such studies, thinking, well here's something
completely new, I don't know anything about this, there might be something in it there might not,
let's just listen, try and understand. He approaches more with that attitude: here is something
completely outside my experience, outside my field, something I don't know anything at all
about. So he just listens and then he asks an intelligent question. But sometimes the religious
person, who as I said thinks that he is already in the same field as you occupy, doesn't ask those
sorts of questions; he tries to tell you all about it or tell you what you really mean, or something
like that.

We probably don't have any single class now that really corresponds to those ancient brahmins.
Because they contained, as it were, everything, in a way: they had the old ethnic religious
customs and traditions, they were masters of those. They were master of whatever, well, general
knowledge, that existed in those days, even proto-scientific knowledge: things like phonetics,
magic of various kinds, and so on. They had social standing, social position, and social prestige
and influence. They were the sort of intelligentsia, in a way. But it may be that the Buddha
deliberately sought out those sorts of people, he realized that they did exert a lot of influence in
society and he realized perhaps also that some of them were quite receptive to what he had to say.
So perhaps he made a special effort, in a manner of speaking, to get in contact with these people,
knowing that there was a possibility of a positive response to his Dharma, to him. And they were
the people with the equipment to go and teach others. They were accustomed to that. Or it may
have been entirely fortuitous, it may just be that others just ignored what the Buddha had to say.
The brahmins did just happen to listen. He may not have had any particular idea [518] of seeking
out the brahmans at all. Perhaps one can't form any preconceived idea of who is more likely to be
more receptive and who is not. Anybody got any comments to make on this from their own
experience?
Voice: We've discussed, within the Movement, who is receptive and who isn't, what type is [and]
what type isn't. None of it ever sounds particularly convincing, it just seems that you get
individuals pop up.
S: I think the only generalization that one can make is that the young seem more receptive than
the old. I think this is a quite valid generalization based on our experience so far.
Voice: But this didn't seem to be the case in the Buddha's day did it?
S: I think, looking at the Buddha's teaching career as a whole, yes, it does seem that there were
more younger men going forth than older ones. Don't forget this brahman with his three hundred
students who are young. Usually brahmans studied - followed - teachers, before marriage, don't
forget that. They would have been unmarried, that is if they follow the full brahminical tradition,
which we may have seen that they would have.
Voice: And men too.
S: Yes, we have seen that there's not a single woman mentioned so far. We found that in the
Udana there were very few. There was only one reference to a bhikkhuni and a few references to
women, but nearly all the references were to bhikkhus and male disciples.
Voice: References to women were to extraordinary women anyway.
S: Yes, that's true.
Voice: That is because it was a man-dominated society.
Voice: Do you think if the Buddha had been a female she would have kept all female

disciples?[519]
S: Can you imagine a Buddha being a female? Can you imagine a female Buddha?
Voice: No not really. (laughter)
S: All right. What does Sela go on to say then? He says to the three hundred brahmans who have
come with him and who presumably have been remaining silent all this time, "Heed ye to this,
good sirs. The hero, seer, physician speaks as roars the forest lions. Crusher of Mara's host,
become as Brahm, beyond compare, who could see him indeed and disbelieve? Nay! not a
base-born black!" This seems to be a bit of brahminical ethnic prejudice going on here. What
does the text have to say for that. (laughter) Well it's exactly "api kanhabhijatiko", a low born
black man. It is exactly that. The brahmans in the Pali texts are represented as repeatedly
referring to non-brahmins as dark inferior people and themselves as the light-complexioned
superior people. So they quite clearly had a colour prejudice, for which they were rebuked by the
Buddha.
"Who wished follow me: go who doth not! Here I go forth nigh to the noble sage." So what does
he say? "Heed thee to this, good sirs", "imam, bhonto, nisametha". There is an epithet missed
out: the one with the eye, but we've dealt with that already, yes - seer, the one with the eye. The
hero, the hero of course is vira, mahavira, the great hero, another epithet for the Buddha: the
great hero. So he, the one with the eye, the physician, the great hero, he speaks like the lion in the
forest, he roars like a lion in the forest. The Buddha's speech - I was going to say the Buddha's
preaching of the Dharma, but I think we ought to get away from that word preaching - the
Buddha's utterance of the Dharma, the Buddha's giving voice to the Dharma, we may say, is
regularly likened in the Pali texts to the roaring of the lion, the Indian idea being that in the
jungle at night when the lion roars all the other beasts fall silent, out of fear, or at least out of
respect. So in the same way when the Buddha speaks, when the Buddha utters Dharma, all other
teachers, all other brahmanas and sramanas, they fall silent, they don't dare to utter a sound. So
what sort of impression do you get from this, that the Buddha's speech, the speech of the
Dharma, is described as "sinhanara"?
Voice: It's like what you were saying the other day, if [520] someone has this something of
power, you can't ... against it.
S: Bold, confident, direct, unchallengable. No one dared to roar back at the lion. "Crusher of
Mara's hosts, become as Brahm, beyond compare, who could see him indeed and disbelieve?" He
could see him without faith. What does this suggest? That seeing is believing, to see the Buddha
is to believe in him, to respond with faith.
Even a dark-complexioned person, low caste, would have to believe. Clearly the brahman
contains all his old contemptuous attitudes still. He clearly considers that the brahman, the
light-complexioned and high born people, as spiritually more open, more susceptible to the truth.
Do you think this is necessarily so, that the educated, and as it were religious-minded, are
necessarily more receptive to the Dharma, as the brahman seems to think?

Voice: No.
S: It doesn't necessarily follow at all. Sometimes in fact they are more closed to it despite the fact
that we have seen all these brahmins in this particular chapter going for refuge to the Buddha.
There are other chapters in other texts where they don't go for refuge at all, where they reject the
Buddha.
Voice: When I was collecting on Sunday, some Irishmen were quite friendly, quite encouraging.
Voice: Irish being synonymous with the uneducated and working class?
S: To say nothing of being Catholic.
Voice: It seems to cut both ways. Culture and a certain amount of education is an asset and at the
same time it can be a hindrance. It can be overcrowded and simplicity can be that you haven't got
an open enough mind, or it can mean that you have a simple emotional response.
S: So it seems to be quite difficult to generalize. Again one has to consider individuals.[521]
Voice: We don't seem to have many coloured people, or West Indians, coming along to Archway.
S: Any reason for that do you think?
Voice: I've got two theories: one is that more often than not Africans and West Indians are still
very tied up with their own ethnic background and bringing it up to standard, making it Western.
S: I think many of them are very much concerned with, i think, respectability and prosperity.
They don't want to drop out. If anything they want to fall right in.
Voice: That could be a very good basis for making an appeal to them, in a way.
S: In what way?
Voice: Well, rather than making Buddhism appeal to the... I don't quite know how to put this. It's
not so much dropping out but ...
S: Well their interest is mostly in social prosperity and a better job, more wages, marrying a wife
who is a bit educated, bringing their children up properly. Well, we can't really help them much
there. It's like some of the ex-untouchable Buddhists, they were concerned with this sort of thing,
in a way for them quite rightly. But it doesn't, sort of, lead to any spiritual commitment.
Voice: Also they are very tied up with Christianity.
S: Yes, many of them are, especially the more Pentecostal forms. When I was taking classes at
Sakura, in the early days, we had several Nigerians coming along - students who eventually went

back to Nigeria. Some of those were really interested. There was one I remember was the son of a
witch-doctor and he said he felt that Buddhism would go down really well in Nigeria. He said
that a lot of Nigerians were really looking for something very much like Buddhism.[522]
Voice: I think you'd have to be a bit careful though that you made sure that the terms of the
Dharma came across. It could quite easily get switched around.
S: I don't think that is a major difficulty. I think the major difficulty would be if it were white
upasakas in Nigeria. You'd get the whole racial thing coming in and I think there's quite a bit of
touchiness on that score.
Voice: You really would have to convert the indigenous culture.
Voice: But there were quite a few black Christian missionaries.
S: Yes, there are now. But, probably if we were to extend the Movement into Nigeria, it could
probably only be by Nigerians getting involved in London and going back themselves as
upasakas.
So Sela says, "Who wished follow me; go who does not! Here I go forth nigh to the noble sage."
So he's quite clear in his own mind what he is going to do, the others may do as they please. He
doesn't try to exert any influence. He doesn't bring any pressure to bear on them. But what do
they all say? "If to you sir, this bidding of the Wake most high seems good, we too will fare nigh
with him."
Voice: It doesn't sound too much that they are going on their own ...
S: Yes, they are going through their confidence in him. But do you think that is fair enough?
Voice: If he is a genuinely wise man, yes.
S: There is also the point that they have heard the whole discussion, they have been listening. He
is, or he was, their [523] teacher. They may very well themselves have been individually
convinced, but out of politeness to him as their teacher they simply say, well, we are still
prepared to follow you. But perhaps they have been themselves individually convinced, every
one of them.
Voice: And yet the man himself seems to be quite ready to be shot of the lot of them if they won't
go the right way, which is good. He doesn't want to be a little leader any more.
S: We do find in fact that the Buddha seems to have gone around, as it were, mopping up whole
bands of sramanas and brahmanas and incorporating them all into his own fold. This seems to
have happened quite a lot, especially in the early days of his career. There are all sorts of little
groups that became absorbed into the Buddhist movement, the teachers and the pupils both.

Voice: We've got potential there with the odd obscure Buddhist groups that survive in people's
front rooms all over the place. Who really have no real teacher.
S: Well this has happened with regard to the Brighton Buddhist Society, the Glasgow Buddhist
Society, and even, I think, the Norwich Buddhist Society, you could say.
Voice: Its one remaining member.
S: Yes, its one remaining member has been more or less mopped up. (laughing)
Voice: Brighton died a death, didn't it? And then they are totally different people. I think the old
lot still see Zengo now and again.
S: A few of them do, not very many.
Voice: But most of them have just stopped.
S: Well, some of course, reappear when I go down there but they are very much people who just
feel a little bit devoted to me and they don't come around much at other times: quite [524] happy
to see me and say hello, but they are, nearly all of them, the old-fashioned type of Buddhist who
live at home, wife and kids, job, and go along once a week to a meeting.
Voice: That's characteristic of these groups isn't it?
S: Yes.
Voice: I suppose the equivalent thing would be for us to take over Samye Ling or something like
that.
S: Yes, right. Things like that may happen some day.
All right. Sela says on his own behalf and on behalf of all of them, "With upraised hands three
hundred brahmans beg to fare the godly faring nigh thee, Lord," the godly being again translated
from carya, the spiritual life, to live the spiritual life, under your guidance.
The Buddha says, "Sela, the godly faring, well proclaimed, for here and now and not anon", he
said, "for earnest learner's no vain going forth." What is the Buddha saying here? "Svakkhatam
brahmacariyam saditthikam akalikam yattha amogha pabbajja appamatassa sikkhato ti."
Voice: What was "anon"?
S: Anon means later on. That is a bit interpretive. What the Buddha says here - or rather the
epithets the Buddha applies here - to the brahmacariya, the spiritual life, the noble life, the
sublime life, are the epithets which in the Vandana and elsewhere are applied to the Dharma. Do
you see this? "Svakkhato bhagavata dhammo sanditthiko akaliko." And here it is "svakkhatam

brahmacariyan sanditthikam akalikam." So let's look at these epithets.
Svakkhatam means - Hare translates it - well proclaimed, which is fair enough. It is well spoken,
well expounded, well taught, well proclaimed, clearly, systematically, with proper illustrations
and so on.
Sanditthikam means to be experienced here and now, not later on. If you practise now you will
get the results now, not later on - "now" meaning in this life itself, you don't have to wait for
some future life or to be reborn or to go to heaven - the results can be experienced personally in
this life itself.[525]
Akalikam: timeless, transcending time. In other words can be practised at any time, anywhere.
Voice: What's that then in the text?
S: The Dharma. The Dharma is the teaching, the principle, which can be put into operation at any
time. It doesn't depend upon any particular time - during the past, during the present, or during
the future.
Voice: Where's that translated from? It's got, "here and now and not anon."
S: That's sanditthikam; here and now and not anon translates sanditthikam. Akalikam is not
translated at all then - that is, timeless - unless he intends "and not anon" to translate akalikam.
But it is quite literally timeless, without time, disconnected from time, of no particular time.
And then the next line is more literally translated: the going forth is unobstructed, that is to say
not without success of that person who follows the training of mindfulness. Chalmers translates
"That life so fully preached is here and now yet outside time, no barren pilgrimage is his who
lives that life persistently," which is not bad; it has quite a poetic force, though not completely
literal.
(break in recording)
"And brahman Sela and his company were allowed to go forth near the Master and obtained full
acceptance." Again this so-called lower and higher ordination. Would someone like to read the
rest of the sutta and then we can see if there are any points that need discussing and conclude.
"And brahman Sela and his company were allowed to go forth near the Master and obtained full
acceptance. And mat-haired Keniya at the end of that night, having had plenty of hard and soft
food prepared at his own hermitage, sent word to the Master that it was time. "It is time, Master
Gotama, the meal is set." And the Master, robing early, took bowl and cloak and came to
Keniya's hermitage; and on arrival, he sat down on the seat prepared, surrounded by the order of
the monks."[526]
S: Yes, you mustn't forget that there's an invitation in the offing and Sela who is Keniya's teacher

has been to see the Buddha in the interim, as it were, before then. So that's the original context.
Voice: Is he coming for breakfast?
S: No he's coming for the morning meal, before twelve o'clock presumably. But the preparations
start at the end of the night, that is to say even before dawn.
Voice: Could you say something about why it was taken before twelve, what was the reason for
that?
S: The original reason simply was that that was the time when people prepared food, before
going to the fields to work, so if you wanted to beg you went around at nine or ten o'clock. And
again people prepared food when they came back from the fields in the evening, so if you wanted
a second meal you went then. But for certain reasons that was eventually banned, not for spiritual
reasons but purely practical reasons, so that left you with your one rather early morning meal - a
sort of late breakfast or very early lunch. This is still the custom in India, you cook and eat before
going out to work and cook and eat when you come back, you don't take a meal in the middle of
the day, not even a snack with you - maybe a cup of tea now and then, or a glass of milk. People
work through from about nine or ten until about four or five, or even six, depending on the time
of year. All right carry on then.
Voice: "Then mat-haired Keniya with his own hand served and satisfied the order of the monks,
with the Wake at their head, with plenty of hard and soft food. And when the Master had finished
eating, and had taken his hand from his bowl, Keniya took a low seat and sat down at one side;
and the Master with these verses gave thanks to him, thus seated:[527]
S: Do you like this translation of Buddha, "the Wake"?
Voices: No.
S: "Enlightened One" sounds better doesn't it?
Voice: The "Awake" would have been better.
S: Yes. Right, carry on.
(568) The Master: "Chief sacrifice is fire-offering,
Chief hymn is Savitri,
Chief person here a rajah-king,
Chief water is the sea;
(569) Chief star of heaven is the moon,
Chief radiance the sun,
But chief the order for the boon
Of merit-seeking one."

Then the Master, having thanked mat-haired Keniya in these verses, arose from his seat and
departed.
And the venerable Sela and his company, dwelling alone, apart, earnest, ardent, self-resolute, ere
long entered and abode in that supreme end of godly living - for the goal of which clansmen's
sons rightly go forth from home to homelessness - and by their own knowledge here and now
realized it; and they knew: "Birth is destroyed, lived is the godly life, done is what had to be
done, there is no more of this state." And the venerable Sela and his company became
men-of-worth. Then went they to the Master, and approaching him, placed the upper robe over
the shoulder, and with upraised hands addressed him in these verses:
(570) Sela with his company: "Eight days ago, O seer,
We to thy refuge came:
Lord, in thy bidding we
Are tamed in seven days.
(571) Thou art the Wake; thou art
The teacher! Thou, the sage
O'er Mara triumphing,
Hast cut all leanings off,
And, crossed thyself, dost help
Mortality to cross.
(572) By thee are cankers crushed,
Affections overcome,
And banished fear and dread:
Thou lion unattached!
(573) Poised, stand three hundred monks
With joined hands upraised:
Hero, stretch forth thy feet!
Sinless, salute the lord!"[528]
S: So a polite little verse of thanks. You notice the Buddha starts by saying "Chief sacrifice is
fire-offering", after all it is a brahminical context so he talks about things that they can
understand. Of all the sacrifices, the fire offering is the chief; of all the hymns - that is to say the
Vedic hymns - the chief is the Savitri, that is to say the Gayatri mantra which all orthodox
brahmins recite or repeat three times a day. "Chief person here" - here meaning in the world - "is
the king". After all they've been talking about the chakravartiraja and the Dharmaraja. "Chief
water is the sea. Chief star of heaven is the moon, chief radiance is the Sun, but chief the order
for the boon of merit-seeking one." In other words, giving alms is the most meritorious of all
these.
Now there should have been a capital O there, Order. "But chief the order for the boon of
merit-seeking one." Among objects of generosity for those seeking merit, the Order the Sangha
that is to say, the Buddha and his disciples, is the chief.
This is a polite way of giving thanks and appreciating what has been given in accordance with the

situation. So what impression do you get from this triumphal conclusion?
Voice: Three hundred arahants in seven days.
S: Yes. Why do you think that was? (pause) Because there was a lot of preparation. The orthodox
brahminical life was, in many ways, a very strict and austere one. These three hundred young
men, they might have been living with Sela for many many years. The orthodox view was that
you should live with your teacher - this is the brahminical view - you live with your brahmin
teacher before marriage, studying the Vedas and practising austerities and so on for about twenty
years, so they might have been between about fifteen and thirty-five during that period. So they
had been accustomed to performing ceremonies, making offerings in the fire, which can be quite
inspiring. Getting up early in the morning and serving their teacher, looking after his needs and
having a sort of brotherly relationship with one another. They could have been living for a long
time in that sort of way. And of course it was understood that being unmarried they were all
celibate so there was another practice. They might even have been doing some elementary
meditation, that was also known to the brahmans. [529] So one mustn't think that they were
completely unprepared. It may well be that they had made a very good foundation, they were
happy, healthy and human, and quite pious and open and receptive at the same time, had been
accustomed to living the strict, disciplined life. So when they did encounter the Buddha's
teaching they could practise it much more easily and get quite a lot out of it, or a very great deal
out of it, in a very short time. So we mustn't overlook the amount of preparation which very
likely had been done, to say nothing of Sela himself.
Voice: It suggests that a purely, a really good ethnic training is enough to take you up into the
transcendental.
S: Yes. Well it's not only that, it is the discipline. I mean the brahminical life is a disciplined one.
You get up early in the morning, before dawn, you have your ceremonial ablutions, you recite
your Gayatri, then you may sit and do some breath control exercises, and then you may learn
verses of the Vedas by heart from your teacher, you chant them together with other disciples.
Then maybe you go and collect firewood, you go and draw water, you cook for the teacher and
other disciples. You lead a very simple life of very simple food, you sleep on the hard ground. So
the brahminical life, at its best, though limited from the spiritual point of view, can be very strict,
very healthy, and a very good preparation for the higher spiritual life. One mustn't forget that. So
these young brahmins have probably been all through that, in some cases for many many years.
So they were prepared.
But think how most people come into the Dharma in the West. What sort of background, what
sort of preparation, coming with all sorts of psychological problems, neurotic, broken marriages,
unsatisfactory relationships, unsatisfactory jobs, not on good terms with their parents, not
knowing what to do, feeling a bit frustrated and miserable, resentful. That's their sort of
background in many cases. Fortunately now we see people with much more positive backgrounds
are coming in, with no problems virtually. And clearly they are getting on very quickly and
traverse in a year the ground that old Order members might have taken four or five years to
traverse. Or even traverse in a few months, which is very encouraging indeed. What will the next

generation bring? Maybe in their case a week.
Then again there is this reference to the Buddha: "And crossed [530] thyself dost help mortality
to cross." A sort of recognition of the Bodhisattva ideal practically. Anyway, any impressions
about the sutta as a whole? Rather a lengthy one, a quite varied one.
Voice: Does this mean that as Keniya is Sela's disciple that he would become a bhikkhu as well?
S: We are not told that, are we? I mean, he's thanked, he made his offering, but we are not told
whether he is included in the three hundred. Perhaps not, or perhaps he is and we are not
specifically told that. Very likely he is because he is very receptive at the beginning isn't he?
Voice: It's a bit disjointed. I mean there's these two stories, one about Keniya and one about Sela,
and...
S: It isn't really disjointed because it is because Keniya is a disciple of Sela that Sela comes to
know about the Buddha, because his disciple Keniya has invited the Buddha for the meal
tomorrow. That is the connection. Also you might say that life is like that, that is how things do
happen: rather untidily, one thing leading to another, not much logical sequence. But things do
happen in that sort of way.
Voice: It reminded me in a way of a quite simple Gilbert and Sullivan opera.
S: The libretto you mean? The company? Yes, the chorus of three hundred brahmans. It's
interesting that these suttas could be transmitted or even composed and transmitted or compiled
and transmitted entirely by oral means. So one mustn't imagine that someone is sitting down and
writing it and polishing up and correcting it. No. These were oral traditions, but they have, as it
were, assumed a certain quite definite shape and form, which is even quite attractive.
Voice: Do you think the monks could have got together and taken the parts, and groups took
certain parts?
S: I think sometimes that did used to happen at least with [531] some texts. For instance, when it
was a question-and-answer kind of text, you know, one monk putting the questions and the other
giving the answers.
Voice: It sort of recreates the original scene.
S: Yes, the original situation. Any other general points? What's the general feeling about the
study today? Lethargic, lively, somewhere in the middle?
Voice: Maybe lethargic.
S: A bit lethargic, a bit quiet?

Voice: Reasonably lively.
S: Reasonably lively, a bit of inner resistance but not too much?
Voice: It seemed quite sort of low key even though there's all this amazing stuff happening.
Voice: Something that has struck me a bit about the text so far is that there's been hardly any
reference to the systemized formalizations of the teachings, almost none.
S: This is something that is characteristic of the Sutta Nipata as a whole. This is why we think it
reflects a very early and archaic stage in the history of Buddhism, indeed quite even an early
stage in the Buddha's own life perhaps. There is some mention of that in the ... I think.
But the text is in some ways as remarkable for what is not included or not mentioned as for what
is included. There is no reference to the eightfold path as such, no reference to the middle way.
There is reference to the truths, but no reference to the four truths as such, no reference to the
seven bodhyangas or the four foundations of mindfulness.
Voice: Or the nidanas actually.
S: Or the nidanas, although they will come in a little later, by the way. But you get an
unformulated stage. That's the [532] impression we got from the Udanas, especially from the
earlier chapters. It is very direct, very individual.
Voice: It seems to appeal very much to the sort of feeling level.
S: It's very ballad-like. You can imagine the monks composing these ballads and chanting them
as they went about, both for their own edification and the edification of others. You get the
feeling of, well, a great spiritual life, great spiritual intensity. You feel there's a great deal of
spiritual life around, a lot is happening, [in] the sort of early days of the Buddha's movement.
There is not much in the way of organization although you do get a glimpse of the Movement
expanding and of hundreds and hundreds of bhikkhus coming in. But it isn't really very
organized, there still is the simple going forth and acceptance. There is no lower and higher
ordination. There's leaving home and being accepted into the ranks of the full-time spiritual
community.
The Buddha and his teaching are very firmly rooted in their own place and their own time. You
are very conscious of the ethnic environment. It's very present, very much in evidence. So the
Buddha's teaching is firmly situated in history, that is something else you get very strongly from
the whole Sutta Nipata. You get very much the impression of a real live person moving among
real live people. You get a very vivid picture of the life and times of the Buddha.
Voice: It seems to be progressing to, as it was in the Udana, things get progressively more
monastic.

S: Well, I don't think we have seen that quite yet, have we?
Voice: Well, the followers are increasing by the hundreds.
S: Well that doesn't necessarily make them more monastic because there are more individuals
following the teaching. There is no hint of those followers being organized in any particular way;
they're simply following the Buddha around, moving around with the Buddha. All right let's
conclude there for the day.[533]
(8) The Dart
(574) How insignificant is man's lot here,
How brief, obscure, how troubled, fraught with ill!
There is no means whereby man shall not die:
Death follows on decay: such is life's course.
(576) The early ripening fruit hazards the fall:
Ever death's hazard haunts the lives of men.
(577) Just as the potter's earthen vessels end
In shards, so too man's life. Young and mature,
(578) The fool and sage, come all within the power
Of death: death is for all the common lot;
(579) And of death's victims passing to yon world,
No father saves his son, no kith his kin.
(580) See! While they crowd and gaze and weep, their kin
Are one by one, as ox to slaughter, borne.
(581) Thus smitten is the world by eld and death,
The wise world-plight discern, lamenting not.
(582) Thou knowest not the 'whence' or 'whither' way
And, seeing neither course, grievest in vain.
(583) If one by grief and foolish self-affliction
Could ease his pain, the wise would surely do'r.
(584) One wins not calm of mind by tears and grief;
Ill grows the more: the body languishes
(585) And lean and pale becomes; self hurts the self;
The dead are not helped thus: fruitless is woe!
(586) Who yields to grief the deeper sinks in ill:
Who wails the dead falls further in grief's power.
(587) See how men pass according to their deeds;
How, come within death's power, folk tremble here!
(588) Men hope for this and that but other things
Befall: just thus is separation. See
(589) The world's plight! For a hundred years or more
A man may live, but separation comes
From kith and kin: then he too leaves this life.
(590) Since thou hast heard the man-of-worth, oust grief;

Seeing one dead and gone, know him as lost!
(591) As fire of burning house by water's quenched,
So seer-of-sooth, wise man, rapt, expert, swiftly
As wind-blown cotton seed, scatters grief's surge.
(592) Who seeks self-happiness from self draws out
The dart: laments, vain longings, pains self-bred.
(593) Who draws the dart wins calm of mind not based
On trust, and, grief o'ercome, is griefless, cool.[534]
S: It is on the whole quite a good translation, but the opening lines aren't very literally translated.
Let me read you Chalmers which is a bit more poetic, a bit more powerful, though not quite
literal, but gives a very good idea of the spirit of the sutta.
(574) Men cannot calculate, men cannot gauge,
this life's brief troubled span, by woes beset.
(575) By no device can what is born not die,
or length of days annul life's primal law.
(576) Like ripen'd fruit which threatens soon to drop,
the constant threat of death dogs man from birth.
(577) As ev'ry earthen jar the potter shapes
will broken be, so shows the life of man.
(578) Grown men and younglings, wise and simple, - all
are thralls of death, all death's predestin'd prey.
(579) When they in death depart, no sire can save
his son, nor kith save kin, from passing hence.
(580) Mark how - while kin stand round with loud laments like kine to slaughter, men are hauled away.
(581) Since death and sure decay assail the world,
the wise, who know its laws, forbear to grieve.
(582) Ye vainly weep, ye vainly wail, your dead,
whose 'Whence' and 'Wither' both elude your ken.
(583) If walling eased the mourner's self-made pangs
then, and then only, let the wise wail too.
(584) No; peace of mind comes not by grief and tears,
- which do but add to pain and bring men low.
(585) Those self-sought pangs leave mourners pale and wan,
they succour not the dead ; - laments are vain.
(586) By hugging sorrow man to greater pain
proceeds; his mourning leaves him sorrow's slave.
(587) Mark, too, how others, when their hour has come
to dree their mortal weird, in death's grip writhe.
(588) What'er men plan, things turn out otherwise;
and so with human loss; - 'tis nature's way.
(589) What though life last a hundred years, - or more!
- Bereft of kin, man yields his life at last.

(590) Therefore, give ear to saints; - weep not; reflect,
at site of death, thou can'st not 'bring him back'.
(591) As with their house on fire, men quench the flames
with water, let the steadfast sage be quick
(as wind wafts cotton-down) to banish grief,
(592) wails, cravings, pangs. For his own weal let him
pluck out the shafts he plants in his own breast.
(593) Those shafts pluck'd out, at ease, with heart at rest,
he grieves not, but o'ercoming grief, finds Peace.
Does it sound like the same text in this translation, or do you get a different impression, the
general impression, the feeling of it?
Voice: Quite different. Much more poetic.
S: Much more poetic. Therefore perhaps communicates the meaning better.[535]
Voice: It's a bit English sounding.
S: Yes, a bit Shakespearean: dreeing his mortal weird.
Voice: Actually, earlier I was looking at it and it reminded me a bit of Hamlet.
S: Yes. So this is a sutta without any introduction. There's not even any indication that the
Buddha himself is speaking, although it may be the Buddha who is speaking. It's more like a sort
of philosophical poem, in a way, isn't it? Perhaps the Buddha himself composed these verses and
taught them to his monks, or perhaps one or another of the monks produced this ballad out of his
own experience, his own insight, his own inspiration. Or perhaps one of his own monks just
reduced to metrical form a discourse or series of discourses the Buddha had given, much as
Vangisa put into even better, more beautiful, poetry the prose and the verse of the Buddha's own
direct teaching. So we are not given any indication, not in the text anyway. What is the sort of
general impression that you get from this sutta? What is it actually saying in the main?
Voice: All about death, isn't it?
S: Hmm. Well it's not all about death; it's somewhat about death.
Voice: It seems to be drawing attention to impermanence.
S: It's drawing attention to impermanence, but more concretely what is it doing?
Voice: It's drawing attention to impermanence but telling us not to react to it.
S: Yes, there's that too. It's drawing attention to what we may describe, using the current
phraseology, as man's existential situation. Man is subject to death, man is subject to

impermanence, man is subject to separation, to bereavement. That is the situation in which we
find ourselves. In other words it is a bit reminiscent of the Buddha's own initial spiritual
experience, when he saw, maybe with inverted commas "saw", the four sights, or at least the first
three sights, that is to say the old man, the sick man, and the corpse, which opened his eyes to his
own situation: that he too was liable to old age, disease, and death. So this sutta begins by
drawing attention to the existential situation of man himself, of every man.[536]
Then it goes on to point out two possible responses to that, or rather a reaction and a response.
Do you see that? When you realize that you have to suffer death, that your near and dear ones
have to suffer death, that you may be parted from them, that you WILL be parted from them, that
you are BEING parted from them, that you suffer bereavement. You can either allow your own
mind to be overwhelmed by grief, become depressed, and sink lower and lower, or you can react,
respond, in a more positive way, which means, ultimately, to take up the spiritual life and in
traditional Buddhist terms to try and get beyond birth and death.
So it seems to me that the sutta is simply making these three points or doing these three things.
First of all drawing attention to the existential situation of every man, subject as he is to old age,
disease, and death, and all the grief of bereavement that that implies, and drawing attention
likewise to the two possibilities with regard to one's reaction to that: a reactive one, a negative
one; and a positive one, a creative one.
So the greater part of the sutta, at least half the sutta, sets forth the existential situation. Right
down to verse 582:
(582) Thou knowest not the 'whence' or 'whither' way
And, seeing neither course, grievest in vain.
(583) If one by grief and foolish self-affliction
Could ease his pain, the wise would surely do'r.
(584) One wins not calm of mind by tears and grief;
Ill grows the more: the body languishes
(585) And lean and pale becomes; self hurts the self;
The dead are not helped thus: fruitless is woe!
(586) Who yields to grief the deeper sinks in ill:
Who wails the dead falls further in grief's power.
In other words the uselessness of that negative reaction to the existential situation.
And then the positive one is indicated in these words. "Since thou hast heard the man of worth,
oust grief; seeing one dead and gone, know him as lost!" Accept the situation, "As fire of burning
house by water's quenched, So seer-of-sooth, wise man, rapt, expert, swiftly As wind-blown
cotton seed, scatters grief's surge." This is the creative response, the positive response. "Who
seeks self-happiness from self draws out the dart." So what does this suggest?
Voice: You don't look outside for ...

Voice: It's also actually reminiscent of the parable of the arrow.[537]
S: It is indeed, yes. And this phrase: "attano sukham esano": who seeks self-happiness. That's a
quite literal translation. Self-happiness who seeks. What does this suggest? What are the
implications of this?
Voice: By your own efforts alone.
S: Yes, but I wasn't quite thinking of that. This suggests that to seek your own happiness is the
right thing to do. There is nothing wrong in seeking your self-happiness, but you must go the
right way about it. Self-happiness is not found by indulging in grief; self-happiness is found
when you can produce the creative response which enables you to transcend grief and follow the
higher spiritual path. But the implication is that there is certainly nothing wrong in seeking your
own true happiness.
I mention this because quite a few people have mentioned from time to time that they feel guilty
about being happy and seeking happiness. As though there is something wrong with being happy,
that for some reason or another you ought not to be happy, don't deserve to be happy. There is
something reprehensible about happiness. You've surely come up against this or come across this
from time to time. Especially if you are a spiritual person on the spiritual path, trying to live a
spiritual life: you shouldn't be happy, you should be miserable.
Voice: Yes. This line would be found quite outrageous by many.
S: Yes. "Attano sukham esano." Chalmers translates it "for his own weal". No, it's more sukha,
happiness, bliss. Esano is searching, questing, as in Ariyapariyesana Sutta, the sutta of the noble
quest, search. How does Hare translate it? "Who seeks self-happiness" - this is much more
accurate - "from self draws out the dart". Nothing wrong about seeking self-happiness, it is
perfectly right and - not even natural, more than natural, better than natural - but go the right way
about it. By drawing out the dart of grief, facing up to the existential situation, and responding
positively and creatively, by leading a spiritual life, by following a spiritual path - for want of a
better term.
So here it is as though the sutta is saying here is the wheel of life revolving before you, this is
man's situation, immersed in conditioned existence, subject to old age, disease, [538] and death,
and the repeated process of birth and rebirth. So here is the wheel of life and there are two
possibilities. Either you let it go on turning and turning, or you get out, you get up the spiral. You
either evoke a reaction with the reactive mind or of the reactive mind, or you evoke a creative
response of the creative mind. In the first case you just continue to revolve and get more and
more immersed in the samsara, with the other you just start extracting yourself, rise to higher and
higher, more and more positive, more and more liberated, levels.
So we mustn't think that the existential situation confronts us just once in our lives and we just
take this path or that path. I mean it confronts us every instant. So in every instant, as I mentioned
the other day, there is a possibility of choice. You react to that existential situation either

positively or negatively, reactively or creatively.
And especially the sutta speaks of bereavement: losing those who are near and dear. Well we all
experience this. Even if we haven't experienced it yet we are sure to experience it sooner or later:
losing someone who is near and dear to us. So we can react in one of two ways: either be
overwhelmed with grief, get very depressed, very upset, ask why should this happen to me, why
should I lose my husband or wife, brother or sister, friend or whatever. Why should this happen
to me? Why should fate pick upon me? Even become very resentful, brood over it, hug our grief.
Or we can allow ourselves, yes, to feel any natural grief that we do feel, but then reflect that this
is inevitable. I surely never thought my father or mother or brother or sister or husband or wife or
friend was immortal. Surely I never thought that. I knew they would have to die one day, even as
I have to. It has happened. I'm very sorry to lose them but it was inevitable, I must accept it, so let
me just realize this and become less attached to worldly life, to conditioned existence. Let me
think in terms of other things, higher things. Let me meditate more, let me be less involved with
the world, let me try and liberate myself. That is the more creative response.
Voice: It can be quite exhilarating if you can accept it in a healthy way.
S: Right, yes. It's an opportunity.
Voice: You can feel much more alive in a way, because you know ...[539]
S: Yes. The same when you lose a large sum of money. Maybe it is stolen from you. You can
either feel very angry, very resentful, or you can think, well yes, I really feel upset, I am really
sorry to lose it. Well this has shown me how attached I am to it. I know that now. I've learned
that. I shouldn't have been so attached, or I should have been more careful and looked after it
more carefully and not placed, maybe, so much blind confidence in such and such person. I've
learned that lesson, all right that's a good thing, I'm glad I've learned that lesson. In that way you
give the whole thing a positive turn. So it isn't even just a question of this highly - even traumatic
- extreme, desperate, existential situation, but even the quite ordinary occurrences of worldly life,
which are a bit painful, or a bit unpleasant, or a bit difficult. You can either react negatively as it
were, with the reactive mind, or you can respond positively, with the creative mind. In the first
instance you go round and round again, even though the circle may be a comparatively tiny and
insignificant one. Or you just go up another round of the spiral, even though again it maybe a tiny
or apparently insignificant spiral or round of the spiral. Do you see what I mean? Even if
someone sort of speaks a bit harshly to you. You can either let yourself get irritated and brood
over it, or you can reflect, well I don't suppose they really meant it, even if they did what does it
matter. Hard words break no bones. I am none the worse for it. Maybe they weren't in a very
good frame of mind, that's a pity, I feel sorry for them. All right it doesn't do me any harm, why
should I bother. In that way you can talk yourself out of your resentment and develop a much
more positive frame of mind. This is possible with regard to all these not only extreme existential
situations, but all the little ups and downs of life. In this way, in every minute almost, you can
switch yourself from the reactive to the creative.
Voice: There seems to be a watershed of awareness, when reactive becomes less frequent and the

creative more frequent, where a person's tendencies swap around and they really seem to be
launched.
S: Right, yes.
Voice: Well if you are really determined you can use anything. I mean, there's really nothing that
can happen in life that you can't switch round in your mental manoeuvrings.[540]
S: Yes, right. Of course some situations are really extreme, as when you do quite suddenly lose
several people who are near to you and dear to you. And maybe lose all your money, maybe get
involved in lawsuits, maybe fall very seriously ill, all at the same time. Then that of course is a
very difficult situation, but one can still transcend it, one can still respond positively and
creatively. All the more so, there is all the more likelihood of that if you trained yourself in that
positive creative response through a whole series of apparently insignificant experiences.
Sometimes people when they try and open a window and it doesn't open immediately they get all
irritated and annoyed, feel like banging the window. So if you are even functioning reactively and
negatively on that level, with regard to those little things, what about the bigger things.
So you could in fact regard that whole talk that I gave on Mind - Reactive and Creative as a sort
of commentary on this sutta. Do you see what I mean? This is all the sutta is about. Life as we
usually have to experience it sooner or later and how we respond to life, or rather how we react
or respond. How either the reactive mind comes into operation or the creative mind comes into
operation, comes into play. So if, at every moment of the day, every situation, we are careful to
respond creatively rather than react negatively then progress is assured. We will be progressing
all the time and gradually there will be a shift in our lives from what we can only describe as the
negative to the positive, from the reactive to the creative. And we will become more and more
predominantly creative rather than reactive. And that means following the path; that is what
following the path means, it is not anything more than that. If you respond to every situation that
confronts you with positivity, which of course implies mindfulness and awareness, and you don't
let any situation get you down.
Voice: What's the difference between mindfulness and awareness?
S: I use them more or less synonymously in this sort of context. One could make a fine
distinction but that wouldn't really be relevant here. So "Fruitless is woe! Who yields to grief the
deeper sinks in ill", and according to Chalmers, "by hugging sorrow man to greater pain
proceeds; his mourning leaves him sorrow's slave". But that is exactly what people do. They hug
their sorrow even. [541] According to Chalmers the sutta reads "By hugging sorrow, man to
greater pain proceeds; his mourning leaves him sorrow's slave." But this is exactly what people
do, they hug their sorrow, even though it brings them, even though it leads them, to greater pain.
They indulge in sorrow, they indulge in grief, which doesn't help at all. Have you actually seen
people doing this, or caught yourself doing it? Indulge in negativity, indulge in anger?
Voice: It's ridiculous. Why do we do it?

S: Well, why do we do it? We know that we do it. It's almost as though you enjoy the grief, the
depression, in some miserable perverted way, enjoy the anger, enjoy the hatred.
Devamitra: Don't really want to get out of it.
S: Enjoy feeling really nasty and mean.
Voice: And also you can get into the kind of feeling of, "Oh, I'll get into this and work it out."
S: I think that is very dangerous.
Voice: You know if you don't do this you just get caught up in a whirlpool.
S: Because it is a round you think, "I'm working it out, I'm exploring it," you go round once, "I'm
exploring it," and you go round again. It's the same old circle of negativity. I want to explore my
anger, want to get into my anger, or this that and the other. One woman who came to see me said,
"I want to explore my sexuality." (laughter) So I said, "My dear, it's a bottomless pit."
This is a real micchaditthi: exploring one's negativity, and I'm using the word negativity rather
loosely. If you translate it into Buddhist terms, you see how ridiculous it is, exploring your
unskilful mental states. (laughter) Well what does it mean, exploring your unskilful mental
states? Surely first of all it means that you continue to keep them going so that you can explore
them. What does exploring mean? Well, [542] feeling them. So exploring your unskilful mental
states means perpetuating your unskilful mental states. So, of course, as long as you perpetuate
them, they are there to be explored. So you perpetuate them so that you can explore them. How
ridiculous, how stupid. Or rather you perpetuate them and call it exploration, which is more
stupid still, really. But do you think there is any validity at all, possibly, in the sense that you do
explore anger, say?
Voice: Well, you can observe it if it comes up.
S: It's recognizing it if it happens to come up, but not assiduously cultivating it so that you can
know what anger is, as it were. You already know that well enough.
Ratnapani: But the why and the wherefore, and studying what causes it, is quite of use.
S: Oh yes, this is quite relevant and helpful. But that is not what people who speak in terms of
exploring your anger or experiencing your anger really mean. It seems very much like continuing
to indulge in it. But where does this come from, this idea of exploring, for instance, your anger?
Voice: It's "repressed" and it's a lot of energy that you're not aware of.
S: That's true, but where did this idea come from of exploring your anger? Not simply not
repressing it but exploring it, which means continuing to experience it, tasting it, savouring it,
relishing it, enjoying it in other words. Where did this come from?

Ratnapani: It's therapy groups isn't it?
S: Presumably.
Voice: But surely there's some sort of validity in identifying whatever negative state you might be
in.
S: Oh yes, surely, but so that you can eliminate it. But when people speak of exploring their
anger they suggest - or they imply - [543] that you keep it going so that you can continue to
experience it, as though you learn a lot from that, or that the more - the longer - you continue to
experience it, the better that is, in a way, because you know more about it.
Voice: But what about the idea that anger is another form of energy trying to...
S: Well that's fair enough, but you transform it. You put that energy into another form, i.e. metta.
I mean the only valid exploration of anger is the exploration that turns anger into friendliness.
Ratnapani: To wallow is to have a method without a goal really, isn't it? When you've got a goal
then you've got some point in doing something with anger.
S: Yes.
Voice: I think the other thing is like, anger, say, is a sort of definite emotion. Most of the time so
many people don't feel anything one way or the other, they live in a sort of twilight world.
S: Well it's certainly probably better to experience anger than not to experience anything at all,
but it's much better to experience a positive emotion than to experience a negative one.
Devamitra: Actually, it's almost as if in some areas that really strong, powerful, negative
emotions have almost been idealized.
S: Yes, I think that is correct - which mean positive emotions, powerful positive emotions, are no
longer idealized.
Devamitra: Yes, or emphasized.
S: Or emphasized, yes, or even mentioned.
Devamitra: I think that it's not just applicable on a sort of level of growth groups, and that sort of
thing, but especially on a political level, where you've got revolutionary movements [544] and
sort of Marxist influence, you know, the bloody revolution...
S: Which is almost idealized hatred.
Devamitra: Yes, especially hatred of the bourgeoisie.

S: Well you could even say that quite a lot of the so-called liberal and progressive groups and
movements seem to be powered mainly by envy, hatred, resentment, antagonism of various kinds
- even a lot of the underground movements - against the existing order and the people who
represent it. The negative side seems very much stronger than the positive side. It's easy enough
to ridicule Mary Whitehouse, but who do you put in her place? What's your positive ideal?
Taking it that she does represent something quite negative and undesirable, all right, where's your
positive ideal? Well, they probably won't be able to produce any even historical character that
they can look up to in that sort of way, let alone a living person. Well, if Mary Whitehouse isn't
your ideal, who is? But the ideal, in that positive sense, is never drawn attention to. Not that we
stand for this kind of person, this kind of ideal, no, it's only "down with Mary Whitehouse," or
"down with Mrs Thatcher", or "down with Lord Longford", or "down with the politicians,
politicians are corrupt," et cetera, et cetera. But there's no positive statement of the ideal, or no
statement of the positive ideal. Yes, this seems to pervade life at many different levels in this
country. I don't want to generalize more than that.
Ratnapani: Certainly I've encountered it as the norm. One must see that you get angry about these
sort of things, they're so terrible you must get angry about them. And that is the norm. Well I
thought that's what having a conscience was all about, was getting angry about Vietnam.
S: Right, and the idea of the "demonstration", which suggests using an expression of anger, even
a non-violent demonstration, peaceful demonstration, becomes an absolute euphemism. You
have a peaceful demonstration and break all the windows. You can have a really peaceful
demonstration and people would probably laugh at you. That is the sort of view of those who
usually organize demonstrations, that you are something of a nut. But why do you think this is?
At least as regards [545] this country. Why has the negative emotion been glorified in this sort of
way, idealized in this sort of way?
Ratnapani: Perhaps the would-be positive, i.e. the religious as we've got it, has been so obviously
hollow, there is nothing to be positive about, there is no ideal to look to, all we've got is gentle
Jesus meek and mild.
S: The pseudo-cheerfulness of the local curate.
Voice: There is no example of positive emotions, or anything to compare with anger.
Voice: Hatred.
Chintamani: You don't even get rid of anger nowadays, you get herd anger. There are very few
people who can stand up and be angry on their own, and that's something then that starts
becoming something else. I mean, take any one of those people on their own, and they've got ...
strength ... weakness.
S: So it seems to be more and more that positive emotion is at least half the spiritual life. Well
we might even say, stressing a point, the whole of it, paraphrasing the Buddha's remark to
Ananda about spiritual fellowship, when Ananda said, "I think Lord, that spiritual fellowship is

one half of the holy life" - brahmacariya, the spiritual life - and the Buddha said, "Don't say so
Ananda, it's not half of it, it's the whole of it." [Samyutta Nikaya v.2, tr.] No doubt a bit of
exaggeration, even on the Buddha's part, but with a tremendous amount of truth behind that. So
in the same way, or in the same spirit, you could say that positive emotion is not half but the
whole of the spiritual life. Even if you are really into metta, mudita, or metta, karuna, mudita,
upekkha, to say nothing of saddha, well you're made, you're away.
Ratnapani: In a way the two are synonymous aren't they, from a point of view of practice?
Positive emotion is the abstract and the sangha should be the reality of it.[546]
S: The embodiment of it, the social form. And of course, if you are enjoying a positive emotional
state, if you are quite literally radiating metta, karuna, mudita, upekkha, then you're meditating
too, you don't need to sit and meditate. I mean why do you sit? Just in order to sweat and strain
and struggle and produce a few sparks of positivity? Where you're happy and kind, et cetera,
you'll be concentrated too and all your energies will be flowing in the right direction. So it seems
to me, especially over the last few years, and dealing with people, that to be emotionally positive
is of absolutely outstanding importance. It seems that our main work, as it were, is to help
ourselves to be emotionally more positive, and thereby, and there through, other people. You
can't really help other people to be emotionally positive unless you're emotionally positive
yourself. Giving them lectures on it - giving them lectures about it - just isn't very helpful if
there's no emotional positivity in you. It'll be a case of, as somebody [Emerson, tr.] said, "your
actions speak so loudly I cannot hear what you are saying."
We have got off the track a little bit, but it is highly relevant all the same. But to generalize a bit,
I do certainly see, I do certainly find, that within the Movement, within the Friends, especially
within the Order, people do seem, on the whole, much more emotionally positive than they seem
to be outside, at least so far as one encounters people outside. Does anyone else feel the same
way, or does anyone differ?
Devamitra: I think people coming into contact with us, say in Norwich and Norfolk, have
commented on that actually, that they feel the friendliness and the warmth and a generally
emotionally positive attitude.
S: For instance, if you read book reviews, what are the terms of praise for a book, a new book?
Hard-hitting yet controversial, pungent, exciting, stimulating, and more recently bawdy, that's
become a term of praise. Lewd, that's another term of praise. Not moving, or inspiring, or
exulting - nothing like that. Not idealistic. That's never mentioned. And epithets and phrases
suggesting that someone has told everything, that you're now going to be let into all the secrets
only a few people have known about, especially the dirty little backstairs secrets, the little dirty
bits about this woman or that man, and so on and so forth. These are the [547] sorts of epithets
with which books are praised and sold.
Voice: On the outside, where you sometimes get the feeling that energy and some kind of
positivity, but it's often based on the wrong motives.

S: Yes, well, sometimes it's greed, sometimes it's neurotic drive, sometimes it's irritation and
anger firing something. Or just, at best, healthy, natural vitality, which is a good thing but often a
bit crude and coarse. So a positive, refined emotionality is very difficult to come across. And
we've not even spoken of the more purely spiritual, the transcendental; that's not even been
mentioned yet, that's a long way ahead. Just to be emotionally positive is such a great thing. That
should just be a natural human accomplishment, a natural human achievement.
Voice: That's why the effect of the whole of the Friends, the whole of the Order, is so important.
S: Yes, right. If you've just got one little Order member rather unwillingly carrying out their
duties and reluctantly attending council meetings, and they're dragging their feet on the way to
classes, that's not going to help anybody very much. The best kind of Order member is the happy
Order member. Well don't you agree?
Ratnapani: Oh yes!
S: Of course, it may sometimes be that you have to push yourself a bit and you may not exactly
be radiating loving kindness, but I think that one has to keep the overall ideal very firmly in view.
Ratnapani: I have had this as a dichotomy of my own, how much to balance need and happiness,
seeing the two to be incompatible.
S: And after all it must be real happiness, genuine emotional positivity, not the satisfaction that
comes when your appetites are satisfied, not to say glutted. (pause) [548] From one's experience
and observation, what are the things, do you think, that help people to become more emotionally
positive?
Devamitra: Mixing with people who are emotionally positive.
S: Yes, in other words spiritual fellowship again.
Voice: Friends. Positive friends.
S: Yes.
Voice: I think it's also having some higher ideal towards which you are working. That's why
people are so miserable.
S: Otherwise you've no reason to be spiritually positive, or emotionally positive.
Devamitra: I find that when you have a really good communication with, say, another Order
member, you can identify the ideal in them, and in you. It's a really uplifting experience. You
really feel that there is a brotherhood and you feel that you've got a Dharma brother, and that's a
fantastic experience.

S: Yes. So the sutta is saying, in a way, that life presents us - that is to say that life with all its
tragedy et cetera presents us - with a series of opportunities for being positive, as well as with a
series of opportunities for being negative, if we want to be negative. It's up to us. The choice is in
our own hands - to wither, to shrivel, or to grow and flourish; to rot or to blossom; it's up to us.
Ratnapani: And you've got to do one or the other.
S: Yes! To stagnate or to stride forward, to crawl or to fly. All right, shall we leave that sutta
then? Just look through it and see if there's any particular points you want to ask about.
I'm beginning to feel optimistic and think that we might finish this whole chapter on this retreat,
so let's go straight on to sutta 9. I suggest we do what we've just done with this sutta: we get
someone to read it straight through and see what general impression we get from it, rather than
discuss it line by line.[549]
(9) Vasettha
Thus have I heard: Once, when the Master dwelt near Icchanankala, in the woodland glade, there
lived in Icchanankala many well-known and wealthy brahmans, for instance brahman Cankin,
brahman Tarukkha, brahman Pokkharasatin, brahman Janussonin and brahman Todeyya; and
there were many others besides.
Now while the young brahmans, Vasettha and Bharadvaja were walking up and down and
stretching their legs, this chance talk arose: "How does one become a brahman?" And Bharadvaja
spoke thus: "When sir, one is well-born on both sides, pure in descent for seven generations both
of mother and father, unchallenged and without reproach in point of birth, then is one a
brahman." And Vasettha said: "When one is virtuous and of good conduct, then one is brahman."
But Bharadvaja was not able to convince Vasettha, nor Vasettha Bharadvaja.
Then Vasettha said to Bharadvaja: "This recluse, Gotama the Sakyan, gone forth from the
Sakyas, Bharadvaja, lives near Icchanankala in the woodland glade, and of that same Master
Gotama this good report is noised abroad... He is the Wake, the Master! Let us go, Master
Bharadvaja, to the recluse Gotama, and having approached, we will ask him of this matter; and as
Master Gotama explains to us, that we will accept."
"Very well, sir," assented Bharadvaja.
And the two brahmans went off to the Master and on arriving greeted him with the usual
complimentary talk and sat down at one side. So seated, brahman Vasettha addressed the Master
in these verses:
(594) Vasettha: "We both profess to be Three-Veda versed:
Of Pokkharasatin a pupil I,
Of Tarukkha's this youth. Whole-hearted we
(595) In all that's taught thereof: in scansion apt,

In grammar trained, as masters we recite!
(596) Yet 'twixt us, Gotama, contention lies
On point of birth. Bharadvaja says thus:
"By birth is man a brahman" - but I say:
"By deeds!" Conceive the matter so, O seer.
Since neither's able t'other to convince,
We come to ask the Master, famed awake.
(598) Lo! as the people with clasped hands salute
The moon from dark retirement newly ris'n,
So in the world folk honour Gotama;
(599) And Gotama, the risen world-seer, this
We ask: "Is man by birth a brahmana
Or thus becomes by deeds?" Tell us this thing
Who know not, that a brahman we may know!"[550]
(600) The Master: "Vasettha," he replied, "I will expound
To you in gradual and very truth
Division in the kinds of living things;
For kinds divide. Behold the grass and trees!
They reason not, yet they possess the mark
After their kind: for kinds indeed divide.
(602) Consider then the beetles, moths, and ants:
They after their kind too possess the mark ...
(603) And so four-footed creatures, great and small ...
(604) The reptiles, snakes, the long-backed animals ...
(605) Fish and pond-feeders, water-denizens ...
(606) Birds and the winged creatures, fowls o' the air,
They after their kind all possess the mark;
(607) For kinds divide. Each after his kind bears
His mark: in man there is not manifold.
(608) Not in the hair or head or ears or eyes,
Not in the mouth or nose or lips or brows,
(609) Not in the throat, hips, belly or the back,
Not in the rump, sex-organs or the breast,
(610) Not in the hands or feet, fingers or nails,
Not in the legs or thighs, colour or voice,
Is mark that forms his kind as in all else.
(611) Nothing unique is in men's bodies found:
The difference in men is nominal.
(612) The man forsooth who earns his livelihood
Minding cows and fields, know, Vasettha,
He is a farmer, not a brahmama!
(613) Who works at diverse crafts, know him to be
An artisan and not a brahmana!
(614) Who plies a trade for livelihood, know him

To be a trader, not a brahmana!
(615) Who toils in sacrifice for another man,
Know as a servant, not a brahmana!
(616) Who lives by taking things not giv'n, know him
To be a thief and not a brahmana!
(617) Who lives indeed by archery, know him
To be a soldier, not a brahmana!
(618) Who lives by priestly craft, know him to be
A celebrant and not a brahmana!
(619) And he who owns the village, country-side,
Know him as rajah and not brahmana
(620) I call none "brahman" from mere parentage.
Tho' he be "Sir"-ed and wealthy too: the man
Of naught, who grasps not, brahman him I call!
(621) Who cuts all fetters, thirsting not, fears not,
Fetter-free, bondless, brahman him I call.
(622) Who cuts thong, halter, strap, and cord, throws off
The bar, has woken, brahman him I call.[551]
(623) Who, blameless, bears blows, bonds, abuse, well armed
With strength of patience, brahman him I call.
(624) Him wrathless, spotless, moral, free of pride,
Last body bearing, tamed, I brahman call.
(625) As water on a leaf, as seed on awl,
Who to lusts clings not, brahman him I call.
(626) Who knows here now that ill for self is quenched,
Burden-dropped, bondless, brahman him I call.
(627) Him of deep wisdom, sage, skilled in all ways,
Won to the goal supreme, I brahman call.
(628) Who not with homeless nor householder sorts,
Frugal, resort-less, brahman him I call.
(629) Who rod lays by 'gainst weak and strong, slays not,
To slay incites none, brahman him I call.
(630) Him cool mid violence, mid foes no foe,
Mid grasping, grasping not, I brahman call.
(631) From whom hate, passion, pride, and guile have fall'n
As seed from needle, brahman him I call.
(632) Who teaches gently, utters words of truth,
And none offendeth, brahman him I call.
(633) Who here takes naught, long, short, small, large, good, bad,
Nothing not given, brahman him I call.
(634) In whom no hopes are found for here or yon
Fetter-free, hope-free, brahman him I call.
(635) In whom no grooves are found, gone doubt, who knows,
Won to depths deathless, brahman him I call.
(636) Who here hath passed bond of both good and ill.

Griefless, cleansed, dustless, brahman him I call.
(637) Him spotless, cleansed, unclouded, clear as moon,
With 'life' and pleasure quenched, I brahman call.
(638) Who hath this bog, false, painful round, passed o'er,
Crossed and yon-fired, a muser, doubt gone, still,
Cool in detachment, brahman him I call.
(639) Who pleasures here forsakes and homeless fares,
Lust and 'life' ended, brahman him I call.
(640) Who craving here forsakes and homeless fares,
Craving, 'life' ended, brahman him I call.
(641) Him rid of human yoke, passed deva-yoke,
Fetterless, free of yokes, I brahman call.
(642) Him rid of likes and dislikes, cool, detached,
Vigorous, world-conqueror, I brahman call.
(643) Who knows in whole man's rise and fall, uncaught,
Awake, well-faring, brahman him I call.
(644) Whose lot men, devas, gandharvas know not,
Cankerless, worthy, brahman him I call.
(645) Him for whom present, future, past, holds naught,
Who grasps not, man-of-naught, I brahman call.
(646) The bull, elect, the hero, victor, sage,
Awake, still, washen, brahman him I call.[552]
(647) Who knows his former life, sees heav'n and hell,
Won to birth's ending, brahman him I call.
(648) What the world holds as 'name' and 'lineage'
Is indeed nominal, terms risen here
And there by popular opinion.
(649) Adhered to long, views of the ignorant!
The ignorant declare: 'A brahman is
(650) By birth. None is by birth a brahman: none
By birth no brahmana: by deeds is one
A brahmana, by deeds no brahmana!
(651) By deeds one is a farmer and by deeds
An artisan, by deeds a trader too;
(652) By deeds one is a servant and a thief,
By deeds a soldier and a celebrant,
And even so a rajah is by deeds.
(653) 'Tis thus in truth the wise perceive the deed,
Seers of the origin by way of cause,
Men expert in results of deeds. The world
(654) Revolves by deeds, mankind revolves by deeds:
As pin holds fast the rolling-chariot's wheel,
So beings are in bondage held by deeds.
(655) A brahman one becomes by godly life,
By temperance, austerity, restraint:

This is indeed supreme for brahmanhood.
(656) Who by three Vedas is accomplished,
With no more coming here, and man-of-calm,
Know thou, Vasettha, even thus of him:
He is of knowers Sakka and Brahma!"
And when he had thus spoken, the brahmans, Vasettha and Bharadvaja, addressed the Master
saying, "It's amazing, Master Gotama! ... We both go to Master Gotama as our refuge ... May
Master Gotama accept us as lay-disciples from this day forth to life's end, as refuge-gone."[553]
S: This is one of the best known sections of the Sutta Nipata, especially the Buddha's description
of the Brahmana, that is, the ideal Brahmana. One of the best known sections in fact, of the Pali
canon, the Pali Buddhist texts, and frequently quoted. Much of it also occurs in the
Brahmanavagga of the Dhammapada - the very same verses, a whole block of them.
So what is the subject matter of this sutta? You see that the context once again is Brahminical. So
what is the Buddha saying? What are the important points that he makes in this sutta?
Voice: That man is what he does.
S: Man is what he does. So how does the whole inquiry arise?
Voice: It's a dispute.
S: As a dispute, yes. What is the nature of the dispute?
Voice: One person thinks that you are a Brahman purely by birth, and the other thinks that it's a
thing of your conduct.
S: So why should this dispute have arisen? Think why, what, is this difference of opinion
amongst Brahmans, as to what a Brahman was. Why should one Brahman have thought it was by
birth and the other that one was a Brahman by deeds, by conduct and character? How could that
difference possibly have arisen?
Ratnapani: Sounds like there was an orthodox and a heterodox view?
S: I'm thinking not quite along those lines.
Voice: Is it sort of lack of experience of what a Brahman is?
S: Ah! Yes. But how does that come about? Does it not suggest that once upon a time there were
real Brahmans who were, that is to say, Brahmans by character and conduct? It does suggest that
doesn't it? That once upon a time there were such Brahmans, perhaps even such Brahmans as the
Buddha describes. But what must have happened?[554]

Devamitra: The ideal became ethnicized.
S: But how did it become ethnicized?
Devamitra: Standards became lowered.
S: How did standards become lowered?
Devamitra: Change?
S: How did they change?
Voice: There ceased to be any real brahmins.
S: How did they cease to be, and how did these brahmins by birth come into existence?
Chintamani: Gravitational pull.
S: Too glib.
Chintamani: All right, they settled down, they got married.
S: Ah!
Devamitra: They had children.
S: Ah. Yes there were real brahmins, but the real brahmins happened to have sons who were not
real brahmins. But they thought, well, my father is a brahmin therefore I must be a brahmin. But
were they correct in assuming that?
Voice: No.
S: No. Where did their mistake lie? What mistake were they making?
Devamitra: That one can inherit good deeds.
S: That one can inherit good deeds, that one can inherit the ideal, that one can inherit the ideal.
This was their mistake. Which means that what is inherited is not the ideal, if the ideal [555]
cannot be inherited. They thought that they could be brahmins simply by being the sons of
brahmins, but that isn't enough.
Voice: But would the brahmins who were brahmins, would they have married anyway?
S: Many of them would have been, very likely, not those who were brahmins if they were as such
in the very fullest sense of the term, but there could have been - there very likely were - men of

considerable, at least, moral attainments, perhaps even spiritual attainments, who were married
men and who had sons. And the sons considered themselves - well they were - sons of brahmins.
But they weren't their sons as brahmins - it was not of their brahminhood that they were sons.
They were sons of their flesh, as it were. They inherited their genes from them as well as from
their mothers. They did not inherit their knowledge, did not inherit their Enlightenment, if they
were Enlightened. So this was the mistake, that is the mistake: that spirituality can be
transmitted, as it were, biologically. This is the mistake. Not only that but that the brahmins hold
a race apart - Do you get the idea? - a sort of higher race, a superior race, just by virtue of their
birth. That the brahmins were hereditary holy men - they were holy men simply by virtue of their
being the sons of holy men, or the grandsons or even the remote descendants of holy men - that
made them holy too. You get traces of this in India nowadays, not only among the brahmins but
among spiritual circles, or pseudo-spiritual circles: the guru's son tends to succeed his father as
the guru. That's what happened in the case of Guru Maharaji. Well, the son of a brahmin may be
a brahmin, yes? It doesn't mean that it's impossible for the son of a brahmin to be a brahmin, but
he becomes a brahmin by his own efforts. Maybe the fact that he has a brahmin for his father is
helpful to him: his father then can be his guru. But merely by being the son of a brahmin, you
yourself are not a brahmin, so brahminhood is not transmissible by heredity. There's no such
thing as a born brahmin therefore. Brahminhood is not by birth, it's by deeds. So therefore the
Buddha's method, the Buddha's line of attack, is to dispute the fact that brahmins form a separate
species of humanity, a separate, higher race, and that brahminhood in the spiritual sense, or at
least ethical sense, was transmitted among them by means of [556] heredity. So what does the
Buddha say? The Buddha starts from the beginning. He says that things are divided by jati. Jati in
Pali or Sanskrit means both birth and caste and species, jati is species. So the Buddha says there
is a difference in species of living things; species do exist, they are separate. There are different
species of grass, there are different species of trees, there are different species of beetles, moths,
ants, reptiles, snakes, and so on. He mentions all sorts of animals, "all kinds divide, but in man
there is no species." In the human race there are no species, either higher or lower. There is only
one human species, or as we might say, one human race. "Not in the hair or head or ears or eyes,
not in the mouth" et cetera, et cetera, "Nothing unique is in men's bodies found." Well this is
completely in scientific [terms], if you want to bring in science here at all to support the Buddha's
point of view. What makes a species? The members of that species are all capable of
interbreeding and reproducing their own kind, in other words reproducing more members of that
species. I mean a dog and a cat can't [inter]breed, so they're different species. There is only one
species of dog, strictly speaking, so they can all interbreed. [Strictly speaking, for species read
genus, tr.] You can't cross, say, a cow with a horse, so they're different species. But what about
human beings? Can they all interbreed? Yes. Therefore they are all one species. This is what the
Buddha is saying. So there's no separate species of brahmin, as a separate species which is higher
than other species, because it transmits hereditarily all these higher spiritual qualities. You may
be born of a brahmin father, but you have to become a brahmin by your own efforts, you can't
inherit brahminhood from your father. So the Buddha is striking right at the root of the brahmin's
claim to social and spiritual superiority. He says that there is such a thing as brahminhood and he
goes on later to give a very exalted description of that. But it cannot be inherited, it must be
achieved by each individual for himself.
Voice: It's quite relevant that the answer he's giving is just a scientific answer, obvious

commonsensical answer, rather than some great religious thing.
S: Not that we're all one or anything like that.
Chintamani: He's saying that to the extent you are an animal, [557] like all other animals, a
human animal, the only function of your existence as an animal is to reproduce, and there's
nothing spiritual about that.
S: Yes, and then he goes on to attack the brahmins by implications. He says:
"The difference in men is nominal.
The man forsooth who earns his livelihood
By minding cows and fields, know, Vasettha,
He is a farmer, not a brahmana!"
Why do you think he says that? Because lots of these so-called brahmins were earning their
living. They weren't living a spiritual life, they were earning a living minding cows in a field, so
they were farmers not brahmins. In the same way, some of them in those days were working as
artisans. They're not brahmins, they are artisans. Some of them are stealing, but it's no use saying,
"Why, I'm a brahmin because my father's a brahmin" - you're just a thief. In the same way, and
here he really hits hard, you may be performing various sacrifices, but that doesn't make you a
brahmin; you're just a celebrant, just a priest, not a brahmin. So in this way he goes on. Then he
says, what I call a brahmin... Then he sets forth his own spiritual ideal, using this term brahmin in
the strongest possible terms, most of which of course we've already encountered.
Voice: What is brahmana?
S: What we call in English brahmin, the anglicized form of brahmana.
Voice: How do you say brahmin in the plural.
S: Brahmins. In English we say brahmin is singular and brahmins plural.
Voice: What does, "In man there is not manifold" mean?
S: There is only one species, not a number of species. The races of mankind are not true species,
because the races can interbreed, they can reproduce. So the Buddha is saying there is no higher
race of brahmins who inherit these spiritual qualities. So that the son of a brahmin - that is to say
brahmin in the [558] spiritual sense - is automatically a brahmin in the spiritual sense himself,
no. All human beings are of one and the same race, and any difference among men is nominal, it
depends on the sort [of thing] that they do. The man who ploughs is a farmer, the man who steals
is a thief, the man who fights is a soldier, and the man who leads a spiritual life is a brahmin.
Chintamani: This superiority depends on individual attainment, not on racial...

S: Not on your occupation, not on your birth. Spirituality cannot be inherited. This has got all
sorts of implications. There is this fable of the modern Italian who boasted that the Italians were
superior to all other nationalities because their ancestors, the Romans, had conquered the world.
So a wise man who heard this said that the modern Italians were descended from the ancient
Romans only in the sense that the maggots that infest the dead body of a horse can be said to be
descended from a horse. But you get people priding themselves personally on the noble qualities
of their ancestors, not even their own direct ancestors, but the ancient heroes of their own
country, as though they possess themselves those heroes' qualities. So from the standpoint of the
higher evolution this is very important because it means there's a break between the lower
evolution and the higher evolution. Biologically, certain characteristics can be transmitted. You
can inherit brown eyes or straight hair, but you can't inherit spirituality. So this means that each
individual, on the basis of his own inherited equipment, has to achieve the spiritual life for
himself. It is essentially an individual affair, not an affair of the group, not an affair of the race.
So you see the importance of this principle. Otherwise if you accept the brahmin's claim that a
brahmin is by birth, not by action, then you accept, as it were, a complete continuity of the lower
evolution and the higher evolution. In fact you reduce the higher evolution to the lower
evolution, so that there is no higher evolution. Do you see this point? So it's a very fundamental,
a very basic, point.
Devamitra: We've sort of discussed this in the past with relation to Order members'
children.[559]
S: Yes, right. They might have a better opportunity but they can't be a born Order member. You
can't just be a born Buddhist, this is why I used to get so displeased in the East when some
Sinhalese Buddhist or Burmese Buddhist would come to me and say, "I'm a born Buddhist," and
he might not know anything about Buddhism at all, might not be following it, might not be
practising it, but he'd be priding himself that he was a born Buddhist, whereas YOU hadn't been
born a Buddhist, you'd merely adopted it later on. So he often seemed to think he was superior
being a born Buddhist even though he wasn't practising it, which is a complete negation of
Buddhism. I used to say, "You can no more be a born Buddhist than you can be a born brahmin."
So no one is born a Buddhist. All these millions of people who are born in Buddhist countries,
when they're born, they're not Buddhist. They're born, well just born, just human beings, they're
human animals. Later on they come under the influence of Buddhism, because after all their
culture - the culture of the society into which they've been born, the culture of their parents
perhaps - is a Buddhist culture. So they have access to Buddhism, they're very fortunate in that
respect. So they have the opportunity of practising if they wish. But only when they practise it,
only when they go for refuge, observe the precepts, meditate, only then do they become
Buddhists. They're not born Buddhists. If you think and speak in terms of being a born Buddhist,
you've ethnicized the Dharma, which means betraying the Dharma. Vajrabodhi, in a letter to me,
made a very good point once. He said that he thought there should be no sexual relations between
Order members, and no children born to Order members, because, he said, in that way we just
become an ethnic group, a hereditary sect. And in that way, he said, the Dharma would be
betrayed, and there's a great deal of truth in that. In other words the Sangha, the spiritual
community, has to be recruited afresh in each generation. Therefore a non-marrying,

non-reproducing spiritual community is the only real, as it were, guaranteed spiritual community
that there can be. If you're all married, and the next generation of the spiritual community
consists of the sons and daughters of the old generation, well there's bound to be decline, because
they're in it, allegedly, just because you were in it. They haven't necessarily made their own
individual spiritual commitment. My father was a Buddhist, my mother was a Buddhist, my
father was an Order member, my [560] mother was an Order member: I suppose I am.
Chintamani: That shows really a basic dependence, that you're carrying out your father's
instructions.
S: You can't even break away from it.
Chintamani: Right.
Voice: Do you think then that the decision is really important, the important thing?
S: It's not to say that it's impossible for someone who is born of Buddhist parents to become a
Buddhist. Yes, it is certainly possible, but if they automatically assume that they're going to be
one, and the next generation of the Order consists almost entirely of the sons and daughters of
this generation of the Order, then you're doomed. It'll only last two or three generations at the
most and then die out.
Voice: Logically however, the children ought to be better material because they're brought up in a
better environment.
S: Yes, they might be marginally, but only very marginally. And then they'd still have to be
brought up as individuals and make an individual spiritual commitment, without any pressure
being brought upon them, without just wanting to conform or to do things simply because mother
and father are doing them. And that is not easy.
Voice: Sounds in a way that it would be more difficult for the children of Order members to
make that.
S: Almost, yes. So that's why I say it's as though in each generation, the Order has to be recruited
afresh. We always have to be open to people coming in from outside, not become what
Vajrabodhi termed an incestuous, inbreeding group.
Chintamani: Presumably that is how traditions become ossified: because the people concerned
are not acting from their own initiative, they're merely carrying out their father's
instructions.[561]
Ratnapani: Do Tibetans tend to do this?
S: Only among the Nyingmapas, where you do have married lamas, married gurus. It does
sometimes happen. I've seen virtually, myself, the son of a guru consecrated as a guru at a very

early age. You've got it, of course, most of all in Nepal, don't you, among the Newars. Buddhism
was introduced into Nepal, according to legend, at the time of King Ashoka. And Nepal - which
in this context means the Kathmandu valley, not the present-day Nepal which is much bigger, but
Nepal in the sense of the Kathmandu valley - was staunchly Buddhist for many, many centuries.
And many of the inhabitants of the Kathmandu valley are Buddhists still, many of them Newars.
Well, what happened was this: first of all it was the Theravada, then it was the Mahayana, then
the Vajrayana was introduced, and then the sexual symbolism of the Vajrayana: they started
taking that rather literally. You got married gurus, well married monks even, which is a
contradiction in terms. So you had these wonderful temples and viharas with the monks living in
them, and the monks gradually brought their wives to live there and the viharas became their
homes. And this is the situation that you find today. And the result is that Buddhism virtually
disappeared and became very much mingled with Hinduism, and there was no separate spiritual
community. The spiritual community was submerged in the lay community, and the lay
community - in the absence of a spiritual community - became less and less a Buddhist lay
community, became more and more secular, or more and more Hinduized. This is what happens.
Voice: I've often wondered about Nepal. I've been to Kathmandu. There's a lot of sexual imagery,
carvings.
S: Yes, there's a lot of that indeed. They seem to go in for it rather strongly. Even almost in an
unnecessary way. All around some of the temples and palaces, the eves, there are great
supporting beams, and if you look closely you'll find they are all monkey gods with enormous
penises, which are holding up the eves of the building. And you have these all the way around,
which seems rather unnecessary even if you do go in for sexual symbolism. (laughter)
Ratnapani: Unfortunately, too, I think that a lot of the Eastern travellers' - the hippie travellers' contact with the [562] sexual symbolism is that in Kathmandu, a favourite spot.
S: Yes, right.
Chintamani: I remember reading a description of that, a travel description, written by an
American describing how a Nepali monk, showing an American woman tourist round one of
these temples. He was describing all the various combinations and permutations and he said,
Nepali monk with an American tourist...
S: There's also a sort of misunderstanding, not to say micchaditthi, a bit more even subtle than
that holiness can be inherited, which is that it can be transmitted like culture. It can be taught,
like you teach a subject. Do you see what I mean? In other words there can't really be a tradition
of spirituality. It's uniquely from one individual to another. There's nothing tangible that can be
handed over or passed on. Do you see what I mean? This is why the Buddha is supposed to have
said in the Mahayana sutras he has nothing to teach, nothing to transmit. Sometimes if you read
books about Zen you get the impression of the patriarchs handing on something from generation
to generation, transmitting it quite literally, and the Zen people often seem to think like that. But
this is quite mistaken. There's not a great lump of spirituality, as it were, which is handed down
from generation to generation, from teacher to disciple. Spirituality is untransmissable. So what

happens? It's as if one individual sparks off another, but nothing is handed over.
Voice: Is it like it has to be recreated each time?
S: Recreated each time, you could say, yes.
Ratnapani: What is initiation then?
S: Sparking off.
Ratnapani: Turning on?
S: Turning on.
Voice: ...something that was already there, or that (unclear).[563]
S: That again sounds a little glib I'm afraid. (laughter) But you know what I mean, yes?
Devamitra: It's just surely communication.
S: It's communication, and communication is not transmission, in the sense of some item of
information being passed from one person to another. So when the Dharma is transmitted,
nothing is transmitted; if something is transmitted, no transmission of the Dharma has taken
place. That is Zen, or should be.
Voice: Can you repeat that again?
S: Sorry, no. It's on tape anyway, you can listen in later if you like.
Ratnapani: You can bring that out over tea one day.
Devamitra: You know at Throssel Hole they speak of the people who become monks as having
been transmitted ... told me that before he became a monk, oh, he's been transmitted. I don't
know if they have any other significance, like going for refuge or anything like that. He didn't
mention that.
Chintamani: What? In a sense that maybe he transmitted some esoteric secret?
Devamitra: He didn't say exactly what it was, but you used to go in with... and she would
transmit you, and you'd come out transmitted.
S: Something would have been transmitted to you. They seem to take it rather literally, don't
they? If this report is correct.
Devamitra: I think he said that what happened was that she explained to whoever came in to be

transmitted what she had understood from her own teacher, which does sound as if it's something
which has been passed on in a traditional sense, rather than a communication.[564]
S: For communication you'd need a much more intensive situation, as it were, I mean maybe built
up over a period of years. So you see that in raising this whole question, or dealing with this
whole question, that the Buddha was attacking really fundamental issues. This sort of
significance is not usually brought out. I don't think it's ever brought out actually, but it's quite
clearly here.
Chintamani: You've talked about, in the past at initiations, that some of the initiates sometimes
actually see a thread of light passing from the guru to the heart. Can you explain that, in light of
what you've just said?
S: Well, I have also said that you experience it like that, but in a sense it doesn't happen like that.
But this is how you experience it, just as in meditation you experience a feeling of something
coming from out there into you, yes? So in the same way at the time of initiation you can
experience this: a light coming into you. So that is the way you experience it; it is not necessarily
what actually happens.
So spiritually speaking, in a way, every individual starts from scratch. You can't inherit anything.
Sometimes the comparison is given of one candle being lit from another candle. Can you say that
the flame is literally passed across? It's rather like that. This illustration is also used to make clear
the process of rebirth, the life force, as it were, to use that term, passing from the present body to
the future body, like the flame of the candle from one candle to another.
Chintamani: I was wondering how you would explain the progressive spiritual development of
the Bodhisattva up to the ... and the Buddha.
S: Well this is an illustration just to illustrate continuity, without anything actually - concretely,
literally - passing over.
Chintamani: But there was a definite progressive spirituality.
S: Well yes and no, in dependence upon a small flame a big flame arises, in dependence upon
that big flame a still bigger one, and so on. But nothing passing over, nothing travelling on
unchanged, that's the whole point.[565]
Ratnapani: But in fact when a flame lights something, it raises the temperature of that thing to it's
flashpoint. It doesn't actually set it alight, by way of giving something to it.
S: Or transmitting something to it, or handing over something.
Ratnapani: It raises the temperature of that thing which bursts into flame.
Voice: Ah. That's very interesting.

S: So actually, looking at it like that, I mean the analogy of the flame is really very apposite. In
other words you hold your flame close to somebody and he ignites. This is what teaching should
be. You hold your flame close to someone and he ignites, he's set on fire, he's sparked off. This is
what the Buddha did. So we tend to think so literally, not to say literalistically, [that] something
has been handed on, been handed down, transmitting the Dharma, even transmitting
Enlightenment. The Zen people talk like this, but what do they really mean? Do they know what
they mean? Some of them talk like this, at least.
Devamitra: It sounds like they have just missed the whole point.
S: Yes, indeed it does.
Ratnapani: So in fact a school or a lineage can only be seen in retrospect.
S: If you think of a school or a lineage on the analogy of a dynasty, as it were, father to son, then
you're quite mistaken. If you think of something being inherited spiritually, just like you inherit
genes, biologically, you're completely on the wrong track. (pause)
All right, just one more little point, right at the end. Do you notice any difference, something
we've not had before as far as I recollect, the very last sentence?
Ratnapani: Lay disciples.[566]
S: Lay disciples. We have not met upasakas before. People seem to have just gone forth, but they
don't, they remain at home apparently, though still going for refuge to the Buddha.
Ratnapani: They are pupils of people, so they're obviously practising anyway, aren't they?
S: Yes. If we take this particular chapter as very representative it's as though upasakas were a bit
of an afterthought. But perhaps that's putting it a bit strongly. But the general tendency, so far as
this chapter is concerned so far, has been for people to go for refuge and to go forth and receive
full acceptance, to join a spiritual community, to sever connection with worldly life and to join
the spiritual community as full-time members, rather than to remain at home going for refuge. In
most cases the going for refuge leads logically to the going forth and the full acceptance.
Aloka: Earlier on you equated the going forth and the full acceptance with the ordinations, now
the upasaka ordination. What are the equivalent of lay disciples?
S: Mitras. Mitras with wives and families and who are not thinking in terms of ordination. They
seem to be more like that, though no doubt one can have a married upasaka, that is in our sense,
who is totally committed within that particular framework. But it would seem to be rather
difficult, though still certainly not impossible. If one can, one goes forth. In other words one
becomes a full-timer.
Anyway, what sort of general impression do you get from this particular sutta? Anything

different from before? You've got that same great string of epithets for the Enlightened person,
and a few more even, for good measure. You get very much the impression of the Buddha, as it
were, erupting like a volcano. All these streams of red hot lava flowing out from the crater and
down the sides of the volcano and sweeping away all these little ethnic conventions.
Devamitra: It sort of comes down in one stream of earth doesn't it? No interruptions or
anything.[567]
S: Like a waterfall.
Devamitra: They don't even get a chance. Very emphatic too.
S: So it's very important because if you wanted to quote any sort of text from the Buddhist
scriptures against, say, racism, well here it is, chapter and verse.
Devamitra: And Fascism.
S: And Fascism, and hereditary priesthoods. I mean the Buddha does recognize the difference of
higher and lower among human beings, but it is by work, by action, not by birth. Such
differences cannot be inherited, these spiritual differences.
So what sort of general impression are you left with, with regard to the Buddhist teaching in this
sutta?
Voice: It's very clear, it's just very commonsensical.
S: Very commonsensical, very uncompromising too.
Ratnapani: I picked up on this, and the last one too. When he was talking about his doubts, you
know, forget your doubts, then he really let him have it and it sort of continued into this.
Ratnapani: The one before last, wasn't it?
S: Yes.
Ratnapani: It continued into this fantastic uncompromising vigour. It's like, either take it or you'll
go under sort of energy.
S: Take it or else.
Ratnapani: This chap before, who had his doubts. He didn't try to win him round, or seduce him
or get uptight about the doubts, he just told him to forget them.
S: Yes, right. All right, let's leave it there for today.[568]

Voice: Is Bharadvaja a common name?
S: Yes, it's a clan name. You'll notice we have had three Bharadvaja brahmins in this chapter.
Yes, it's a very common family name, tribal name, for brahmins. Gotama was another, Gotama
Brahmin, Bharadvaja Brahmin, they are all groups of them with common surnames, as it were.
Voice: Something I've noticed is how often you were just saying Gotama. The Master Gotama
turns up as a way of addressing the Buddha which I thought was a sort of disrespectful thing.
S: O Gotama. Usually disciples just address him as Bhagavan, and very often in suttas the change
of attitude is shown by the transition from O Gotama to Bhagavan. Brahmins tend to address the
Buddha as O Gotama, rather than Bhagavan. Here they are doing it even after going for refuge,
but usually that is not the case. Disciples always say Bhagavan. This perhaps indicates the
brahmin attitudes: they don't want to address any non-brahmin in that sort of way: Bhagavan.
Though normally of course disciples did, even when they were brahmins. [569] All right, let's
read the whole of Sutta 10 straight through and discuss it in more general terms.
10 The Kokalikan
Thus have I heard: Once, when the Master was dwelling near Savatthi, in Anathapindika's Park at
Jeta Grove, the Kokalikan monk approached him, and on arrival, sat down at one side. So seated,
Kokaliya said this to him: "Full of wicked desires, sir, are Sariputta and Moggallana, ruled by
wicked desires."
Then said the Master: "Say not so, Kokaliya, say not so! Put thy trust in Sariputta and
Moggallana; very friendly are Sariputta and Moggallana!"
A second time Kokaliya spoke to the Master, saying, "Although, sir, in the Master is my faith and
hope, yet full of wicked desires are Sariputta and Moggallana, ruled by wicked desires."
And a second time the Master spoke to Kokaliya and replied as before ...
And a third time Kokaliya spoke in like manner ... and a third time the Master replied as before ...
Then Kokaliya arose from his seat, saluted the Master and departed, passing him by on the right.
Now not long after departing, Kokaliya's whole body was covered with boils the size of mustard
seeds. And these grew to the size of a bean, then of a pea, then of a jujube-stone, then of a
jujube-fruit, then of a myrobalan, then a vilva fruit, and then of a quince; whereupon they burst
and discharged pus and blood. And the monk Kokaliya died of that disease, and being dead,
arose in the Lotus hell, because he bore illwill towards Sariputta and Moggallana.
At the waning of the night, Brahma Sahampati of surpassing beauty, lighting up the whole of Jeta
Grove, approached the Master, and on arrival, saluted him and stood at one side. Thus standing,
he addressed the Master, saying, "Sir, the monk Kokaliya is dead, and in death he has arisen in

the Lotus hell, because of his illwill towards Sariputta and Moggallana." Thus spake Brahma
Sahampati, and having spoken, he saluted the Master, and passing him by on the right, he
disappeared thence.
Now at the end of that night, the Master summoned the monks, saying: "Monks, this night
Brahma Sahampati of surpassed beauty ... told me of Kokaliya's death ... and then disappeared."
And when he had spoken a certain monk said to the Master: "Sir, how long is the term of life in
the Lotus hell?"
"Long monk is the term of life in the Lotus hell. It is not easy to reckon it by so many years, so
many thousands of years, and by so many hundreds of thousands of years."
"Is it possible to give a simile, sir?"
"It is possible, monk" he replied. "Suppose there were twenty Kosalan cartloads of sesamum seed
and at the end of every hundred years a man were to take out a seed, just one; well sooner, monk,
would those Kosalan cartloads of sesamum seed be [570] used up and exhausted in that way and that's not one Abbuda hell! Monk, as twenty Abbuda hells are one Nirabbuda hell, as twenty
Nirabbuda hells one Ababa hell, as twenty Ababa hells one Ahaha hell, as twenty Ahaha hells
one Atata hell, as twenty Atata hells one Kumuda hell, as twenty Kumuda hells one Sogandhia
hell, as twenty Sogandhika hells one Uppalaka hell, as twenty Uppalaka hells one Pundarika hell,
and twenty Pundarika hells are one Lotus hell. Verily, monk, the monk Kokaliya arose in the
Lotus hell because of the illwill he bore towards Sariputta and Moggallana."
Thus spake the Master, and when he had thus spoken the Well-farer spoke again as teacher:
(657) The Master: "In sooth to every person born
An axe is born within his mouth,
Wherewith the fool doth cut himself
Whenas he speaketh evilly.
(658) And they who praise the blameworthy,
And they who blame the praiseworthy,
Cull with the mouth the seeds of woe
Nor from the seeds raise happiness.
(659) Who with the dice-seeds loseth wealth,
Little his woe: greater for him
The seeds of woe, alike for wealth,
Alike, for self, should he beget
Illwill in heart for well-farers.
(660) For a hundred thousand periods,
Thrice twelve, and five, he goes to hell,

Whoso with ill-intent in word
And thought reviles the Ariyans.
(661) The liar and who does and says,
"I did not do it!" go to hell;
Degraded both by deeds, in death
Hereafter, they become alike.
(662) "Who wrongs the man who doth no wrong,
Him cleansed, full-grown, the fleckless man,
That evil turneth on the fool
Even as line dust windward thrown.
(663) Whoso is prone to covering
Will speak of others in dispraise Mean miscreant, ill-mannered man,
Jealous and set on slandering.
(664) O, foul-mouthed, false, ignoble man,
Truth's murderer, ill-doer, vile;
Thou ill-born, least of men, woe's seed,
Speak here not much! Hell's man art thou!
(663) Thou spreadest dust unto thy loss,
Transgressor, who the good revil'st,
Thou who hast fared most evilly,
For long hast gone to steepy pit.[571]
(666) For perishes the deed of none,
Nay! it becomes his taskmaster;
Both dullard and transgressor see
Themselves hereafter writhe in pain.
(667) They go where strike the iron rods.
Where bites the edge of iron stake,
Ay, where the very food they eat
Is like to red-hot iron balls!
(668) And softly speak no speakers there
Nor haste to come and succour them.
They reach the fiery flaming plain;
They lie on burning ember-mats.
(669) With nets the warders cover them
And thrash them there with iron flails.

Into the dark abyss they pass,
That spreading waste of endless fog.
(670) They come to fiery flaming plain
Of copper cauldrons and for long
Are cooked therein; now up, now down
They bubble on those flaming plains.
(671) There too the vile transgressor stews,
Caught in a mash of blood and pus;
Tho' turn he here or thither turn,
He rotteth at the very touch.
(672) In worm-infested water then
Stews the transgressor, nor can flee;
Tho' there are sides, the jars are globes.
All surfaces concavities.
(673) There looms the sharp-edged Sword-leaf Grove;
They enter and their limbs are mauled,
Warder on warder catch their tongues
With hooks and then belabour them.
(674) Into Vetarani they plunge,
Biting and bladed, hard to breast:
There headlong down the foolish fall,
The evil doers evil done.
(675) Then while they wail, the mottled flocks
Of ebon ravens them devour;
Jackals and dogs, great vultures, hawks
And crows, rend them and raven there.
(676) O miserable is that mode
Which for the sinner there prevails!
Wherefore let man till life end here
Well-doer he and loiter not.
(677) Who know, reckon the term of those
Brought to the Lotus hell in loads
Of sesamum, five myriads
Of lakhs and twice six hundred lakhs.
(678) Thus are hell's many ills here told,
And term that thus must there be spent:

Wherefore in pure, fair, friendly ways
Ward word and thought unceasingly."[572]
S: What do you think the Buddha is trying to do in this sutta or this discourse? What's he
pointing out?
Voice: He certainly puts you off slandering.
S: Well perhaps that is what he intends to do.
Voice: He just emphasizes whatever you say.
S: The essence of it all is contained in that first verse, which I quoted earlier on, some days ago.
"In sooth to every person born
An axe is born within his mouth,
Wherewith the fool doth cut himself
Whenas he speaketh evilly."
The whole of the sutta is an embroidery upon that, and possibly disciples and disciples of
disciples have embroidered it all, expanded it all. But it's all in just that first simple verse. The
Buddha is concerned to point out the terrible consequences of slander for the individual
concerned, for the slanderer. So what does that suggest? If the results of slander are so terrible,
that slander itself is a very serious offence, a very serious matter.
Devamitra: It's supposed to be against somebody who was... they were arahants.
S: But you notice that this is the second sutta in this chapter dealing with speech, isn't it? Do you
remember that? What was the first one?
Voice: Perfect speech.
S: The first dealt with perfect speech, goodly words, Subhasita Sutta. And this deals with slander.
So it's interesting that this one chapter of twelve suttas - which deals with such important matters
as the ideal of the Enlightened man, and then, as we shall see a bit later on, conditioned
co-production - devotes no less than two suttas to speech: one to right speech, the other to wrong
speech, especially in the form of slander. So what does this suggest: the fact that two suttas in
this chapter are devoted to speech, one to perfect speech and [573] the other to slander?
Voice: Speech is really important, in fact more than people think it is.
S: Much more important than people think.
Voice: (inaudible)

S: Yes. You know yesterday we were talking about the importance of the positive emotional
states, the positive emotional attitude. So slander is very clearly an expression of a very negative
emotional attitude. So what sort of negative emotional attitude is slander an expression of,
usually?
Voice: Hatred.
S: Hatred, yes, jealousy, yes, specifically, perhaps, jealousy. Or maybe one should look into it a
bit more closely. What actually is slander? It's a form of false speech, but it's more than that, it's a
particular kind of false speech.
Voice: ... brings about harm on the other person.
S: In certain cases. Well, Sariputta and Moggallana can't really be harmed but if slander is spread
about them other people may misunderstand them and may be prevented from approaching them
and from benefiting from them. So slander suggests that you have a kind of animosity towards
the good. But this raises a further interesting point; I don't know whether you've noticed it.
Kokalika says to the Buddha "Although sir, in the Master is my faith and hope, yet full of wicked
desires are Sariputta and Moggallana, ruled by wicked desires." What do you think is interesting
or significant about that?
Voice: If he has such faith in the Buddha then he would believe what the Buddha, he would
protect the Buddha's reputation as being... (S: Yes) It's even more subtle than that, I think, he's
not actually saying, "I've got faith in you," he is saying "I am above Sariputta and Moggallana,
I'm with you really, you know, I'm really as high as you so I can afford to look down upon
Sariputta and Moggallana, and you'll agree with me won't you?", sort of.
S: Could be that, but it is more likely, perhaps, that he really is getting at the Buddha through
Sariputta and Moggallana. [574] Perhaps he hasn't got faith in the Buddha, really. Well he clearly
hasn't because if he did have faith in the Buddha, he'd believe what the Buddha said about
Sariputta and Moggallana, which clearly he doesn't. So perhaps he's building up some resentment
towards the Buddha but he doesn't dare to express it openly to the Buddha himself. So it gets sort
of deflected onto Sariputta and Moggallana.
Voice: You mentioned a way of getting at the Buddha, telling him his disciples are no good.
S: Yes, right. And especially when the Buddha himself says that they are good.
Voice: There's quite a bit of that around actually, even within the Friends, and against the
Friends. It really crops up quite viciously from time to time.
S: What is the opposite of slander, to go from the negative to the positive?
Voice: Rejoicing in merit.

S: Yes. So this also suggests the extreme importance of rejoicing in merits and making a positive
effort to rejoice in people's merits. If you are doing that, then you won't be feeling inimical
towards them and you won't be tempted to indulge in slander. It's very interesting, it's very
significant, that the Buddha himself seems to have rejoiced in the merits of his own disciples.
There's one particular sutta, I think it's in the Majjhima Nikaya, the Middle Length Sayings,
where the Buddha singles out every single well-known disciple and praises him on account of a
certain quality, saying that he is the best of those who posses that quality. One particular monk is
the best of all those who expound the Dharma, he is the best at expounding the Dharma.
Sariputta, of course is praised for the most outstanding in wisdom, Moggallana for being the
most outstanding in psychic power, Mahakassapa the most outstanding in asceticism, so
everybody is praised. The Buddha praises every single disciple, certainly all the well-known
ones, by name. Well, I believe, so far as I can recollect, he praises the most handsome of the
disciples, another is praised as the best spoken. Another is praised as the best alms-gatherer, so
everybody is praised, no one seems to be left out. Everyone is the best at something or other.
[Etadaggavagga, Anguttara Nikaya 1.14. The Buddha also includes some of the lay devotees, tr.]
You see the attitude?
Voice: It's very infectious both ways.[575]
S: Yes, right.
Voice: I mean ... quote Gurdjieff in this context and the unpopular disciple.
S: Oh yes. And what was that, I've half forgotten it.
Voice: It came right after what is written about the widow and ... his disciples. It was a meeting
in, I think it was in Piraeus, Gurdjieff and some of his pupils were having tea together and this
one woman who was serving tea whom nobody could stand. She got up everybody's nose, they
all found her a pain.
S: Oh yes, that's right. Yes, carry on, I begin to remember it now. I was thinking of another
disciple of his. I'll tell you that story in a minute. Yes, go on.
Voice: She went round taking everyone tea and as she bent forward with a cup she farted every
single time. And people began to enjoy her discomfort and then Gurdjieff started to praise her.
S: I remember the whole thing. What it was, every time she farted she said "excuse me". The
others are getting really fed up with her but he afterwards said, "she's a really polite woman, she's
got really good manners", and he praised her very lavishly for that. She wasn't praised for her
farting, she was praised for apologizing every time she farted, praised for her good manners. Oh
dear, I am beginning to forget my own stories.
So there is always something to praise. Well there are several stories in this connection. There is
a story in one of the Apocryphal gospels. Do you know about the Apocryphal gospels? You
know that the New Testament contains four gospels: Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. So these

four gospels are included in the New Testament because the Orthodox Catholic Church thought
that they should be included, but there were quite a number of other gospels in circulation which
the Catholic Church regarded as heretical. These were called Apocryphal gospels. Some of them
are, admittedly, quite late, but some give quite a different slant on Christ and his teaching,
especially the gnostic work. Anyway, we have quite a number of these Apocryphal gospels and
they contain sayings of Christ and even acts of Christ which are not mentioned in the Four
Gospels that you get in the New Testament.
One of these incidents is as follows: Christ and his disciples were walking along the road when
they passed a dead dog. A dog that [576] had been dead for many days or even weeks. So the
disciples all held their noses as they passed by and averted their gaze and said what a disgusting
sight or how nasty, ought to be removed, et cetera, et cetera. But it said, according to this incident
in the Apocryphal gospel, that Christ looked at the dead dog and said, "what beautiful teeth that
dead dog has." So he appreciated what was good, even in the dead dog, what was beautiful even
in a dead dog. [This story comes from the Islamic tradition, specifically Hilyatu'l-awliya ii.283,
and can be found in "Selections from the Writings of Abdu'l-Baha". I cannot find it in the
apocryphal gospels, tr.]
Talking of beauty, this reminds me of something I intended to mention in connection with metta,
but it got sort of lost by the way: the connection between metta and beauty. Since this is all
connected with appreciation, which is the opposite of the state of mind which produces slander, it
is quite relevant in this particular context also. There is a word in Pali, subha. Have you come
across this word before? I have mentioned it, I've written about it in The Three Jewels. Subha has
a double meaning; it means purity but also means beauty or loveliness. It's rather interesting that
in Pali there is this association of these two ideas expressed in one word, that something is pure
and beautiful. Subha, you could say, represents pure beauty - not a sensuous beauty but almost a
spiritual beauty. You get the idea? So it is said in the Pali texts that the Buddha said that when
metta is developed to a very high level, a very high degree, a very high pitch of intensity, you
begin to see everything as beautiful, everything as purely beautiful. Do you get the idea? If you
look at things with anger and hatred everything seems ugly. If you look at things, especially
people, with eyes of metta, everything, everybody, seems beautiful, is seen as beautiful, is
beautiful: subha. So in a way this is a sort of key to your experience of metta, if everything seems
to you beautiful. But the word is subha, and I think you have to distinguish between the beautiful
and the sensuously attractive. If you look at something with craving that particular object looks
very attractive, but when you look at something with metta that particular object or that particular
person seems purely beautiful. So this is one of the signs that metta has developed within you,
that you have a sort of aesthetic appreciation of everything. You appreciate even the beauty of the
teeth of a dead dog.
Voice: So it's craving that makes the difference between sensuous...
S: Yes, if you look at something with craving, or with passion in the worldly sense, it may look
very attractive. You may be very drawn by that but you see it's sort of sensuously attractive. But
if you look at something with metta it has a sort of pure beauty [577] which is of a quite different
nature, quite different character.

Voice: Do you think this is ... sensitivity?
S: I think it is, yes. I mean there are some works of art that do rise to this point. Apparently in the
case of a work of literature, say, the author has got real metta towards humanity, towards his
characters, in his novel. So he sees them, as it were, as beautiful, despite all their faults and
imperfections. You can feel that, that he loves his characters, you can say, but in this sort of way.
He has metta towards his own characters, metta towards people, metta towards life, therefore he
sees life as beautiful. But this suggests an absence of attachment, an absence of craving.
So when you experience metta you see things, you see people, as purely beautiful. So this also
suggests - and we can come back from this point to subha - that if you look at things with anger,
hatred, and with the mind of a slanderer, everything will appear to you as ugly, as distorted, even
as terrifying. In a way you will find yourself in hell. I noticed this some time ago when I had a
friend in Kalimpong who was very, very much involved in politics and all the local political
goings on. Every time I met her she would say, "Have you heard about this? Have you heard
about that? Do you know what this man is doing? What this party is doing? What that party is
doing?" And she'd describe things that were going on in Kalimpong, and she seemed to be living
in a totally different world from me. A world of fear, suspicion, hatred, jealousy, slander, panic,
plotting. It wasn't the Kalimpong I was living in. I lived in a totally different world there, but she
seemed to be living in hell most of the time. So her Kalimpong was hell. When I left there she
said, "Well, I'm really glad that you are leaving this awful place." (laughter) But to me
Kalimpong meant beautiful mountains, the snow ranges, the blue sky, the beautiful vegetation,
the friendly people, my own vihara, my little shrine. I knew a bit of the other things going on, I
wasn't blind to that, but she seemed to be really living totally in the midst of that, totally
surrounded by it, enclosed by it to such an extent that she was living in a different world.
So the angry person lives in hell, you can say, and the person who is full of metta lives in heaven.
And obviously the weakness of the human mind is such that you can't see it happening. You can't
help being affected by external things sometimes, but certainly [578] if you have a mind full of
metta it seems to throw a magic veil over things, or maybe you just see things more clearly, and
you do see the world as beautiful, your environment as beautiful, people as beautiful.
Voice: I've always had a feeling that I shouldn't look at the world like that. I should really look at
it as it is.
S: But how is it really? How is it really?
Voice: Well.
S: It's not that you blind yourself to facts. If someone is greedy, yes, you do see that he is greedy.
If someone is stupid you see he is stupid, but despite that, you can see the beauty of the human
being as such. In some cases of human beings you can see it more clearly than others. But even if
it is there, unless your mind is full of metta you won't see it anyway.
Voice: I still find, in the Friends, there seem to be even periods when everything is looked at in a

pretty kind of terrible... The situation is terrible.
S: Yes it's just, maybe, the old British characteristic of running yourself down. The British are
very good at this. Maybe the Friends are a bit infected by this: it's good form to run yourself
down, to run your own movement down, your own group down, your own friends down, yourself
down. It's the done thing, it is a sort of national habit you've got into. "I'm really terrible", yes?
There's no sort of rejoicing in merits on a national scale, certainly. I mean there are some merits
in our national life.
Voice: Even here.
S: Yes, even here.
Voice: I'm not aware that the Movement has been run down in the way that you are suggesting.
S: Well, I've certainly felt that, over the years, very definitely.
Voice: ... other movements saying what they've got, what ... got, what Trungpa's got.
S: Well not in that comparative way, but just how terrible we are. I've heard it given voice to
many a time, not so much more recently, but certainly a few years ago, very strongly.
Voice: It's difficult to comprehend the fantastic combination of metta and discriminating
wisdom. They sound mutually [579] exclusive to us perhaps, initially.
S: Yes. If you've got into seeing how beautiful people and you're deliberately blinding yourself to
their weaknesses and imperfections. It's not like that at all.
Voice: ... appreciating their weaknesses.
S: No, it's not appreciating their weaknesses. I wouldn't even say it is appreciating them in spite
of their weaknesses. It's more subtle than that, it's an aesthetic appreciation.
Voice: Does that also include an awareness of their imperfections? Yes or no?
S: Yes it does.
Voice: I suppose it would be a bit silly if ...
S: You could say, just to give a very inadequate analogy, it's like the clear-sighted parent - I was
thinking in a positive way - who really loves the child but clearly sees the child's faults and
weaknesses and what the child needs to develop. I mean, the love is there and I am not speaking
of possessive parental affection, but genuine parental affection, the love is there. But you see the
child's weaknesses and you recognize the child's mistakes. You have no illusions about it at all,
but the love is there, the metta is there.

Voice: I've quite often found myself in a rather perverse position of at one and the same time
seeing something that is very beautiful and feeling very angry as well.
S: I wonder what you mean by beautiful in this sort of context.
Voice: It's ... it's not attractive, I think, I don't feel attracted to it, it's just that there it is ...
S: That doesn't sound like beauty in the sense that I've been talking about: that sort of spiritual
beauty - for what of a better term - is just the objective correlate of that subjective experience of
metta. And I think we have definitely got...
(gap in tape)
.... brilliant, shiny, pure, and quite, as it were, other-worldly. Out of this world.
Voice: (inaudible)[580]
S: But I don't see how one could be angry, seeing things in this way. This doesn't ring at all true.
Either one is kidding oneself that one is angry or kidding oneself that one sees things as beautiful.
Voice: I recently took part in a discussion where I was with a group of intellectuals and talking
about feeling. And they were saying, all of them, that it was possible to experience in the mind at
the same time both love and hate and that you can have an attitude of love and hate towards an
object at the same time.
S: Well, of course, in the normal sense of those words you can; it's what usually happens. But it
is nothing to do with metta, that love is not metta. I mean, it's possessive love. You're very
attached to certain objects, a certain person, and you want to greedily posses them. You enjoy it:
that object, that person. That person, if it is a person, has a will of his or her own and sometimes
they may not agree to go your way and your so-called love turns immediately to violent hatred,
because [there are] they who give and they who take away. So this is just emotional ambivalence
on a quite different level. This is the level of craving and attachment and passion. It is not the
level of metta at all. Even so, you won't have the two in your mind at the same time unless that
person is gratifying and frustrating you at exactly the same time. And then you get into a really
sticky emotional state indeed.
Voice: But in the context of that discussion I was trying to maintain that that was impossible,
what they were putting forward. And if they did experience love and hate at the same time then
the love couldn't be a genuine feeling of love.
S: I would agree with that. I mean the word love is so ambiguous. It wouldn't be the Buddhistic
metta, certainly. It couldn't possibly be.
Voice: Rather ... at the opera(?)

S: Yes, indeed.
Voice: It's like attachment and feeling resentment because one is attached.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: ... a lot of confusion ...
S: It is one of the most ambiguous words in the dictionary. I think it's best not to use it at all. If
you say you love someone, either it suggests sexual attachment or it suggests a mild liking or it's
[581] parental or it suggests that if you don't get your own way with someone you feel like
murdering them. It can suggest all these things. Or it can suggest that you want sympathy and
consolation and comfort from them. Perhaps it suggests that you want to eat them!
Voice: Loving kindness is quite good.
S: Yes but it seems at times, I don't know whether this is just my own particular association, but
to me it sounds just a trifle snotty. It's a sort of biblical word from the Authorised version of the
Bible.
Voice: I can't imagine ending a letter "with loving kindness".
S: I think actually we should try to use the word metta more, or friendliness. Upgrade the
meaning of the word friendliness, make it more and more positive.
Voice: The Buddha is describing two disciples as friendly.
S: Yes, I was going to go into that. Kokaliya said full of wicked desires. What is that? Papiccha,
of evil wish, or evil desire. Iccha is will, just as you have good will you have evil will. Of evil
will - evil willed, or evil desires, wicked desires - are Sariputta and Moggallana, ruled by wicked
desires, dominated by wicked desires.
The Buddha says, "Say not so, Kokaliya." This say not so is very sort of .... don't say that, don't
say that Kokaliya, "put thy trust in Sariputta and Moggallana." Now this word pasadehi is quite
interesting. Pasada, as a noun, means clear and bright and pure. It especially refers to colours,
clear, bright, and pure colours. Here the Buddha uses it in its verb form. As a noun it means
clarity, brightness, purity, particularly of colours. Also it's used for your complexion, of your
expression, that it is clear and bright and pure. And then it is used with regard to the mental state
which expresses itself in that sort of complexion, as when someone has got a bright shining face,
very clear and very pure, it expresses a certain inner contentment and satisfaction and faith as it
were: faith in the good, acceptance of the good. So the Buddha is saying to Kokaliya don't see
Sariputta and Moggallana in that way, don't see them with that sort of mind, that jealous mind.
See them with a faithful, calm, pure, contented, bright mind. This is what the Buddha is saying. It
is not just have faith in Sariputta and Moggallana.

Voice: It's quite different.[582]
S: Do you get the meaning? It is more like satisfaction: be pleased with them, satisfied with
them, accept them. This word pasada is in fact often used in contexts where it is translated as
faith. Apasada with regard to the Buddha, you as it were, it's a very glad acquiescence in the
positive qualities of the Buddha. This probably is the best translation, best explanation. Pasada is
a happy acquiescence in somebody's good qualities. You feel pleasure and delight and
satisfaction in contemplating their good qualities. So the Buddha is saying to Kokaliya, don't feel
jealous, don't slander, see Sariputta's and Moggallana's good qualities, accept them, be happy in
them, accept them gladly. If you do that obviously your whole manner, your whole demeanour,
the expression of your face, will show it. Be happy-minded with regard to Sariputta and
Moggallana, be glad-minded, rejoice in their merits. This is what the Buddha is saying.
And he further says to Kokaliya, "very friendly are Sariputta and Moggallana!" which means
loving, kindly, amiable; they have got all these qualities. So your attitude, your emotional
attitude, should be according to those qualities. Do you get the implication of this word pasada?
It seems to me that these three words, metta, subha, and pasadha, are very similar in feeling and
tone. They are quite subtle, quite delicate.
Voice: It seems as if you really do need a dictionary when you go through these ... Pali texts, just
to be able to look up a word in the dictionary.
S: Yes. Pasada, which is also a Sanskrit word, prasada, is often translated as faith, as faith in the
Buddha. But it isn't really faith in the Buddha except for the very delicate, the very subtle, the
very intense gladness and delight with which you contemplate and acquiesce in all the good
positive spiritual qualities of the Buddha, and you rejoice in them. Not rejoice in the sense of
throwing your hat up in the air and shouting hurrah; it is much more subtle and delicate and
ethereal than that. But you feel a really keen delight and satisfaction. Just like a bee hovering
around the flower and enjoying the honey. It is like that. This is pasada. So it isn't faith, it's a bit
different from faith, in a way more delicate, more subtle.
In the same way metta is a very sort of subtle, delicate feeling of friendliness carried to the
highest pitch of intensity. Not just a back-slapping kind of friendliness. I mean, positive and
healthy though that is, it's much more delicate, much more [583] ethereal.
And similarly with subha: it's not beauty even in the artistic sense, not in the sensuous sense, but
a very delicate, diaphanous something that you see which is infinitely attractive in the highest
spiritual sense. So when we use these words we are really dealing with these very subtle, delicate,
refined emotional qualities and states, though we find they are not weak, they are very, very
powerful, very strong, but not in the crude, coarse sense.
So the Buddha is suggesting to Kokaliya that he should have this attitude of glad acceptance of
their good qualities towards Sariputta and Moggallana, because this is the opposite mental state,
the opposite emotional state from the emotional state from which slander arises, of which slander
is the verbal expression.

Do you see any significance in Kokaliya becoming covered with boils?
Voice: ... physical ...
S: Well, Job became covered with boils, he was smitten with boils, [Job ii.7, tr.] but I think the
symbolism is a bit different.
Voice: Boils are poison coming out of the body.
S: Right.
Voice: There's this anger and ill will.
S: Slander is poison coming out of the mind through the mouth, the tongue. So there does seem
to be a sort of symbolic ... and appropriateness. Perhaps he literally did come out in boils, but
whether he did or whether he didn't it does seem rather appropriate.
Voice: It's quite a common thing with quite a few people that I know, when they do get really
down they do come out in a few boils.
Voice: Well I suppose it is a mental ... producing a physical ...
S: Well I think one has to be careful not to necessarily conclude that just because someone has
come out in boils that they must be in a pretty bad mental state, no, but no doubt sometimes that
sort of thing does happen, certainly it can happen. I also met people with very clear beautiful
complexions who have pretty nasty mental states. It works that way round too.
Voice: It can also be a sign of someone breaking through into sainthood, boils and things, and
terrible agonies. It's a breakthrough.[584]
S: Yes, it's a tremendous upheaval in the whole system. But one must be very slow to judge
people in this way. But certainly it's quite clear it has a certain symbolical significance. Poison
was bursting from him, breaking from him, on all levels.
And what about this going to hell? Being reborn in hell? This rather dreadful description of the
hells. Do you think this is to be taken symbolically? It's bad enough, well, it's no less bad
symbolically than it is literally.
Voice: It's quite like Dante.
S: Yes, it's very much like Dante.
Voice: (inaudible)
S: But ultimately the description of hell refers to a state of mind, not just a state of mind in a very

vague general sense, but to something actually directly experienced, whether in practice it is
associated with a world such as hell or not, because people can be in hell quite literally during
this life itself, in accordance with their mental state, and they actually see hell all around them.
That is the way the woman I knew in Kalimpong was, regarded ... (?) according to the way other
people see things.
Voice: Yes, one would be a bit shocked to be told, well don't worry about that, that is where you
are, you are there.
S: Well there is this well known story about the Zen Master [Hakuin, tr.] and the Samurai who
came to see him. The Samurai didn't believe in hell and he argued with the priest, the Zen
Master, saying that there was no such thing as hell, it was all a load of nonsense, a load of
rubbish, just an old wives' tale. So the Master insisted "there is hell", and the Samurai insisted
"there is no hell", and he got quite angry. And he got so angry, so furious, he drew his sword and
he was about to plunge his sword into the Master's body. So the Master said, "There is a hell and
you are in it now." So he got the point, he sheathed his sword, and the Master said, "You are out
of it now." [e.g. John Stevens, Zen Masters, p.86, tr.]
Sometimes a state of insanity seems like hell. You can see that some people are really going
through it to that extent, not a positive insanity, which is just a sort of happy craziness, but a real
sort of schizophrenic suffering, insanity. These people are in hell. I've talked to some such people
and they have told me about their experiences and really most horrific. Really things right out of
Hieronymus Bosch, and they were actually experiencing it.[585]
I remember one friend told me he had, night after night, nightmares - actual experiences also
during his waking hours - when he said he experienced - and this wasn't just an idea or a thought
- he actually experienced, that he was a bean in a tin of baked beans. And the way he described it
was really awful, really horrific, but that was his actual experience, he experienced that. And
when he had these nightmares he was afraid to go to bed. And he said that for hours on end he
was a bean in a tin of baked beans. So what about all these other experiences being mentioned
here, being struck with iron rods, impaled on iron plates, and things of that sort? These are
experiences which people in mental hospitals very often do have. There are records of them in
literature, there's a work by Rimbaud, "A Season in Hell". He seemed to have gone through quite
a few of these sort of things. Does anyone know that work?
Voices: No.
S: He went through all this when he was seventeen or eighteen. On the other hand if you are in a
state of mind which is full of metta you do see things as more and more beautiful in a sense of a
pure beauty. This is one of the signs of your success in metta. And transposed into the Mahayana
context you give it a much more transcendental flavour, it becomes Sukhavati - the happy land,
the land of bliss, which is not a world situated at the other end of the universe - although it is
described as such in some of the Mahayana suttas - but it is this world itself seen under a new
aspect, or seen with a different kind of mind.

It's like Hakuin says in his song of meditation, "and this very earth is the lotus land of purity."
And this is also said to be the ultimate aim, at least from a certain point of view, of the whole of
the Vajrayana, the whole of the Tantric method of practice. To see or to experience the world in
the midst of which you live as a great mandala complete with various divinities, Buddhas,
Bodhisattvas, and dakinis and so on. You see the whole universe transformed into a vast mandala
and everything that you hear, all sounds that you hear, are heard as the sounds of mantras. And
you yourself are a Buddha or a Bodhisattva sitting in the midst of it all along with other Buddhas
and Bodhisattvas. This is your ultimate experience according to the Vajrayana.
Voice: You can experience that if you are in a really good state. All the noises that if you were in
a bad state might annoy you, you can find those ...[586]
S: But clearly you need a little Sukhavati in a more mundane sense, as it were, to get away from
the world that you can't yet see as Sukhavati, so you can develop that sort of vision which will
enable you to look at the world in that new way and eventually live in it in that new way.
Voice: A bit different from the way that ...
S: One sees all those things too, but one sees something else at the same time, as it were,
interpenetrating all those things. You don't sort of bluff yourself, you don't fool yourself, you
don't put your head in the sand as it were. Everything becomes, as it were, transparent, and you
see at the same time that you see the world in ordinary state, you see the world in another kind of
state altogether, at the same time.
Voice: On another level?
S: Yes, on another level. Anyway, the principle message of this sutta, positively put, seems to be
the importance of rejoicing in merit. It's perhaps better not to linger too much on the negative
side. Better to think in terms of rejoicing in merit rather than avoiding slander. But slander is
really a very pernicious thing, so much harm, so much mutual misunderstanding, is created in
this way. It doesn't have to be anything serious and dramatic but just little sort of sly comments
and things of this sort.
Voice: It can really grow.
S: And also positively appreciate all the time. I mean some people seem to be so afraid of
overlooking someone's negative side. They see the bright side, see the positive qualities, and say,
well, we mustn't blind ourselves to the negative qualities, we have got to see them as they are.
They seem much more anxious to do justice to the negative side than to do justice to the positive
side, for some strange reason.
Voice: I think it has to be a bit of a practice, to make oneself see the positive side and make
oneself ignore the negative side of people.
S: Hmm, and very often the negative in a certain context, from a certain point of view or in

relation to someone or something usually oneself.
Voice: It's certainly a circle, if you don't react [587] that it will probably just vanish.
S: Yes, right. And often we over-generalize; someone gets angry with us just once and we say, oh
dear, he's a very bad tempered person. They might have got angry just once, and we forget all the
times when he didn't become angry even though we might have provoked him very much. We
don't say he's a very patient person, remembering all the times he didn't react. We say he's a very
angry person, a very quick-tempered person, remembering the one time he did react.
I think also one of the difficulties in this connection is, well, it ties up with what we have been
discussing on several seminars about formality and informality. We have, as it were, no generally
recognized way of expressing our appreciation. Do you see what I mean? I mentioned sometimes
that when I was in India among the ex-Untouchables, whenever I was in a meeting or a lecture
they would be very careful to express their appreciation of anyone who had helped in any way. It
was always done verbally and publicly. First of all most people were illiterate anyway and it
seemed necessary to do it because often these meetings were held in villages or particular
localities where all these people lived together and had to go on living together and needed to be
on friendly terms with one another. They just couldn't afford misunderstandings. So at the end of
the meeting sometimes there would be what they called the danyabas, which meant the
thanksgiving, or vote of thanks we'd say. And they usually let the village humorist, the village
wit, who would give this vote of thanks. And believe it or not sometimes as many as forty or fifty
people received individual votes of thanks, they didn't leave anybody out. And everybody had to
come forward and be garlanded. So they would start by saying we are very, very grateful to our
bhikshu Sangharakshita for coming and giving this lecture and then there would be a few words
about that and then I'd be garlanded and claps and cheers. Then: we're very, very grateful to Mr
Santa who has come all the way from Bombay to translate his lecture: a few humorous words
about that particular young man - he had to come forward and be garlanded. Then: we're very
happy to receive so-and-so and so-and-so who came along with our bhikshu, very glad to see
them here. They'd all have to come forward and be garlanded. Then our old friend so-and-so who
helped to put up the stage for this meeting, they'd come forward and be garlanded and again claps
and cheers. Mr so-and-so, even though he is not a member of our community, anyway he has lent
us [588] this that and the other and we are very grateful to him and they'd bring him forward and
garland him. In this way they'd go down the list and it would often take a whole hour to thank
everybody in this way, garland them. It's a recognized part of the proceedings, no one is ever
forgotten however small the contribution that they've made, it's never forgotten.
Voice: And the people probably go on chatting.
S: Oh yes, everybody enjoys it thoroughly. This is why the village wit is elected to do this
because he makes a few humorous remarks in a good-natured spirit. But if there has been any
misunderstanding or little quarrel or exchange of hot words, that's also smoothed out or
smoothed over on this occasion. For instance, someone had promised to supply some chairs and
hadn't done so and there had been a bit of a mix up but in the end they got the chairs; anyway
they'd thank him and say anyway it was a bit of a mix up but it all came right in the end, and

they'd thank him. And then it's all finished with, you see, nothing is left over rankling in anyone's
mind. Unless there was sometimes something very serious happened which can't be smoothed
over in this way; occasionally that happens.
But all this thing lubricates the wheels of social life. Sometimes I think, even in the context of the
Friends, we don't do this enough. Lots of people do things and it's not exactly taken for granted,
they are appreciated but I think very often it needs to be openly expressed. There is not enough
open expression.
Voice: Particularly at centres, the person who keeps it clean and prepares the food and tends the
shrine and so on.
S: Yes, there should be certain occasions when we express. This is what I felt when Ananda
handed over the editorship of the Newsletter after twenty-one issues. I made that point: that we
ought to give him a little dinner or something, so about twenty-five of us gathered together at
Ashvajit's flat for dinner. Ananda was invited but he didn't know what it was for until he actually
got there and was told. In fact he was very reluctant to come because he was very busy and had
almost to be dragged there. He thought it was just another little social gathering but actually it
was in his honour and to thank him for the work he had put in editing twenty-one issues of the
Newsletter. So I think this is very necessary. You might say that people don't need to be thanked,
that they do it out of good spirit, but I think thanks needs to be expressed and it helps to create a
positive atmosphere, especially [589] when people have put in a lot work. I mean, they don't
expect thanks in a way, but on the other hand it is still good to give thanks, it is conducive to a
positive atmosphere. But unfortunately we don't always have a framework of manners and
customs within which it can be done. Obviously you don't want a formal vote of thanks, that
would be very stiff and starchy, but we haven't yet developed any other way of thanking people
and I think we ought to, or at least to think about it quite seriously.
Voice: (inaudible)
S: Also, among the ex-untouchables they acknowledge all donations in this sort of way at the end
of the meeting. Someone reads out a list and it may be very long indeed. There may be a hundred
or so donations, even if it is only two pence it is read out and acknowledged. This is a really
important psychological and spiritual principle - appreciation. There is not nearly enough
appreciation in the positive sense, not that we want to turn ourselves into a mutual admiration
society or anything like that.
Right, any further point that arises in connection with all that? I am sure there is a bit more we
can talk about.
Voice: (inaudible)
Voice: The length of time [it takes] ...
S: Well I think one can say that if you are in a miserable, unhappy, suffering sort of mental state,

if you are really tormented, time does seem to go very slowly.
Voice: You feel as though you've always been there.
S: Yes, you feel as though you'll never get out. If you are really in a state of suffering, you feel as
though it is never going to end, you can't imagine the opposite.
Voice: It's the opposite if you are happy.
S: Sometimes, yes, but I think not to the same extent, not in the same sort of way. I mean,
sometimes when you are enjoying yourself very much you are quite aware of the fragility of it all,
it's not going to go on for ever - which of course it isn't. I think if you are in a very good positive
mental state, in a meditative state, you don't think in terms of time at all. But if you are in this
very negative, suffering state, you do think of time. You think that it is going on for ever and
ever, [590] you can't imagine getting out of it.
If one take this literally it seems even for a serious offence like slandering Sariputta or
Moggallana the result seems quite excessive. How worse could you suffer if you had killed
someone?
Devamitra: But, presumably, in order to be able to commit slander again those two there must
have been a tremendous backlog of unskilful actions.
S: Hmm, possibly.
Devamitra: Must have been a tremendous force behind it. Not just the one unskilful action that as
it were created that.
S: Though it does say here that "as a result of that particular action". What do you think makes
people jealous or envious or unable to appreciate the good qualities of others?
Devamitra: Feelings of inferiority.
Chintamani: Can't appreciate yourself.
S: But even if you feel inferior why shouldn't you rejoice in the fact that there are others who are
better than you?
Ratnapani: Isn't it a feeling of superiority, in fact, which has been damaged?
S: Yes, yes. It's not just an objective recognition of your own lesser degree of growth. You'd like
to think that you are superior, even in a twisted sort of way. You do, but you are unable to justify
that and express that because you've received quite a few knocks. Say in this case it is may be
significant that Sariputta and Moggallana are the two chief disciples, the agasravakas(?).
Sariputta is the senapati. They are, as it were, in a sense, next to the Buddha, they stand next to

the Buddha, even though many of the other disciples are Enlightened. But Sariputta and
Moggallana seem to have a special place, or they do have a special place.
Ratnapani: Seen by the jealous as favourites.
S: Perhaps Kokaliya wanted to be the Buddha's favourite; not just to be like the Buddha or be
near to the Buddha spiritually, but to be, sort of, specially favoured. This suggests he saw the
Buddha a bit as a father figure, rather than as the Buddha.
Voice: There's no element of blame, you know in the Christian [592 - no page 591] sense; you
slander and then you go to hell and it's like the father figure condemns them.
S: It's his own actions which brought him to that state. Well perhaps he doesn't even need to go to
hell, he's in it already. But to go back to that first verse, which as I mentioned seems to contain
the essence of the whole matter: "In sooth to every person born an axe is born within his mouth."
One should never forget that: one's mouth contains an axe which one is only too ready to use. I
remember in my own case, when I was at school I had a master who used to encourage me to say
sharp things. And looking back on it that was really bad because if I said something a bit sharply
he'd be very pleased and would approve and applaud. Sometimes he would say to me in class,
"say something sharp, something cutting", and he used to enjoy this. In those days, this was in my
early teens, I got into this sort of habit until I realized that it was rather negative. This was by the
time I was in my middle teens, luckily, so I stopped it. But I was encouraged to be very sharp
tongued at other people's expense.
Voice: It's quite prevailing. I seem to remember a couple of them, masters like that. It seemed to
be important.
S: They seemed to enjoy it.
Voice: Power.
S: Strangely, the name of the master who encouraged me was Mr Friend. (laughter) He was the
woodwork master.
Devamitra: It's a very powerful image, that.
S: What?
Devamitra: That axe in the mouth.
S: Ah yes, the axe "wherewith the fool doth cut himself when as he speaketh evily." [Samyutta
Nikaya i.149, tr.] You only do damage to your own self, when you slander others. That isn't
altogether true, if one wants to in particular you can do harm to others. Maybe Sariputta and
Moggallana couldn't be harmed but unenlightened people certainly can be. It can cause great grief
and suffering on account of slander, malicious gossip, and all the rest of it. (pause)

But again, what makes a person feel jealous? It's a quite sort of complex situation, I think.
Devamitra: A sort of element of possessiveness about the qualities that somebody else might
have that you don't have. [593] You want them.
S: Yes. You think, as it were, of those qualities as being appropriatable. That it is possible to, as
it were, appropriate those qualities and possess those qualities without actually developing them.
Devamitra: Like Devadatta.
S: Hmm, like Devadatta.
Voice: In a way it is like a manifestation of one's own resentment against oneself for not having
these qualities.
S: Do you think that is so? Resentment against oneself because one doesn't have these qualities?
That suggests in a way a sort of guilt, doesn't it?
Voice: Yes.
S: The other person reminds you of what you ought to be, yourself, but which you are not.
Chintamani: Guilt in the negative sense, someone is telling you that you are not that.
S: The other person is a persistent reminder of what you ought to be. Sariputta and Moggallana, I
mean, are shining examples of what disciples ought to be. They are the ideal disciples, the perfect
disciples, the chief disciples, THE disciples. So they make people like Kokaliya feel unhappy,
uncomfortable, resentful, and then jealous.
Voice: Can I just clarify that? The guilt that you ought to be like that arises because... "ought" in
a very negative authoritarian sense.
Voice: One feels inadequate when ...
S: Yes, he's not inspired by their example.
Voice: He's oppressed by it.
S: He's oppressed by their example.
Chintamani: Presumably he feels oppressed by the Buddha.
S: That's more than likely.
Chintamani: And therefore resentful, resentful towards him and ...

S: So the idea is felt or experienced as something that imposes itself on you, not as something
that attracts you [594] and draws you towards itself. In other words you really, basically, want the
ideal for something other than the sake of the ideal itself. Maybe you don't want to be
Enlightened, you don't want to be like the Buddha or like Sariputta or Moggallana, but you would
like, perhaps, to enjoy their apparent self-confidence, their respect, their position. I mean, if the
ideal doesn't appear to you as an ideal it appears as a sort of status. You haven't really seen the
ideal as an ideal, so you see the Buddha as a person who possesses that sort of status and
Sariputta and Moggallana as favoured creatures who stand near the throne.
Ratnapani: In a mild form this is quite widespread, I think, the feeling of spiritual development as
being status, and in our own Movement and very, very strongly amongst the general spiritual
people, sort of ... and amongst the Friends. Probably amongst all the naive, in fact. It's very easy
to fall into.
S: Like when you've been ordained, you've gone up one, as it were.
Voice: That's the will thing ... to be Enlightened.
Voice: There's also, when you do become an Order member then you certainly have got, in a
way, a responsibility; there is something there.
Voice: I used to feel that Order members were a bit, you know, the Order as such, was a bit of a
cliquey thing that held me at arms length. I was living at Sukhavati for a spell at the time.
Ratnapani: Yes, it was quite strong. I remember Dick being very surprised that an Order member
could work while we were mixing cement together. I was keeping up with him quite easily and
he was quite amazed. (laughter)
S: Perhaps he thought of Order members as quite weak and feeble creatures. (laughter)
Voice: Yes, I often used to wonder about that.
S: So one can say that one can't really be jealous of spiritual qualities. One can be jealous of
status and the current, not even spiritual position, but sort of ecclesiastical position. So when you
are being jealous of spiritual qualities you are not really seeing the spiritual qualities as spiritual
qualities at all. If you could only see them as spiritual qualities, you wouldn't feel jealous; you'd
feel positively inspired.[595]
Voice: You kind of lose sight of the path, or that fact that the path is you.
S: Yes, right, very much so.
Voice: When you recognize the spiritual quality in somebody else you become aware of your
own potential.

S: Yes, but the fact that you are able to respond to those spiritual qualities means that - at least in
an incipient, germinal way - you are experiencing something of those qualities yourself already.
To appreciate the positive is to be positive.
Ratnapani: In a sense nobody can be ahead of you on the path, inasmuch as your life is your path.
S: Right, yes.
Voice: It really seems that so much of the path is just getting rid of false views about it.
Vimalamitra: It's like that first ... which is so kind of simple and clear, but we seem to have to
plough through all this junk to get anywhere near.
Devamitra: I find it that bad really, I think we are tending to mope about it. We are tending to
look at it in a problematic way.
Voice: I don't think it is as bad as that. I think there is that there just because of the general
psychological situation today. I think that's the point.
S: You mean the world at large and society at large? Particularly in this country, you think?
Voice: Yes.
S: Well you don't get much rejoicing in merits in our society at large, it's not fashionable. (break
in recording) So we were saying that thanksgiving wasn't very fashionable nowadays. It's being
snide and satirical that is more fashionable unfortunately.
Devamitra: Don't you feel, though, that there is a lot more rejoicing in merits within the
Movement?
S: I do indeed. I think there's been a tremendous improvement in that respect over the last two or
three years, quite definitely.[596]
Devamitra: That's what I also feel and that's what I was trying to get at with Vimalamitra,
because I feel that within the Movement we have made a lot of progress.
S: We have indeed.
Devamitra: ... and that I really sort of appreciate that.
S: Yes, well maybe it's only the last year or year and a half that it's really got under way. Two to
three years ago there was quite a lot of general running down of oneself within the Movement,
both individually and collectively.
So this really connects up with mudita, sympathetic joy, because if someone is in a positive state

himself or positive state of mind, well, he is happy. So if you appreciate that, you're not only
rejoicing in his merits, you are sharing his joy.
Devamitra: Communicating.
S: You're communicating in joy, joyfully communicating. Is there any specific point in this sutta
anyone wants to ask about? We haven't gone through it verse by verse, that didn't seem really
necessary. Any other little points? (pause)
I mentioned that the first verse, "In sooth to every person born an axe is born within his mouth,
wherewith the fool doth cut himself whenas he speaketh evily." I mentioned that this seemed to
contain the gist of the matter. But then the Buddha does go on to say, "and they who praise the
blameworthy." And they who blame the praiseworthy. So there is not only the blaming of the
praiseworthy, there is the praising of the blameworthy. There's the rejoicing in demerits. We
seem to get quite a lot of that around the world. Do you see what is meant?
Voice: It's like in the Dhammapada, seeing the unlovely as lovely. [Dhammapada 7-8, tr.]
S: Yes, right.
Devamitra: Sort of elevating to great cult figures like Che Guevara.
S: Yes.
Chintamani: This is the same thing though, isn't it? If you're in the sort of state of mind that
manifests itself in things like jealousy, what I suppose you would call all the isolationist things,
things that cut you off, make you feel more alienated [597] and more competitive. You'd want to
point out all the things in the world which are like you, or like what you think you are in that
state of mind, and try and make them seem good. Hence cynicism and all the sort of negative
things that are now fashionable because people feel very insecure and want to justify their
position of being negative.
S: What sort of blameworthy things in particular do you think people tend generally to praise
nowadays?
Voice: I was going to say like unsociability, you know, people... that's sort of regarded as a
praiseworthy thing.
S: Unsociability in what sort of sense?
Voice: The lone wolf factor.
S: Ah, the lone wolf.
Voice: The guy who does it for himself, sort of on his own.

S: At the same time, paradoxically, the good mixer is also praised and glorified.
Devamitra: The sort of cool man.
S: The cool man, yes, who is not impressed by anything. One used to get quite a lot of this sort of
coolness amongst the hippies. I don't know whether that particular breed is extinct, I mean the
hippie people. One doesn't see them around as one used to, but I noticed that with some who used
to come along to the Centre, in the days when we only had one centre, they liked to effect the
very cool, not-impressed-by-anything, not-moved-by-anything attitude. Some of you I suppose
are not old enough to recall all this.
Voice: You had to really get them going, get their interest. If you are [they ask?] something then
you will have to impress them, otherwise they would just sit there.
S: And there is a sort of bored, tired, man-of-the-world sort of attitude, like heard it all before,
seen it all before, you know, just can't be bothered, just not impressed at all, it's old hat to me,
yes? The sort of world-weary pose or attitude.
Voice: I can remember somebody saying to me when I told them I was getting into Buddhism, he
said, "Buddhism, I can't do that, I did that years ago." (laughter)[598]
S: There's another sort of miccha ditthi there, the new and the up to date. You've got to be into
the latest thing, it's the latest that is praiseworthy. You don't think in terms of ultimate truth or
eternal truth but the latest fashion, the latest craze, what's in.
Devamitra: Do you think this line, "praise of the blameworthy", could also refer to a genuine...
for instance someone might be genuinely taken by the Divine Light Movement and be very
sincere and practise devotion, but nonetheless the devotion is misplaced. Do you think that is
also hinted at here, that sort of thing?
S: I think there is that possibility. When you have faith in something which isn't worthy of the
faith, there seems also to be something wrong with the faith. The faith is a little blind. For
instance, in the case of this quality that the text mentions, pasada, you respond positively to
qualities that you actually seek. So there is that element of perception and awareness and even
vision. They are not qualities that you have projected on to that object. Whereas, I think, in the
case of the Divine Light people we were hearing about there was quite a bit of that projection.
You sort of see what you want to see. There isn't that pasada, because there isn't the awareness
that sees positive qualities that are actually there.
So in a way one can speak of a sincere faith misapplied or misdirected, but those things there to
some extent. It is still a mixed faith, an impure faith, a faith that hasn't become pasada, a faith
which has become, to some extent, mixed up with blind belief, projection, wishful thinking, and
insecurity. And insecurity seems to be the leading factor here, in many such cases. One doesn't
want a negative attitude towards something which is good or positive, though with its limitations,
from the Buddhist point of view; at the same time one must be very careful not to condone that

element of spiritual blindness and element of projection and element of wishful thinking.
Devamitra: Do you think it is possible to project a genuinely positive quality onto a figure?
S: It's very difficult to generalize. It's almost a contradiction in terms. But you almost invariably
begin by projecting in a sense. In some cases you project, say, a positive quality onto someone
who possesses the positive quality. Others [599] may project onto someone who doesn't possess
the positive quality. And the more you develop the positive quality, the more you will realize that
the person onto whom you projected it doesn't in fact himself possess it. And that will be the
moment of your disillusionment. But that's a quite positive thing, because you will have
developed that positive quality in yourself in the meantime. And if you still needed someone with
that positive quality you would go around looking for him with a much better chance of finding
him. It's this combination of the faith and the wisdom which is so difficult to achieve, not blind
faith and at the same time not dry, unemotive wisdom; to feel and at the same time to see.
So the blaming of the blameworthy is also an aspect of the spiritual life, and not to praise the
blameworthy and not to go along with it. What other blameworthy qualities do you think are
glorified and idealized today?
Devamitra: The sexually attractive.
S: The sexually attractive. This is a terrible one really. You get much of it in advertising. Another
one is not making up your mind, remaining in a state of suspense, not committing yourself. This
is idealized isn't it?
Devamitra: Do you think that's English though? The English are accused of it.
S: Well the English haven't always been like that, they committed themselves in Elizabethan
times and they committed themselves during the Civil War. But to depreciate [deprecate?]
commitment...
And then enthusiasm. Enthusiasm is considered rather naive, rather immature. To get
enthusiastic about something, want to really put yourself into it. It's also fashionable not to
believe in anybody, to have a cynical attitude towards everybody. That no one is as good as they
seem, that you can't trust politicians, all politicians are bad. This sort of passes for idealism and
enlightened thinking, progressive thinking.
Devamitra: I came across a sort of reaction like that on our last retreat. Somebody was apparently
saying after the lecture - I wasn't there but I heard it second-hand - who does he think he is referring to the lecturer - telling us what to do or telling us how it all is.[600]
Chintamani: So much of this just seems tied up with authority figures and resentment with
authority figures. It's as if this society has had a basinful of authority types. Any encounter with
religion or somebody like Bhante giving a lecture; that happens within the Movement.

S: Well, has even this generation had a basinful of authority figures? No, they have not even been
brought up by Victorian fathers or grandfathers, they've had it very easy, they've had very
easy-going parents in most cases, easy-going progressive schoolmasters...
Chintamani: I didn't.
S: They haven't been conscripted into the army. They've not had that experience. They've not
done any square bashing. They've not been ordered about by authoritarian figures, by the police
and so on. They've not had that experience, so whence the reaction?
Voice: Maybe I'm kicking a dead horse, ... down already.
Voice: But there is a reaction.
S: I mean if you lived in a totalitarian state, well you'd have plenty of father figures to rebel
against, to react against. But we don't live in a totalitarian state. The way some people talk you
might think we did, but we don't. If you really did live in a totalitarian state you'd soon realize the
difference. We have it quite easy. So why all this flogging of dead horses, or maybe horses that
never existed, never lived anyway? What are you rebelling against? Your easy-going parents,
who have done their best according to their lights, dim though those lights were, but they did
their best. (laughter) They don't stop you doing what you want to do now. How can they? They
have no power.
Chintamani: Does it come back to our major Christian inheritance?
S: Well, you've not been brought up as a Christian really, barring those who were sent off to
seminary, who have been rather scarred by the experience.
Voice: Well, you did say a few days ago that there was - even those who hadn't been brought up
as Christians - there was a very deeply-rooted ....
S: That's true, but then why should there be? Why should you allow that? Where does it come
from? It's not as though you [601] read the Bible every day. Even if you were made to read the
Bible every day at school and imbibe these ideas, I mean, most people... when I mentioned the
four gospels some of you looked a bit blank, as though you'd never heard of the four gospels!
(laughter) If one probably hasn't read them, where's your Christian conditioning?
Devamitra: Do you think there is any possibility of karma?
S: Possibly, but why all this reaction against father figures? Most people have never actually
encountered a father figure, not even in their own father.
Voice: Is there some sort of resentment against the fact that there aren't any sort of father figures?
S: Ah, maybe that's getting a bit nearer to the truth. Maybe you're asking for a father. Not a father

figure but a father. You're expressing your resentment that, perhaps, you haven't got a real,
positive father figure, a real, positive ideal for you to live up to, or to look towards, at least.
Maybe that is nearer to the truth.
Devamitra: How did we get into discussing father figures? I got a bit lost.
S: As an explanation for our undoubted feelings of jealousy. And we run down the father in a
way; we have this rejection of authority. Maybe that's bound up with our feeling jealousy and our
inability to rejoice in merits.
Voice: Ah, yes.
Devamitra: Do you think that is, sort of, generally ... though?
S: What?
Devamitra: The sort of reaction against father, in that sense.
S: Well against father figures, you certainly get it in almost all the people who come into the
Friends. This is quite strong in them in the beginning.
Chintamani: But obviously a real authoritarian, if you can speak of authoritarian in a positive
sense, as being told what to do very strongly and fair enough, it's the sort of fake fathers and the
fake authority which is senseless and baseless. In other words the weak imposing themselves on
the weak. Do you see what I mean?
S: Or even imposing themselves on the strong sometimes, by virtue [602] of their positions.
Voice: Using guilt.
S: Hmm?
Chintamani: Well presumably in everybody there is... everybody of a certain immaturity... there
is a need for that kind of father image, and so you know, it's a natural need.
S: There is a need for a model, and ultimately for an ideal. If you are not provided with that by
your environment, by your society, by the tradition to which you belong, you feel rather lost.
You've no sense of direction and you feel a bit disgruntled and a bit resentful.
Ratnapani: Yet anyone but the Enlightened needs an ideal, don't they? It is an objective need.
Various other shams have tried to fill it, but...
S: Yes. So one of the - maybe the greatest - drawback in the society as a whole today, in this
country, is there are no positive ideals around, no positive genuine positive ideals, nowhere; not
in politics, not in literature, not in life itself, not in social life. There's no genuine, positive ideal

held up by anyone, for anyone. There are a few sort of shabby bits and pieces of Christianity still
being trotted forth, and some very warped and twisted pseudo-political ideals, but not much else.
I mean, certain figures, you've got Muggeridge, well, you know, as a Christian ideal. Is that the
best that you can do? (laughter) Can't Christianity do better than that? Apparently not.
Muggeridge, or Mary Whitehouse? (laughter) No, but it's quite interesting. I'm thinking more of
the sort of image he presents, and that people respond to. He is quite an interesting sort of chap,
quite genuine as far as he goes, no doubt, but Muggeridge as the representative Christian? Is that
an ideal for the young to live up to? Or even the Archbishop of Canterbury - is he a very
inspiring figure?
Devamitra: That's even worse actually.
Voice: I think he's extremely intellectual, puts out a very... scientific.
S: Well, in a way. And what about politicians? I don't want to denigrate them but Mr Wilson and
Mr Callaghan, they are very worthy people, but are they ideals? I mean could you really look up
to either of them?[603]
Ratnapani: It's hardly surprising one denigrates the lot, or resents the lot.
S: In a way, you wouldn't bother about them if there were really figures around who were ideals
of that particular kind. You wouldn't bother denigrating those who weren't ideal.
Voice: It must be quite difficult if you are quite a good, reasonable .... or whatever states you are
into nowadays, because there's such a kind of psychological backlash of old rubbish thrown on
figures anyway, that maybe they wouldn't see it even if there was one.
S: It's significant perhaps that in many quarters Enoch Powell is the most popular and highly
thought of politician, with all his limitations. At least he does stand for certain principles, even
though he does stand for them sometimes in a quite cranky sort of way. But at least there is a
general feeling that he is, in a way, a man of principle, so he enjoys quite a strong measure of
esteem.
Voice: He also stands up.
S: He stands up, he doesn't mind being unpopular or out of office, doesn't mind standing alone,
whether right or wrong. And that is quite admirable. So he's about the only one actually that is at
all in the public eye who seems to enjoy any sort of genuine esteem. I mean, one might even say,
well, if you have to end up with somebody in politics who is no better than Enoch Powell, well it
means that politics is in a very sorry state, political life is in a very sorry state. But he does, in
certain respects, stand out head and shoulders above the others. This doesn't mean so much that
he is right in his political opinions, but he has a certain quality of character and a certain measure
of idealism that politicians don't always seem to possess these days. He doesn't hesitate to speak
out, what he really thinks.

Devamitra: In a sort of wishy-washy way there seems to be an attempt to idealize the monarchy
to some extent. It happens in the press anyway. I know it also gets debunked in the press, but
there is always a certain image created.
Ratnapani: That's a tragic battle isn't it? Because there are the people who would love to look up
to the Queen and think she was special and just below God, and there are others who want [604]
just get rid of her or take the micky out of her, which is perhaps worse. And most people are
somewhere in between.
S: I also get the impression that the Queen does try to be a good Queen according to her lights.
She does try genuinely to do her duty as she sees it.
Voice: (unclear)
S: I didn't hear anything or see anything in the papers, but I just heard a bit on the radio that the
visit went down really well.
Voice: The Americans too are feeling this lack of ideals.
S: Americans are a very appreciative people. This is one of the things I noticed about the
Americans, there is a completely different atmosphere there, which I really enjoyed. They don't
denigrate. Europeans, cynical, world-weary Europeans describe the Americans as naive and
immature and just like big, overgrown schoolboys. Well, if they are, so much the better. They are
really positive in their outlook and their attitude. They really appreciate, they really enjoy, they
really get enthusiastic. I really felt this very strongly when I was over there. I was only over there
for three months and when I came back to England, when I came back to London and the Friends
as it was then, it seemed so weak and apathetic. I mean, English people seemed so lacking in
energy compared with the Americans and everything seemed so much less alive. But Americans,
with all their faults, they've got this tremendous quality of appreciation, really sincere, warm
strong appreciation. This is their really outstanding characteristic I found.
Ratnapani: But it stems from virya.
S: It stems from virya, yes.
Ratnapani: So a lack of energy could cause this fact, this undemonstrativeness.
S: I think it is. It's effeteness.
Ratnapani: I think perhaps New York must be a bit different, especially to a typical New Yorker,
which is the nearest I have come to a like mind so far at Sukhavati.
S: Ah. Dharmadasa is a New Yorker.
Ratnapani: Ah, well he is very different![605]

S: Well he is a New Yorker.
Ratnapani: It must be the ... then.
Voice: They are much more healthy, I think, aren't they?
S: In a way they are. They are much more physically healthy. But I don't agree with those who
run down the Americans at all. I noticed that even when I was out in India - I've mentioned this
before in other seminars - that the American scholars that I met were so different from the
European ones, especially from the English ones: much more generous, much more
warm-hearted, much more interested in things and in you. The English are all a bit cool and a bit
stand-offish, and a bit academic and a bit looking down their noses at things and not being too
impressed, and certainly not getting over-enthusiastic. One was given the impression that that
would be absolutely out, that would put one beyond the pale, to get enthusiastic over anything.
But the Americans (laughing) they get enthusiastic at the drop of a hat. They are bubbling over
with interest and enjoyment usually. It was quite marked. I got these positive impressions of
Americans even when I was in India, even in Kalimpong. When I went over to the States they
were confirmed.
I think much of it does come down to a lack of energy in this country, I don't know whether one
can speak in, sort of, collective terms and say that, for having virtually ruled the world for three
centuries, Britain's a bit tired and weary and all that. I don't know. Not being individually or
personally conscious of having ruled the world for three hundred years (laughter) I don't really
know.
Voice: Most people looking forward to ... sort of hung over from those times, like a continuation.
S: Do you think so? How does it work out in practical times?
Voice: Well, dull, routine jobs.
S: Americans enjoy their jobs, or seem to, much more than people do in this country.
Voice: But they are more active.
S: They are more active.
Voice: Their kind of jobs in industry are much more dynamic. I mean, if they want four cranes
one day then they go out and buy four cranes and there you are. But ...[606]
S: Also I think a lot of it is to do with socialism, in a way; state socialism and the government
sort of spreading its tentacles and doing so many things for you. Admittedly looking after you
and making you much safer than you were in certain respects, but at the same time maybe
depriving you of your initiative and your responsibility for yourself, which is what the
Conservatives rather unkindly called creeping socialism. Maybe they have a point, in their own

distorted way.
Ratnapani: Right for the wrong reasons, probably.
S: Yes. I certainly feel this personally very much, this general lack of life and enthusiasm and
vigour. Either it is a completely worldly kind and within a certain limited context, or else you get
very listless people. People who are a bit "enlightened", in inverted commas, a bit into things, but
so listless, so lacking in energy.
Voice: Maybe it's a sort of geographical thing.
S: Yes, I think its maybe sort of more towards the southern part of England than the north. I think
there is more energy up there in many ways. But people are, you know, very conventional.
Voice: It's as if, if you don't have some sort of ideal, which is ... you become emotionally
destructive.
S: Hmm, yes.
Ratnapani: There could be something racially in this actually. What I mean is something
collective in it, because it wasn't so long ago the Americans were still carving America and the
cowboys weren't that long ago were they?
S: Right, indeed.
Ratnapani: It was all turmoil and confusion and pioneering and Red Indians and all the rest of it.
S: Extending the frontier.
Chintamani: The really young, sort of, teenage Americans that I've met recently, for instance
hitching up to Norfolk and going near the air base, are getting quite like the English middle class,
bored and sort of...
S: Blase. Well that would be a real shame.
Ratnapani: I've mentioned a book I was reading, it turned into the Partisan war in Yugoslavia,
that's where the bloke ended up [607] and it was a pretty horrific situation: the starvation, the
brutality, mass killing, and yet the vitality of these partisans, fighting for something they believed
in. They really did sound incredible people. They'd put up with anything and still keep smiling, if
he is to be believed, and he was pretty cool - in fact he was a cool Englishman. (laughter)
S: Well in that case just think what Buddhists could do!
Ratnapani: Yes.

Voice: Maybe it's the climate.
Voice: What's wrong with it?
Voice: (unclear)
S: A bit dampening. The climate of New York is very good, very exhilarating, the air is different.
Berlin is said to be like that. Jinamata has written about the atmosphere in Berlin. She finds it
very, very exhilarating. It's quite famous for that.
Voice: The atmosphere or the air?
S: Well the air and the atmosphere. The actual physical air and the, as it were, psychic
atmosphere, the mental atmosphere of the people. Both.
Voice: Gunter Grass comments on that.
S: Ahh.
Voice: He lives in Berlin and says that he feels that Berlin is the most alive and exciting city in
Europe.
Voice: Did you say that you found New York sort of stimulating? Positively stimulating?
S: I did, yes, very much so.
Ratnapani: I though it was just, I thought it was stimulating but there was so much... I got the
impression of it being frighteningly, terrifyingly stimulating. A bit like being inside of the drier in
a launderette.
S: I didn't feel that at all. Well, I was only there for a week.
Ratnapani: Maybe other people go there with fears of their own anyway.
S: Well I was told all sorts of horror tales about America and the Americans before I went. Not a
single one of them was fulfilled. All right let's finish there.[608]
S: Maybe someone could read through the whole sutta.
Chintamani: (I) Nalaka, the Prologue
(679) At noon the rishi Asita beheld
The thrice-ten heavenly throng and deva-hosts
In joy and mirthful mood attending Indra;
And clad in vesture white, with kirtle-dance

They chanted hymns of praise and thanksgiving.
(680) And gazing on their high felicity,
With heedful reverence thus there he said:
"Whence are the devas filled with joyfulness?
Why circle they around in kirtle-dance?
(681) Lo! when the battle with the demons raged
And the gods won, the demons then confounding,
There was not then the like astounding joy.
What marvel have the whirlwind devas seen
(682) To be so blithe? How jubilant they sing
And music make and clap their hands and dance!
I prithee, gentles of high Meru's Mount,
Swiftly dispel my mazed perplexity!"
(683) (Devas:) "Near Lumbini, where dwell the Sakyan folk,
Is born for weal and bliss of all the world
One wakening, rare gem beyond compare;
Hence comes our gladness and festivity.
(684) For he, out-topping all, the man supreme,
Peerless in all the world, the bull of men,
Shall cause the Wheel to turn in Rishi-Grove,
Like roaring lion, mighty lord of beasts."
(685) He heard that voice, and down in haste then came,
And to Suddhodana's abode he went;
And seated, to the Sakyans thus he spake:
"Where is the prince, him whom I long to see?"
(686) To Asita the Sakyans shewed the child,
A prince fashioned as tho' of gleaming gold
By well-skilled hands in fiery crucible,
Burnished and lustrous in supernal hue.
(687) And when he saw the prince - a crested flame,
Serene as bull of stars in heavenly course,
Bright as the sun on cloudless autumn days
Upleapt his heart with wondrous joy and zest.
(688) And in the sky the storm-gods bore a canopy
Of countless spokes hid arched a thousandfold,
Fanned him with golden handled yak-whisks - yet

None saw who held the whisks and canopy.[609]
(689) And when the mat-haired sage, Black-Lustre called,
Saw that gold figure on the yellow cloth
And the white canopy borne o'er his head Happy with heart elate, he took the child.
(690) And holding thus the foremost Sakyan male,
That eager seeker, faring yon by hymn
And sign, gave utterance in rapture thus:
"'Tis he, the unsurpassed, supreme of men!"
(691) But mindful of his early passing on,
Saddened his heart and tears welled up. Whereat,
Seeing the weeping sage, the Sakyans cried:
"Shall peril then beset our prince's path?"
(692) And answered he, perceiving their dismay:
"Naught for the prince untoward do I foresee;
Nay, and no peril shall beset his path;
No mean prince this! Hearken to what I tell:
(693) "This prince shall reach awakening's topmost peak,
As seer of utter purity shall turn
The Dharma-wheel in ruth for weal of man,
And world-spread shall his godly life become.
(694) But brief remains the span of my life here,
Death comes the while or ever I shall hear
Dharma from him of peerless energy:
Hence is my grief, dejection and distress."
(695) Thus in the Sakyans did he joy instil,
Then left the palace for the godly life.
But he in ruth did muse his sister's son
Concerning Dharma from that peerless force:
(696) "When thou shalt hear the voice from yonder say:
'The Wake, won to full waking, treads the peak
Of Dharma's way.' Thyself way-seeking, go
Thou there and fare the god-life nigh that man!"
(697) Thus counselled by that tender heart, the type,
The seer-to-be in utter purity.
Did Nalaka, with merit garnered and up piled,

Pass his long days with faculties reined in.
In expectation of the Conqueror.
(698) And when the Conqueror turned the noble Wheel,
In rapture did he hear the voice, and came
And saw the bull of rishis, and did beg
The noble sage for the still wisdom's crown
As bade sage Asita when they communed.
(The prologue is ended)
(699) (Nalaka:) "Those words of Asita
I see were very truth!
Hence to thee, Gotama,
We come to question thee,
Yon-farer of all things.[610]
(700) "Eager I homeless come
To fare as almsman-monk
Tell me still wisdom, sage.
Tell me the lot supreme!"
(701) "The wisdom I reveal,"
Thus spake the Master then,
"Is hard to get, is hard
To put into effect,
Lo! I declare it thus:
Stiffen thyself, be strong!
(702) "Induce the quiet state
Of a recluse - mocked at
And praised alike by folk:
Debar illwill from mind;
Fare calm, and unelate.
(703) "High thoughts and base fly up
As log-fire crests of flame;
And women tempt a sage.
But by them not be snared.
(704) "Abstain from carnal things,
Leave pleasures pure or low;
To weak and strong be thou
Gentle, dispassionate.

(705) "With them identify
Thyself: 'As I, so they:
As they, so I!' and kill
None, nor have any killed.
(706) "Be rid of want and greed,
Where average folk are caught;
As seer step forth and cross
Man's purgatory here.
(707) "Lean-bellied, spare in food,
Greedless, be few thy wants;
Stilled in his want, indeed,
The wantless cool becomes,
(708) "The sage, his alms-round made,
Should move to woodland-edge;
There come, prepare himself
And at some tree-root sit.
(709) "The rapt on musing bent
Would love that woodland-edge,
Would at the tree-root muse
Unto his heart's content.
(710) "The night thus spent, at dawn
To village he would go.
Nor be o'erjoyed by alms,
Offered or borne away.
(711) "The sage to village come,
Hastes not from house to house,
Cuts talk of seeking food,
Nor speaks a word thereon.
(712) "'What's gotten, that is good:
Naught's gotten, that is well!'
The type thinks both alike
And to his tree returns.[611]
(713) "Faring with bowl in hand,
Not dumb, yet seeming so,
Scorn not the little gift
Nor slight the almoner.

(714) "A high path and a low
By the recluse is taught:
They fare not yon by twain,
Yet single deem it not.
(715) "In whom no craving spreads,
In monk who cuts the stream,
Rid of all toils and tasks.
No fret is found or known."
(716) The Master spake again:
"Behold, still wisdom I
Reveal to thee! As keen
As razor's edge become!
With tongue on palate pressed
Govern the belly's greed!
(717) "Be free of sloth of mind,
Think not of worldly things:
Yon-way in godly life
Is taintless, not of trust,
(718) "In lonely sitting train,
Recluses' mystic seat:
The self-at-one is called
The wisdom of the still,
And if content alone,
(719) "Thou shalt the ten realms light!
My man when he doth hear
The voice of musers rapt
And rid of pleasure, strives
The more because of that
In faith and modesty.
(720) "Learn this from rivers' flow
In mountain cleft and chasm:
Loud gush the rivulets,
The great stream silent moves.
(721) "Loud booms the empty thing.
The full is ever calm:
Like pot half-full the fool,
Like full pool is the sage.

(722) "When the recluse speaks much,
'Tis of and on the goal:
Knowing, of Dharma tells,
Knowing, he speaketh much.
(723) "Who knows and curbed-of-self.
Tho' knowing, speaks not much:
That sage still wisdom worths,
That sage still wisdom wins."[612]
S: So what sort of general feeling do you get from this sutta? Anything you especially notice
about it?
Aloka: It seems to be a lot more basic.
S: In what sort of way?
Aloka: Well, than the previous one. Sort of what the Buddha is saying seems to be more to do
with actual basic, practical... like, training.
S: Yes.
Ratnapani: I don't know if it is just the poetry, it felt more powerful to me.
Devamitra: The background is... it suggests that the Buddha's presence is almost awaited, like a
messiah.
S: Yes, indeed, very much so. You notice this in one or two of the previous suttas. These sort of
rumours that survive, rumours that were around of a being called the Buddha who might appear,
or who occasionally did appear. You recollect, of course, that according to general Buddhist
belief or general Buddhist tradition or even general Buddhist teaching, Buddhas appear
periodically in the world. It's not as though there's just one Buddha; there's only one at a time, in
the full sense of the Enlightened being, who not only gains Enlightenment but gains it at a time
when the path to Enlightenment is lost, and makes that path known to other human beings again.
Are you familiar with this idea? It is quite important historically, and there is this parable which
you will find in "Some Sayings of the Buddha" of the ancient city and the ancient way. [Sutta
Nipata ii.103-4, tr.] Do you remember that? The Buddha said it's like a city that has become
overgrown with jungle. The path to the city also has become overgrown with jungle and the man
might come along and clear the path and clear the city and bring people there again and cause the
city to be inhabited. And he compares his role with the role of that particular man. It's as though
after a period of generations, after many many centuries, the teaching of previous Buddhas has
become lost, forgotten, overlayed, obliterated, overgrown by the jungle of ethnic beliefs and
customs, so that the way to Enlightenment was no longer known, nirvana was no longer known.
But then somebody comes along, in this case the Buddha, or the future Buddha, comes along and
without a teacher, through his own efforts, he treads that path and realizes nirvana, reaches

nirvana, becomes Enlightened, and is afterwards able to show the way to [613] others, so that
many others can follow that path and experience nirvana, obtain nirvana, and as it were inhabit
once again the city of nirvana. You see that?
So it is as though even though the path has been lost, even though the experience of nirvana has
been lost from those very remote ages, which are not know to us through history or even
archaeology, they are what we may call legendary. From those very, very remote ages, according
to Buddhist tradition, there did survive some faint recollection of beings called Buddhas who
were Enlightened and were far beyond the world, even of how they behaved. Nothing was known
about their teaching, that had been completely forgotten, and not very much about the Buddhas
themselves. But there were, just here and there, in the ethnic tradition, little survivals, little sort
of hints. So people never entirely forgot these, at least not in India, according to the Buddhist
tradition. So in a sense they were always - at least some of them, the more intelligent, the more
wise - were always on the lookout for something further, something higher. They had a vague
idea that there was a being called a Buddha who could point the way in a way that they couldn't.
You get the idea? So Asita was clearly one of these people. It's interesting also how he comes to
know about it, according to the legend, at least according to the sutta.
Incidentally, you notice that the sutta falls into two parts. The sutta proper is the Buddha's
discourse, or his two discourses even, or double discourse, or discourse in two parts, to Nalaka.
But the prologue gives the background: How has Nalaka come to the Buddha? Nalaka apparently
is the nephew of a rishi who is living in the Himalayas meditating and who one day became
aware of "joy in the heavens", and he wondered why. And he reflects even when the gods
defeated the asuras there wasn't such joy, but there is now joy in the heavens. Why? Because the
future Buddha has been born. So he's in no doubt about the future destiny of this child who has
just been born. He doesn't wonder whether he will become a great ruler or become an
Enlightened one. He knows, apparently, that he will definitely become an Enlightened one. He
knows where he's been born, so he goes to see him, but he is sad only that he will not live to see
him gain Enlightenment, not be able to listen to his teachings. But he tells his sister's son. Why
do you think sister's son?
Devamitra: Because he's the cultural father.[614]
S: Yes. Not only that but, being a rishi, apparently, he lives like a hermit, in Ankara. He has no
family of his own, no child of his own. So who is nearest and dearest to him? His sister and his
sister's son. So he calls his sister's son and he says, "I'm too old, I shall die before this child gains
Enlightenment, but you keep your ears open. When you hear that Gotama has gained
Enlightenment you go and become his disciple."
So that's the background, that's the prologue. And rather interestingly it gives us a bit more about
the life of the Buddha. Because at the beginning we saw the Buddha, or we encountered the
Buddha, just after he had gone forth but before Enlightenment. So the prologue carries the story
considerably further back, to the birth of the Buddha. So we get a bit more of it. To what extent it
is historical, to what extent it is legendary in the sense of non-historical, we just don't know. But
the fact that it is in the Sutta Nipata, which is quite archaic, shows at least that, very very early

on, perhaps even during the Buddha's own lifetime, that this is what the people believed about
the Buddha.
Voice: It's quite, sort of got a Mahayanistic feel.
S: It has slightly. What do you think about the rishi, living up in the Himalayas and coming to
know that the devas were rejoicing? Do you think that can be taken literally? No reason of course
why it shouldn't. Or whether there is some other meaning, maybe even some other meaning too?
Voice: Well he might just have felt something.
Voice: Had a vision.
S: Hmm. It's very sort of expressive, "At noon the rishi Asita beheld the thrice-ten heavenly
throng and deva-hosts in joy and mirthful mood attending Indra; and clad in vesture white, with
kirtle-dance they chanted hymns of praise and thanksgiving."
It's the sort of scene that Botticelli illustrates isn't it? Let's see what Chalmers says, how he
renders it. He might be even more poetic.
At noontide Asita the Sage
beheld the joyous Thrice-ten gods
and Sakka-Indra at their head,
waving their spotless robes in glee.
At sight of their triumphant joy
he reverently spoke these words:
What gladdens thus the assembled gods?
Say why ye wave your garments so,
Not even when the war with fiends,[615]
crushed fiends and gave gods victory,
was such excitement shown as now.
What marvel cheers the gods to-day?
They shout and sing to music's strains;
they toss their arms and dance around.
Ye denizens of Meru's peaks,
quick! tell me why; dispel my doubts."
S: This gives, in a way, a more vivid picture. After all he is living up in the Himalayas. The
reference to Mount Meru of course is a reference to Mount Kailash. Don't forget that the Indian
ideas about geography were rather hazy, but they did have this idea about Mount Meru, which is
the actual Mount Kailash, and of the gods as inhabiting its slopes at different levels. So they
didn't altogether distinguish, as we might, between the actual physical mountain with different

peaks at different altitudes and sort of planes of existence. They didn't, perhaps, very clearly
distinguish these two things. So here is Asita, staying up in the Himalayas, and nearby is this
great Mount Kailash, supposedly inhabited by the gods. So he's living, as it were, near the gods.
He's up in the Himalayas anyway, and then in his meditation, presumably, at noon one day he
hears and in fact sees the gods that inhabit Meru rejoicing in this way. It's as though he does pick
up something in the air, in the atmosphere.
Voice: It's as though, presumably, he gets a flash of something.
S: Well you could look at it like that or you can take it quite literally: he just looked up and he
saw the gods. He was a rishi, he was leading a pure life, he developed a sort of heavenly vision.
There they were. He saw them.
Voice: It seems as if this kind if difference between psychological states or higher spiritual
states... I mean there isn't a real difference is there? It's just another dimension.
S: Yes. For instance from the Western point of view we often ask did it really happen or is it just
a legend? The Indian mind doesn't see it like that. The Indian mind doesn't - or at least doesn't
traditionally - distinguish between myth and legend on the one hand and historic fact on the
other. This is apparently a more recent Western development.
Ratnapani: Yet we consign to hells the psychological states more or less directly. We talk about
not distinguishing there. Why should one... I prefer not to distinguish between the psychological
and the gods, myself. It feels a nice blend, [616] a real sort of blend. But I'd rather remain
distinctly away from the idea of hells with iron balls and so on. But are there any more grounds
for one than the other?
S: Not really, no. Not in principle. If there can be a heaven there can be a hell. I mean the
Buddhist view would be if there can be a world there can be a hell, if there can be a world there
can be a heaven. The principle is just the same. There is a subjective state correlated with an
objective world. Where there is state there is world, or where there is state there is universe.
Where there is subject there is object. The two always go together. So we are in this world, or we
experience this world, because we are in a certain state of consciousness. We perceive what, for
practical purposes, we describe as the same world, or regard as the same world, because we are in
approximately the same state of mind. So you change your state of mind, you change your world.
You modify your consciousness, and you modify your surroundings. What we are experiencing at
the moment is a state of mind and world. So when you are in hell what you experience is also a
state of mind and world. When you are in heaven, the same thing, you experience a state of mind
and world. And according to Buddhism you, as it were, "get" from one world to another by
changing your state of mind.
So you could also say that there is no such thing as a world, or rather there are no such things as
worlds, there is only, you could say, one world which is perceived in different ways, according to
people's different mental states. So that the Buddhist would argue, yes, you can have an actual
experience of being in hell, of being in this intensely painful environment in exactly the same

way as you have an experience now of being in this world, i.e. in this rather mixed environment,
partly pleasurable, partly painful. So that Buddhists would say that hell exists - or the hells exist,
in the plural - in exactly the same way as this world exists. And you can experience yourself as
being in them in exactly the same way that you experience yourself as being in this world.
Ratnapani: Just as real, and come to that, just as unreal.
S: Just as real and just as unreal. The same with the heavens, this is the traditional Buddhist point
of view, quite clearly. So that there's no question of just allegorizing things away: that it's only a
mental state. Well even the word "only" is suspicious. When you experience a certain state very
strongly, [617] you will see things objectively in terms of that state. What about dreams? We
know - this is how we usually look at it - that dreams are subjective, it's all in your own mind, all
in you own head. But you experience worlds and places in dreams just as though you are actually
there. You construct the world of your dreams. But what is your actual experience in the dream?
That you are in a place just as vividly as you are in a place here and now, with... You may
sometimes notice that you sometimes have the same dream over and over again, or you find
yourself in dreams in the same place. Have you ever had this sort of experience, that you visit the
same place? So with a little reflection you can sort of convince yourself that you really belong
there and are only visiting here in a dream. In this way you can sort of feel the relativity of it all.
This is suggested in Chuang Tse's famous little anecdote which you must have all read some time
or another. He says, "last night I dreamt that I was a butterfly", you know this one? "Last night I
dreamt that I was a butterfly, but I'm not sure, I really don't know whether I am a man who last
night dreamt he was a butterfly or whether I am a butterfly who is dreaming that he is a man."
So sometimes one can have a feeling that the life that one lives in dreams is more real than the
life that one lives while one is awake. One has an existence in dreams on another level, another
plane, another world. So hell or heaven is rather like that. But at least we can get some sort of
feeling for the Buddhist point of view in this sort of way. Then, if you can experience this world
as out there, well, why can't you experience the mental states of hell as out there, and have the
experience that you are in a world called hell? Same with heaven.
Ratnapani: To distinguish, or to try to distinguish, between psychological states and actual then,
is to deny experience, deny one's experience.
S: Hmm, because as far as our experience goes, subjective state, to use that term, is always
accompanied by or correlated with objective world. I mean we can modify our mind to some
extent and thereby modify the world to some extent, but if we modify our mind permanently to a
very considerable extent, we shall just, as it were, require another world so that when we die we
will go to another world. The best way of modifying the mind is through meditation; certainly
that is the standard way. If you like, meditation is the way to the brahmaloka. Metta bhavana is
the way [618] to the brahmaloka, because you create another world, you make for yourself just a
very different mind, so when you die, when your body drops off and you are dissociated from
what we call this world, you will, as it were, construct a totally different world, or find yourself
in a totally different world, along with people of your own kind, mettaful people who are sharing
that brahmaloka with you.

So you can find that sort of thing happening on a smaller scale, even when you get together with
like-minded people and you have almost literally your own world which you inhabit.
Voice: Sukhavati, say.
S: Yes. You can imagine, say, in years to come, decades to come, all of you who lived or have
ever lived at Sukhavati - I mean the 51-Roman-Road Sukhavati (laughter) - that you will all be
reborn in a real Sukhavati, all very much sharing the same mental state and all reborn in a sort of
higher, heavenly world which was an even bigger and better Sukhavati, where there's never any
cooking to be done, never any washing-up to be done, where you heard the Dharma day and
night, and where there were no lady visitors. (laughter)
Devamitra: Does Sukhavati, in fact... is it one of the devalokas?
S: No.
Devamitra: No? In what way is it different from a devaloka?
S: Well, in a way, there are two Sukhavatis. It depends on the sort of point of view. It seems to
me that the whole idea of Sukhavati in Indian and Chinese Buddhism is connected with the idea
of the suddhavasas. Have you heard about the suddhavasas?
Devamitra: I think so but I can't remember what...
S: The pure abodes. You remember the jhanas, the four jhana states? These are called the
rupa-jhanas, the jhanas of the world of form, and then there are the arupa-jhanas, formless jhanas,
which are correlated with the formless worlds, worlds of pure light. So the basic principle is,
corresponding to mental states: worlds. So we are on the kama level, we are in the world of
sensuous desire. Our minds, the human mind, normally is dominated by kama, desire. So we live
in a world corresponding to that kind of mental attitude, we live in the kamaloka or the
kamavacara. So in much the same way, corresponding to the higher mental states of jhanas, there
are higher worlds. You have got [619] kamaloka consciousness and the kamaloka, the
corresponding world. So you have got jhana consciousness, jhana world. So the consciousness of
the rupa-jhana plane and the rupaloka. And then the consciousness of the arupaloka plane and the
arupaloka, the arupa world, the formless world. So the suddhavasas, the pure abodes, of which
there are three as far as I can recollect, are situated at the summit of the world of form. They are,
as it were - well one can't say half way between the world of pure form and the formless - but
they are the apex of the world of form. So in a sense they are a devaloka but in a sense they are
not. Who inhabits the suddhavasa?
Devamitra: Presumably people who have been practising the Dharma.
S: No, it's more precise than that. The anagamis, the non-returners. There are four classes of
aryans: there is the stream entrant, the once-returner, the non-returner, and the arahant, according
to the Theravada, or even the archaic teaching. So there is someone who has broken a certain

number of fetters, so that he's assured of nirvana after not more than seven lives, not more;
maybe six, maybe five, four, three, two - he may get it in this life still, but not more than seven
lives. And then there is the once-returner, who has broken so many fetters - I won't give the
details, they are all in the "Three Jewels" and the Survey anyway - and he will come back only
once and then gain nirvana. But then there's the anagami: he has so much weakened the fetters
which bind him to conditioned existence not only to the world of desire but even to the world of
form, that he doesn't come back at all. But he hasn't yet gained nirvana, so where is he reborn? In
the suddhavasas, in the pure abodes. So these are not, as it were, devalokas in the ordinary sense
because he is reborn there with, to put it in this way, a partially Enlightened consciousness.
Whereas the devas as such would not have an Enlightened consciousness at all; theirs would be a
purely mundane consciousness, even though much more refined than ours.
So you have the idea of beings in a higher world, corresponding to their mental state, their jhana
state, but beings with a measure of wisdom so that that isn't a mundane state in the ordinary
sense. So the idea of Sukhavati seems to be connected with that. The Mahayana seems to have
taken that up, and they of course associated Amitabha with Sukhavati. So Sukhavati becomes a
[620] a sort of halfway house between this world and nirvana. You get the idea? That if you
could only manage to get to Sukhavati - corresponding to the pure abodes - well you won't come
back to this world and you will have very favourable opportunities for progressing to nirvana.
The line of development seems to have been that people felt that it was very difficult to gain
nirvana in this world, in this life, so they started thinking in terms of just getting from this world
to a higher world from which it wouldn't be possible to regress to this world and from which they
could gain nirvana. Amitabha came to be regarded as presiding over this world, this pure land in
the West, and one tried to gain rebirth into this world by invoking the name of Amitabha. So it
meant really gaining the state of an anagami - or aiming at becoming an anagami - under the
auspices of Amitabha, rather than at arahantship, in this life. In a way it represented a lowering of
the ideal. So this is the teaching about Sukhavati in the Indian and Chinese devotional schools.
It's regarded as a sort of halfway house to nirvana, or to Enlightenment, or to full Enlightenment,
Buddhahood. But it doesn't matter that it is a halfway house, at least you don't come back to this
world; from there you can only go forward to nirvana with the extra help of the direct personal
teaching of Amitabha himself. So the Indian or Chinese Buddhists who followed this form of
devotional Buddhism thought in terms of not being reborn on this earth, not being even reborn in
the rupaloka, but being reborn in Sukhavati as a result of his devotion to Amitabha, backed up by
his life of morality and meditation. And he hoped that once he was in Sukhavati he would just be
able to spend all his time listening to the teaching and just make progress and realize
Enlightenment or nirvana. That was the standard approach.
But there is a development of that in Japan, a quite profound and subtle development under the
auspices of Shinran Shonin the great Japanese teacher, and here there's a shift of emphasis.
Sukhavati becomes a sort of synonym for nirvana itself, or symbol for nirvana itself. And one can
gain rebirth into Sukhavati here and now, so, in a way, you come back to the original emphasis of
Enlightenment here and now. Do you see this? I've discussed this all in detail in the Survey under
"Devotional Buddhism". But obviously when things get difficult on earth, the idea of being
reborn into a higher state where conditions are much more favourable becomes very, very
attractive.[621]

Devamitra: Does the same apply to the Tushita devaloka where Maitreya is teaching?
S: No, that doesn't seem to have attracted the same sort of attention, though there are odd
references to certain teachers ascending to that level or even being reborn there and listening to
Maitreya teaching. But it hasn't become such a widespread movement as the movement of rebirth
into the pure land of Amitabha has become. Among Tibetans in the Vajrayana there are various
practices belonging to the Phowa or transference of consciousness cult, of transferring one's
consciousness during this life itself to the realm of Amitabha and then making sure in this way of
being reborn there at the time of death.
Voice: Do each of the five Buddhas have a dwelling?
S: Well, all Buddhas have, not a pure land, some have pure lands and some have impure lands.
Shakyamuni Buddha has an impure land, but that leads us into all sort of byways of Buddhist
thought and belief.
So you get the general idea? This idea of being reborn into a higher, more perfect world, where
conditions for leading a spiritual life are much more favourable? So instead of aiming directly at
nirvana, you aim to get to this world. But this world itself, by some strange paradox, eventually
became a symbol for nirvana itself. But the main thing is to keep moving, one might say, in the
right direction.
Voice: It reminds me a bit about what you said about stream entry being a more realistic goal for
those of us in the Order than Enlightenment.
S: Yes, right.
Ratnapani: Presumably there is some sort of change between the idea of the non-returner going to
a pure land from which he, as it were, a jumping off point for nirvana and the devotional schools
where just anybody wishing to go there because things were a bit more favourable. Presumably
the idea of the non-returner didn't come ...
S: Yes, because there is also the transition from the Hinayana to the Mahayana to take into
account.
Ratnapani: I see.
S: If pressed, probably the Mahayanist would say that if you [622] develop that intense faith and
devotion you do in fact traverse the stream-entry and once-returning stages. Faith is sufficient to
carry you through that intensity of devotion. They wouldn't deny or abrogate the older teaching
but they would say that their, as it were, quick and easier method just carried you through all
those stages and made you, in Hinayana terms, an anagami.
I hope this doesn't sound too technical to those of you who may not have plunged very deeply
into the mysteries of Buddhist thought. But you get a sort of general impression, yes?

Voice: The thing that has always baffled me is - it may just be that I'm looking at it in too narrow
a way but - where does the Bodhisattva ideal fit in?
S: You mean into the Sutta Nipata?
Voice: No, I mean into this idea of the sort of halfway house.
S: Ah, well, for the Mahayana it is a halfway house to Buddhahood, with the idea that having
gained Enlightenment and gained Buddhahood, you will be in a position to help all living beings.
So it is not inconsistent with the Bodhisattva ideal.
Voice: Plus there is Amitabha's vow.
S: Yes. You don't want to gain Enlightenment for your own sake. You are a Mahayana Buddhist
but you are not aiming directly at Enlightenment at the moment, you're aiming to be reborn in
Sukhavati and hear the teachings from Amitabha. Well what will he teach you? The Mahayana
sutras.
Voice: Does that mean that if you are following that line of thought, you would return to the
world?
S: Yes, one could say that, except that, what is returning? One can say probably that the
Bodhisattva ideal has got two aspects. There is a passive aspect and an active aspect, and among
the Mahayana Buddhists people seem to accept the Bodhisattva ideal in two ways. The lay people
tended to show their acceptance of the Bodhisattva ideal by worshipping the Bodhisattvas rather
than taking Bodhisattva vows themselves, and usually it was the monks who thought in terms of
taking Bodhisattva vows and being like Bodhisattvas themselves.
I think probably one can say much the same with regard to rebirth in the pure land, that it was
very much the approach for the lay people, Mahayana lay people, whereas Mahayana monks
[623] tended still to aim more directly at Enlightenment and becoming Buddhas and helping
others. Lay people didn't think in terms of helping others because that wasn't their social function
anyway, to teach the Dharma, that was the function of the monks. So though they broadly
accepted the Mahayana ideal and accepted the Bodhisattva ideal, in practice they were more
concerned with getting out of this world and being reborn into the pure land where they would
hear the teaching and where perhaps they could develop the bodhicitta and make their
Bodhisattva vows, whereas the monks tried to develop their Bodhicitta and make their
Bodhisattva vows in this life itself, on this earth. That seems to be the difference, does this make
it clearer?
Voices: Yes.
S: So there is a sort of passive acceptance of the Bodhisattva ideal on the part of the lay people
and a more active acceptance on the part of the monks.

What about this idea of something happening in the universe? Asita picks up that something is
going on, the devas are joyful. This draws attention to the fact that the early Buddhist believed we can't at this stage say whether this was the Buddha's personal belief or teaching - but the early
Buddhists seemed to believe that the birth of a Buddha was an event of cosmic significance, that
the devas would know about it, it was of concern and interest to everybody in the universe. And
that is clearly the suggestion here. What do you think of this idea of picking something up? That
someone gets a sense that something is happening, something of tremendous importance to the
world? The devas are happy: do you think this sort of thing does happen?
Voice: Yes, I think it does, I think you can pick up certain things.
S: For instance, Jung makes the point that he noticed with regard to his patients - that is to say
people he analysed, the dreams he studied and analysed - that in the decade leading up to the
second world war his patients were getting very disturbed dreams and dreams of violence that
seemed to herald the coming of war. He saw this in retrospect but in recollecting he said, that
yes, their dreams had been very much of this sort and they seemed to be feeling that something
dreadful, something terrible was coming. So it may be that you can pick up what is coming, both
for good and for ill. Sometimes it is said that artists are [624] the antennae of the human race.
They feel what is coming. They feel what is developing before other people are aware of it or
even before it has happened.
So yes, maybe Asita - being a rishi and a meditator - was sensitive to what was going on. There
was this sense that someone very special had been born, someone who was going to become
Enlightened. Maybe there was a reaction from the universe itself which Asita picked up.
Voice: At the Buddha's parinirvana there are earthquakes.
S: It's picturesque ways of underlining the cosmic significance of the event.
Voice: This occurs throughout the world, there are all kinds references to it, in Shakespeare too.
S: Yes, "the heavens themselves blaze forth the death of princes!" [Julius Caesar ii.2, tr.]
Voice: This is slightly another thing, but what about the possibility of somebody prior to
Shakyamuni going off on his own and attaining Enlightenment?
S: But then he would have been the Buddha?
Voice: He couldn't do it in isolation?
S: The first person who gains Enlightenment at a time when the way to Enlightenment is lost
becomes the Buddha for the whole subsequent era. So if someone before the Buddha had done
that, well, there would have been no need for Gotama the Buddha. That Buddha would have
opened up the way for the whole subsequent period. Do you see this?

Voice: So full Enlightenment implies that he does teach, that he does sort of...
S: Yes. There are reference to various beings called pratyekabuddhas, privately Enlightened ones,
who don't teach. But there is the suggestion that there is some limitation or veil as regards their
Enlightenment. It is not samyaksambodhi, not complete, perfect Enlightenment, though there is
quite a difference of opinion among Buddhist thinkers and philosophers as to what that
difference exactly consists of.
Let's turn to what the Buddha actually says, leave the prologue and go on to the present. Nalaka
says - we are not told where or when this was - "Those words of Asita I see were very truth!
Hence to thee Gotama, we come to question thee, yon farer of all [625] things". That is, the one
who has gone beyond all things. "Eager I homeless come to fare as almsman-monk; tell me still
wisdom, sage, tell me the lot supreme!"
So he's already gone forth and presumably he wants to be accepted as one of the Buddha's
full-time followers. So what is it he asks the Buddha to tell him about? Still wisdom and the lot
supreme. So what are these terms in the original, let's just see back: moneyyam uttamam padam.
So it says, Muni - O silent sage - tell me, what is silent sagehood? What is the state of being a
muni? And what is uttaman padam? The supreme state - a very sort of neutral term in a way,
which is sometimes used - the supreme state, the state of Enlightenment or nirvana, tell me that.
The term that Hare translates as still wisdom is moneyya, the state of being a silent sage, the state
of silence which is also the state of wisdom, or the state of wisdom which is also the state of
silence. So tell me that. He's asking what makes a muni, to explain to him the essence of
munihood and the supreme state.
So then the Buddha says, "The wisdom I reveal," thus spake the Master then, "is hard to get, is
hard to put into effect, Lo! I declare it thus: stiffen thyself, be strong!" So what is this?
Voice: He's saying that it is hard to really get it.
S: Yes, the term that is translated as wisdom is again moneyyam, the state of being a muni,
munihood or muniness. That state of munihood which I make known is hard to get, dukkaram
durabhisambhavam, hard to put into effect, hard to experience. Why do you think it is hard to
get, what does that mean?
Voice: Hard to actually realize it.
S: No, that's covered by "hard to put into effect", but it is even "hard to get". It's difficult to hear,
even if you can get contact with it, receive that teaching; even that is difficult. And once you've
even made contact, received the teaching it is very hard to put into practice.
So, "Lo! I declare it thus, stiffen thyself - santhambhassu - be strong." Chalmers translates it
stand firm and stand fast. Let's see what the literal meaning is. Santhambhassi: to restrain oneself,
to keep firm, also to make stiff or rigid. It's santhambha, to be like a post, to remain like a post,

stand firm, or even stand fast - that will [626] do - and be strong. One could say it's more like
stand fast, be strong; or stand firm, be strong.
Voice: Brace yourself.
S: Brace yourself, yes. Why? What are you bracing yourself for?
Voice: The Dharma.
S: An effort. Do you think there is any significance in the Buddha saying this?
Voice: Well it suggests that the Dharma has quite an effect on you.
S: Yes, you've got quite a lot to put up with, as it were. But also it's interesting, what the Dharma
is. He doesn't for instance say - it comes out more clearly in Chalmers translation actually, the
meaning - he doesn't say brace yourself for the four noble truths, brace yourself for the teaching
about conditioned co-production, brace yourself for all the profound teachings about sunyata. He
doesn't say that. What does he say? As I say, Chalmers seems to bring it our more clearly. The
Buddha says, "learn then that perfect way, it is hard to compass, hard to tread, but still its secret
I'll impart. Stand firm, stand fast; come praise, come blame, still take it all as one. Let neither mar
thine equanimity." So what does this suggest?
The Buddha says, all right, I'll impart to you the Dharma, stand firm, stand fast, be strong, be
ready to receive it. But what is the Dharma? It's facing up to all these exigencies of ordinary life
in the right sort of way. It doesn't mean the acceptance of certain profound philosophical truths or
teaching, which is what you might have expected. Do you see that point? That if you, well, just to
take this simple example of praise and blame: here comes the Dharma - brace yourself, stand
firm, be strong, don't get upset when people blame you, don't get elated when they praise you,
here is the Dharma. It is a bit like what I was saying yesterday about the reactive and creative
mind, that every instant of the day almost you have the possibility of responding to events in
either one way or the other, either reacting or responding, either allowing the reactive mind to
come into operation or the creative mind. Almost every single event or experience of the day
opens up these two possibilities. So it's just like that with the practice of the Dharma. So when
the Buddha gives the Dharma he's not giving an abstract [627] philosophical teaching. When he
asks Nalaka to brace himself, to stand firm and be strong, he's not asking him to get ready for an
intellectual shock. He's asking him to stand firm, be strong, in the face of the ordinary
experiences of life, which might upset his mental equanimity.
Voice: Couldn't you take it in another way? "Lo! I declare it to be thus: the teaching is [to] stiffen
thyself, be strong."
S: It could be that, but what is the purpose of stiffening yourself? All right, Hare translates it a bit
differently from Chalmers: "Induce the quiet state of a recluse - mocked at and praised alike by
folk; debar ill will from mind; fare calm, and unelate." What is the Pali for that? Yes, gain for
yourself the portion of a recluse, samana, yes, the quiet state or the state that is characteristic of

or proper to a recluse. Achieve that one yourself, the state which is both praised by people and
also blamed. Guard yourself against all ill will and live calmly and unelated.
"High thoughts and base fly up as log-fire crests of flame; and women tempt a sage, but be by
them not snared. Abstain from carnal things, leave pleasures pure or low; to weak and strong be
thou gentle, dispassionate. With them identify thyself: "As I so they, as they so I!" and kill none,
nor have any killed." This is a quite standard Buddhist reflection. You find it again and again in
the Pali texts with regard to violence and inflicting pain and suffering. Just reflect that other
living beings are just as I am, I don't like people inflicting suffering on me, therefore I should not
inflict it upon others. They feel in the same way that I feel.
"Be rid of want and greed, where average folk are caught; As seer step forth and cross man's
purgatory here. Lean-bellied, spare in food, greedless, be few thy wants; stilled in his want,
indeed, the wantless cool becomes."
Then the Buddha gives some actual practical instructions which are quite interesting. "The sage,
his alms-round made, should move to woodland-edge; there come, prepare himself and at some
tree-root sit. The rapt on musing bent would love that woodland-edge, would at the tree-root
muse unto his heart's content. The night thus spent, at dawn to village he would go, nor be
o'erjoyed by alms, offered or borne away. The sage to [628] village comes, hastes not from house
to house, cuts talk of seeking food, nor speaks a word thereon. "What's gotten that is good:
naught's gotten, that is well!" The type thinks both alike and to his tree returns. Faring with bowl
in hand, not dumb, yet seeming so, scorn not the little gift nor slight the almoner. A high path and
a low by the recluse is taught - they fare not yon by twain, yet single deem it not. In whom no
craving spreads, in monk who cuts the stream, rid of all toils and tasks, no fret is found or
known."
So these, as it were, are the Buddha's personal instructions to Nalaka. So what general impression
do you get from that, beginning with "the sage's alms-round made"?
Voice: It suggests that you should cultivate a dhyana state.
S: Yes, but what sort of picture does it give you of the bhikkhu's life, or the spiritual life, one
might say?
Voice: Very simple, and characterized by equanimity above all else.
Voice: It suggests detachment.
S: Yes. You get the impression of a life reduced to its bare essentials. Nalaka is advised, as it
were, to do just two things. The Buddha says he should carry on with his meditation and he
should go for alms and he also explains how he should go and in what sort of spirit. He should go
silently, he shouldn't talk much, in fact he shouldn't talk at all. He shouldn't bother whether he
gets anything or whether he doesn't or what sort of things he gets. He says also, "not dumb yet
seeming so". This is, in a way, quite interesting, isn't it? What does it suggest?

Voice: You don't have to impress anybody.
S: Yes.
Voice: It also looks as if you haven't got anything going for you but in fact you have got
everything.
S: Most people want others to know how clever they are. They don't like others to think them
stupid or to think that they are fools. But what the Buddha is saying is that it doesn't matter. All
right, you are not dumb, but if you seem dumb it's all right. You may not be stupid, but if you
seem stupid that is all right too! And also he says, "scorn not the little gift nor slight the
almoner". Be grateful to the person who gives to you, be grateful for whatever you get.[629]
So here one sees a life reduced to its barest essential. There's a spiritual side, there's the, as it
were, a secular side. On the one hand Nalaka is getting on with the meditation, in seclusion, at
the foot of the tree, and on the other he's keeping up the minimum contact with the world. He
keeps up only that contact which is compatible with keeping himself alive so he can get on with
his own practice. There's a very, very simple life indeed.
So what does it suggest as a general principle? What sort of general principle is suggested here?
Voice: It's a tradition.
S: Not only that, but you should have only so much contact with the world as is necessary for you
to get on with what you, spiritually speaking, want to do. You should have no more contact with
the world than is necessary for your spiritual pursuits, whether meditation or of any other kind.
Do you see that? This is the principle that emerges. So in the case of the mendicant monk, the
bhikkhu, he has got it very clear, especially one who has got to get on with his meditation, he
restricts his contact to just going silently from house to house for food, once a day. That may not
be one's way of life, but the principle still holds good: have no more contact with the world than
is necessary for your own spiritual activities, which may be meditation or teaching or running
retreats and so on. But the principle is the same, have only as much contact with the world as is
necessary to enable you to carry on with those spiritual activities to which you have committed
yourself. Do you see that? Can you also see how this does not or may not always happen?
To give you an example, supposing this particular bhikkhu exhorted here had not followed the
Buddha's advice, how would [he] have not followed it?
Voice: He'd chat to the ladies giving him breakfast.
S: Yes, or maybe they would ask him to read their palms or tell their fortunes and he'd get
involved in that. Then they would say, oh what a nice monk, so friendly! Not like some of these
unsociable monks who never even want to speak to you. Let's invite him for dinner tomorrow. So
they invite him, they feed him well, they speak to him, and in the end he wastes a whole
afternoon sitting chatting perhaps. So what would be a parallel, say, within our experience to that

sort of thing?[630]
Voice: Giving yoga classes outside.
S: Would it?
Voice: Well, yes, in a way.
S: What do you mean by outside?
Voice: Well outside, for instance, the Friend's centres.
S: Supposing though you wanted to take those classes as a means of contacting people, possibly
getting them involved in meditation. Would it apply then?
Voice: No, not in that case, but I didn't mean it...
S: But it is very difficult in practice to restrict yourself to what is necessary. Do you see what I
mean?
Voice: But going to the theatre, is that necessary or is it not? One can think about...
Voice: I think that is quite good actually. It does stimulate interest, concentration, and brings up
relevant...
S: It is in a way a concession to the weakness of human nature, but then a retreat itself also is a
concession to the weakness of human nature. In a sense you ought to be able to get it together in
the city and meditate despite the roar of traffic. It's very easy to lose sight of your basic purpose,
this is the danger here that things become ends in themselves and not means to an end.
Voice: I think, answering that in a roundabout way, as regards cultural activity I had an
interesting experience in Wales. I had been living relatively strictly. I had just been doing my
work but nothing else. There was a record player there, after a few days I felt quite funny and I
thought, OK, I might blow it but let's play a record. So I played a record and it was just what I
needed, one side. I felt refreshed, stimulated, and so on. So the next day I thought, that was a nice
record, maybe I'll play it again. I played it again and I felt completely flat, I felt as though I'd
wasted half an hour.
S: I think we can think up some better examples than that we gave, of yoga classes.
Voice: For instance the centre could become not a Dharma centre but a social centre. A place
where social events take place. The social event might even be meditation. The main purpose that
people come along for, it's not their intention...[631]
S: It's as though the art of meditation is the price they pay for the social life afterwards! It's

illustrated by the story of the monk and the kaupin. It was all for the sake of the kaupin, the
abbreviated loincloth. You've heard that story, surely? You must have heard it. No? You'll
recognize it as I go along, I am sure. The story goes that there was a guru who had a disciple and
the disciple very much wanted to meditate. So the guru gave him certain instructions and left him
meditating at the foot of a tree and advised him to lead a very simple life, et cetera. All that he
had was a kaupin, which is just a strip of cloth, the most abbreviated possible form of loincloth.
It's only about four inches broad and a foot long, attached to a little bit of string around your
waist, or between your legs rather, so that's all he had. But anyway he got on with his meditation
- probably the guru left him a bit of food as well - got on with his meditation, but after a few days
he had to wash the kaupin, so he hung it up on a tree to dry and while it was drying he was just
lying there naked. It so happens that while he was sitting there without his kaupin on and
meditating waiting for it to dry a rat came along and nibbled it. (laughter) It was already pretty
abbreviated to begin with so once the rat had nibbled it, it was not exactly useless but much less
useful than before so he was quite annoyed. So he said, well, we can't allow that to happen but I
don't really know what to do. So anyway he put it on as best he could. Shortly afterwards
someone came from the village, so the disciple told the man from the village about his difficulty.
He said, I've only got this one kaupin, it's all I've got. I'm leading a very simple life but when I
wash it and hang it up to dry there's a rat that comes along and nibbles it. So the man from the
village said, we can't allow that, I'll tell you what, I'll get you a cat. So the cat will keep away the
rat so you won't be in any danger of having your kaupin nibbled. So the next day a cat was
brought, and surely enough it kept the rat away.
So there was no trouble with the kaupin any more, but what happened? The disciple had some
grains and things to eat himself but the cat wasn't willing to eat those grains. It kept mewing and
so on, and disturbing his meditation. Clearly it needed some milk. So luckily a couple of days
later somebody else came from the village so again the disciple explained his difficulty, that he
had this cat that was keeping away the rat but it needs milk. [632] The man from the village said,
don't worry about that I'll bring you some every day. As a matter of fact I'll bring some for you
and the cat. So he was bringing milk every day, quite devotedly. Anyway after a few weeks of
this one day the man said, look, it's a bit troublesome to come everyday to bring you milk, but I
really want to give you the milk, I really want you to have it. Look, I'll give you a cow. (laughter)
So the next day he brought along a cow. So the disciple then had to spend a bit of time each day
milking the cow and getting milk for himself and the cat. So this went on for a while, but he was
losing time from his meditation. Not only that but in India you have to cut grass for the cow. The
cow cannot graze, you tie the cow up and you have to spend a few hours a day cutting grass for
the cow which you then put in front of it. The disciple got a bit fed up with this because he was
losing a couple of hours a day from his meditation. So a few days later when a man again came
from the village he explained his difficulty. So the man said, oh we can't have that, I'll get you a
man to cut the grass for the cow. So the next day, sure enough, he came leading a man who
henceforth cut grass for the cow and lived with the disciple, or a little way away. So things went
on very well for a while. After a week or two however the man who was cutting grass came and
asked for money. So the disciple said, I don't have any money, I spend all my time meditating. So
the grass cutter said, I'll tell you what, there's more milk than you and the cat need, so sell some.
Sell some of the milk every day, then you can pay me. I can cut the grass for the cow, you'll get

the milk from the cow for the cat, the cat will keep the rat away ....
So anyway, a little sign was put up with "milk for sale". The people were coming and he was
selling the milk and making some money and giving it to the grass cutter. The grass cutter was
cutting the grass, et cetera, et cetera. Anyway, after a while he found that what with all this
selling of milk and collecting of money, it gave him very little time for his meditation. So again,
a man from the village came and he told him his trouble. The village man said, look, I'll tell you
the solution, something that will just end it all and make everything right for you. I'll get you a
wife from the village. There's a good capable young woman, she'll be very glad to marry you,
she'll manage the dairy business for you, (laughter) paying for the grass cutter. She'll [633] milk
the cow too, give the milk to the cat, she'll do it all for you. So he brought the woman from the
village, an attractive young woman. Sure enough, they were married and everything went on all
right for a while. After a while, of course, the woman got pregnant and then her attitude started
changing: oh, you lazy good-for-nothing so-and-so, just sitting under that tree over there. Why
don't you help me? In due course the child was born, she couldn't do anything during that time so
again he had to manage the dairy business, he had to look after the money, he had to pay the
grass cutter. He had to look after the wife and child, and he wasn't getting enough money for all
this, so he had to get a bull, get the cow impregnated, then a calf was produced ...
To cut a long story short, in the course of a few years he had a thriving dairy business, a large
family, and no time for meditation at all! If you think about it he had become a complete
householder. Then the guru happened to come by, paying a visit thinking, I wonder how my
disciple is getting on. I left him sitting under the tree meditating. He must still be meditating, he
must have made good progress by now, I shall go and see. So the guru paid a visit. Instead of the
solitary disciple wearing his little kaupin underneath the tree meditating he found a big
establishment, a big dairy farm with lots of people, servants and employees, and women and
children, and in the midst of it all, looking very worried and harassed, was the disciple.
So the guru said, what on earth has happened? Why have you done all this? So it is said that the
disciple then saw in a flash what had happened, and he said to the guru, it was all for the sake of
a kaupin. This is a proverb. All for the sake of a kaupin. So it's a bit like that. [This is one of
Ramakrishna's stories, but possibly predates him, tr.]
One has always got to keep one's eye on the main thing - it's always got to be simplified - and
have no more dealing with the world than is necessary for one's own spiritual purposes. You can
even have very extensive dealings with the world if they are necessary for your own spiritual
purposes. Under one's own spiritual purposes I include what one does for other people as part of
one's own spiritual commitment and aspiration, but no more than that. Don't get involved in
worldly things for their own sake. That's very, very important.
Voice: You've got the question, then, if there's no outlet for my talents within the Movement someone who's got something they want to do - there isn't an FWBO such-and-such club for
them [634] to do it with - they've then got a choice of more or less dropping it or getting tangled
with the outside.

S: Yes, right. It is very much like that. How important is the cultivation of one's own talent for
one? I mean if you can cultivate it and its cultivation can assist your overall spiritual
development then that's fine. But if the price you have to pay is getting tangled up with worldly
things, well clearly it just isn't worth it.
Voice: I suppose one's talent or talents can be a very subtle form of attachment.
S: One can have attachment for one's own talent. Sometimes you may have to sacrifice your
talent. One has to sometimes sacrifice some talent anyway. You just can't do everything in one
short lifetime. Something has to be sacrificed.
It reminds me of what a Catholic nun is reported to have said in an interview when a lady
interviewer was asking her about sex. Apparently it was the thing that the lady interviewer was
most interested in. So the nun was apparently quite frank and a rather blunt-speaking nun and she
said, sex? Well, you can't sublimate it, you can't suppress it, you can only damn well sacrifice it!
(laughter)
So it's a bit like that. Sometimes you just have to sacrifice your talent. There's no other way than
that. By sacrifice she presumably means give it all up but in a positive spirit. You can't sublimate,
you can't suppress, you can only sacrifice.
Voice: It really does seem to mean that you've got to question what's the most important thing for
you.
S: Yes, get your priorities right.
Voice: You can reduce it to logic.
S: If you can have all this and heaven too, well fine, but if you have to choose between this and
heaven then choose heaven every time. If you can have Enlightenment and a happy worldly life
as well, well who wouldn't? But if you have to choose between Enlightenment and a happy
worldly life then choose Enlightenment every time.
However, even if you do cultivate your talent within the perspective of Enlightenment, how
important is your talent? If you were a Shakespeare or a Bach, maybe there would be something
to sacrifice, humanity would lose something. But one's own little [635] petty talent: is it very,
very important that you should express yourself in that way? Couldn't you be of much more use
to humanity as a better and more positive and more happy human being with a higher state of
consciousness? You've got thousands of people to tinkle on the piano or paint little pictures, et
cetera, et cetera, or write yet another book. If one could raise one's level of consciousness just a
few inches, as it were, surely that is the best contribution you could possibly make, whatever the
so-called sacrifice that is needed.
Someone might say what a pity, how can I spend so much time meditating, I can't tinker about
with cars, what a great mechanic the world is going to lose. It's a bit like that isn't it? Well surely

you may be a great mechanic but the world doesn't need great mechanics as much as it needs at
least somewhat more Enlightened people. But if you can do both, that's fine. But if you can't,
well, get your priorities straight.
Well, let's go on to the second part of the Buddha's discourse. "The Master spake again, "Behold,
still wisdom I reveal to thee..." Let's check that that is the same Pali word as before. Yes,
monayyan, the silence which is also wisdom, or the wisdom of silence, the silence of wisdom.
"As keen as razor's edge become." That's quite interesting, we haven't had that sort of expression
before. Become as keen as the edge of a razor, what do you think that suggests?
Voice: Awareness, sharpness of penetration.
S: Sharpness of awareness, sharpness of penetration, in a way knowledge, a bit reminiscent of the
sword of Manjushri cutting asunder all the entanglements of karma.
"With tongue on palate pressed govern the belly's greed: Be free of sloth of mind, think not of
worldly things: Yon-way in godly life is taintless, not of trust". We've had these expressions
before haven't we? Not of trust, something to be experienced for and by oneself personally.
"In lonely sitting train, recluses' mystic seat: the self-at-one is called the wisdom of the still."
What is this self-at-one? Ekattam, the unified self, that's interesting: ekattam monam, monam is
silence. This is what Hare translates the wisdom of the still, but it's simply silence which is also
wisdom. Oneness of the self is silence and that silence is wisdom. What do you think that means?
Why this connection between oneness of the self - presumably unification of the self - and [636]
silence in the sense of wisdom? I mean you are not necessarily wise just because you are silent
and you are not necessarily silent just because you are wise. The wise man may speak, the fool
may remain silent. So what is the connection?
Voice: Just anything gained through talk.
S: No I wasn't getting at that.
Voice: Well, wisdom is a passive state.
S: Hmm, yes. It is something like that, yes.
Voice: When one is silent one is more able to respond.
S: It suggests also that wisdom is a natural state because, in a way, silence is a natural state. You
sort of make an effort to speak, so in a way wisdom is the natural state, not natural in the natural
sense, but in the sense of something which is deep within you. Anyway, there is this close
connection clearly between that higher state of wisdom or silence, whatever one may call it,
which seems to be equated with Enlightenment and oneness of the self in the sense of,
apparently, unification and concentration of all one's energies, because when you are silent all

your energies are concentrated, aren't they?
"Thou shalt the ten realms light! My man, when he doth hear the voice of musers rapt and rid of
pleasure strives the more because of that in faith and modesty. Learn this from rivers' flow in
mountain cleft and chasm: loud gush the rivulets, the great stream silent moves. Loud booms the
empty thing, the full is ever calm: like pot half-full the fool, like full pool is the sage. When the
recluse speaks much, 'tis of and on the goal, knowing, of Dharma tells, knowing, he speaketh
much. Who knows and curbed-of-self, tho' knowing speaks not much: that sage still wisdom
worths, that sage still wisdom wins."
So clearly the Buddha doesn't exclude the possibility of the wise man speaking. He doesn't say
the wise man has to remain silent, or you're necessarily wise because you're silent, but speak
when you have something to say, not when you have nothing to say.
Voice: I suppose the emphasis is on communication.
S: Yes, indeed. There's also the point that in what may well be the later rule for the bhikkhus,
bhikkhus were not allowed to take vows of silence - that is, perpetual silence. Why do you think
that is?[637]
Voice: It would prevent them from teaching if they knew anything.
S: Yes. So silence is not an end in itself, remaining silent is not an end in itself. So this is a rule
of the Theravada bhikkhus. So even here this is clear regard for the needs of others.
Voice: It seems to reflect very often what the Buddha used to tell to his disciples about speech:
either you should be silent, in the spirit of the aryan silence, or you speak the Dharma.
S: Yes. And also why he signified his consent by remaining silent, there was no need to say
anything.
So the essence of the matter seems to be that speak only when you really have something to say,
something meaningful, something useful. Speak only to communicate.
Voice: A suggestion here is that the sage achieves silence first, or achieves that state of wisdom...
S: Which is not literally a state of silence, necessarily. It's a sort of metaphorical silence. I think I
referred somewhere to the teaching of one of the Christian mystics about silence; there's silence
of words, the silence of thoughts, and the silence of the will, which means the silence of the will
is, if you like, the silence of the ego, when the ego is not speaking out. Yes there are four
actually: silence of words, silence of thought, silence of desires, and silence of the will. So the
silence of the muni, the silent sage, is silence of this kind, of this order, silence to this extent. It's
the self that is silent. It's the egoistic will that is silent.
I mean to remain physically silent is easy, then other forms of silence are much more difficult to

practise. But a few words just about silence, we do sometimes have silence on retreats. Anybody
who has not had any period of silence on retreat? So everybody knows about it then. What do
you notice when you are silent?
Voice: You get much more energy.
S: Yes. Mahatma Gandhi used to have a day of silence every week, because he was working so
hard. And if you do get really tired it's quite good sometimes to have a day of silence, if you get
really exhausted, especially. You do conserve energies, a lot of energy is expended in speaking,
in talking.
Voice: I really become aware of the noise of other people.[638]
Voice: Constant chatter.
S: Yes. Have you had a whole day of silence on retreat? I think most retreats do now have that,
don't they?
Voice: It feels very good towards the end of a retreat, you get...
S: Yes and also communication becomes quite refined and awareness becomes quite refined.
Voice: What does 714 mean?
S: "A high path and a low, by the recluse is taught: They fare not yon by twain, yet single deem it
not." Hare, by the way, translates quite differently from Chalmers, but Hare seems closer to the
original. A high path and a low. What do you think this high path is and the low path?
Voice: The Buddha's teaching, depending on where the person he's teaching is situated?
Voice: Is it a reference to heavenly rebirth as opposed to Enlightenment?
S: I don't think so.
Voice: Isn't it just simply the path of spiritual development or worldly life?
S: Yes, it seems to refer to that. There's a reference of that sort in the Dhammapada too.
Voice: "They fare not yon by twain, yet singly deem it not."
S: That seems a bit paradoxical. If one takes the high path and the low as the spiritual life and the
worldly life, which the Buddha clearly distinguishes, "they fare not yon by twain" means you
can't get to Enlightenment by trying to follow both the worldly path and the spiritual path at the
same time. But then, "yet single deem it not". What does that mean then?

Voice: You don't think it's the difference between samsara and nirvana.
S: Yes, that would be a very Mahayanistic way of looking at it though. It's doubtful whether we
can read that into this text.
Voice: I was thinking of it as being one path rather than two because it is the path...[639]
S: Yes, that is much more like it. It's the ekayana, the one way. It's not one among two, or one
among three, or one among many; it's just the way.
So one could then paraphrase that verse as the Buddha makes it clear that there are two paths: the
path of the reactive mind and the creative mind; the path of the worldly life, the path of the
spiritual life. You can't go to nirvana, you can't gain Enlightenment, by trying to follow both at
the same time, by having one leg or one foot on the worldly path and the other on the spiritual
path. But at the same time the spiritual path is not just one path among many, in a way the
worldly path is not a path at all. There's just one path of human development, which is the
spiritual path. In later terminology, the ekayana: the one way for all living beings that everybody
has to find sooner or later if they are to progress and to develop at all. The worldly life isn't really
a way, it's just a going round and round a circle.
Voice: Which reminds me again that if one is really going to make progress one needs to be
wholly on the path and not just a little bit. Not just on Tuesdays and Fridays sort of thing.
S: Yes. Anyway, any query on that whole sutta, the prologue and then those two discourses or
double discourse? Any impressions about the general spirit? Someone said at the beginning they
felt it was very powerful, more powerful than what we had maybe yesterday. Does anybody agree
with that or any other impressions? I personally felt it was milder, not to say more mellow.
Voice: I felt that but on the other hand it does seem to be incredibly sort of practical.
S: Yes, yes.
Voice: You know, useful from a practical point of view.
S: Especially the first discourse perhaps.
Voice: What word translates as mystic? The recluses' mystic seat, verse 718
S: Upasana. Let me look at that. Samanopasanassa. How they make it mystic is upasana is
connected with what I was talking about yesterday in the brahmanas. I mentioned brahmins who
went off to the forest ceasing to perform elaborate rituals, reflecting or meditating on their
significance instead. [640] This is called upasana, that kind of practice, so samanopasanasa.
Voice: It reminds me of vipassana.

S: Yes, it isn't that though. It must be, samana-upasana, the sramana's practice of upasana. The
sort of mystic meditation, the reflection upon the esoteric significance of the rituals, it refers to
something like that. Mystic, of course, isn't a translation at all, in a way. But it is difficult to see
how one can really render it completely.
Voice: What would the Buddha have been talking about there? Presumably not about meditating
upon rituals, because presumably there weren't any taught by him.
S: Well in the more general sense of spiritual practice, upasika is from upasana, one who
practises, so no doubt by the Buddha's time the usage of the word had become generalized, it
wasn't just that kind of practice, just practice in general.
Voice: How do you spell this word moneyyam? The word which is wisdom and still.
S: M-o-n-e-y-y-a-m as a noun, also monam, which is probably more common. Sanskrit: mana. So
any further general impressions about the sutta? We are brought back, of course, to the biography
of the Buddha. You've got the little biographical bits interspersed among the actual teaching. So
in this particular chapter so far you get something of biographical interest about the Buddha, you
also get quite a bit about the contemporary socio-religious scene as well as the actual teachings of
the Buddha. There is quite a firm biographical and historical context for the actual teachings.
They don't hang, as it were, in midair. They are given just enough, not too much, of biographical
and, as it were, sociological information.
Voice: Quite smooth too.
S: Yes, there's a slightly gentler flow one feels. It's not a torrent, a smooth flowing river. We'll
leave it there for now.[641]
Chapter 12
S: Well this is the last one and it's of a somewhat different nature from the suttas we've
encountered before in various ways. So will someone read the prose introduction and the verse
down to verse 727?
(12) Of Dual Viewpoints
The truth, affections, ignorance are grouped
With moulding elements, fifth mind-at-work,
Touch, feeling, craving, and attachment, then
Zest-to-do, sustenance, and stir-and-moil,
Trust, form and truth and ill: sixteen in all.
Thus have I heard: Once, when the Master was staying near Savatthi, in East Park at the storeyed
house of Migara's mother, he sat in the open surrounded by the order of the monks; and it was the
fifteenth night of the Observance day and the moon was at full. And the Master, after gazing

round on the order of monks as they sat in perfect silence, addressed them, saying:
"Monks, if there should be questioners asking: "What is the reason for listening to these good
teachings that are Ariyan, lead onwards and reach to awakening?" - it would be proper to say to
them: "It is to know as such the extent of dual teachings." And if you should say what dual? "This is ill, this is ill's coming to be." That is the first view-point. "This is ill's end, this is the
going thereto". That is the second view-point.
Verily, monks, when a monk dwells earnest, alert and resolute, viewing the dual thus rightly, one
of two fruits is to be expected: Knowledge here and now; or, if attachment remain, the state of
the Non-returner.
Thus spake the Master, and having thus spoken, the Wellfarer spoke again as teacher:
(724) "Who know not ill nor how ill comes to be,
Nor where ill ceases wholly, utterly,
Nor know the way that leads to calming ill,
(725) Lacking release by wisdom, mind's release,
They cannot end, but go to birth and eld.
(726) But they who know ill, how ill comes to be,
And where ill ceases wholly, utterly,
And know the way that leads to calming ill,
(727) They in release by wisdom, mind's release,
Can make an end, nor go to birth or eld.[642]
S: So what do you make of that? First of all ignore those introductory verses, they simply
summarize the topics of discussion, the sixteen topics, sixteen dual topics throughout the sutta.
The sutta really begins with "Thus have I heard," which is the standard opening. Do you notice
anything different here, in this whole section, especially in the opening, leaving aside those
verses?
Voice: It's not addressed to anyone in particular, it's to the Order.
S: Yes. Anything else?
Voice: It seems a lot more organized.
S: Yes. In what way?
Voice: Well, there's observance day.
S: That is the uposatha day, what is translated here as the fifteenth night of the observance day.
The observance day is the uposatha. There are usually considered to be two or even four uposatha
days in the month: the full moon, the dark moon, and the two days midway, especially the full
moon and the new moon. So in that respect it's more organized, in the sense that the bhikkhus,

with the Buddha, are now meeting regularly, wherever they happen to be. Do you know if this
was an original custom, or was it one of the customs or observances that the Buddha adopted
from contemporary practice?
Voice: It sounds like a traditional thing.
S: It was in fact a traditional thing. There was no fortnightly gathering of the bhikkhus originally,
but some years after the establishment of the Sangha the Buddha instituted this observance for
his full-time followers too.
Voice: You mean it was traditional, like pre-Buddhist?
S: Pre-Buddhist, yes. The other wanderers had a fortnightly meeting on this particular day, the
brahmins even observed these days. They usually observed [it] with fasting and with special fire
offerings. So the day had, as it were, a sort of sanctity even in pre-Buddhist times. So the Buddha
adopted the custom. Obviously he would adapt it also to his own way of thinking.
Voice: It sounds like an ancient Indian Sunday.
S: In a way.
Voice: Was the order at this time one thing that went around [643] with the Buddha, or were
there different chapters by this time?
S: There seem to have been different chapters, as it were, from an early period. So what form do
you think the observance-day meeting took at this very early stage? Have you any idea or any
clues; does this particular passage give us any clue?
Voice: Would it be like, if any of the monks had any problems, any questions, they would put
them to the Buddha at that time?
S: Not at this stage it seems, or at least not usually. No, from this passage and from various
others we do get quite a clear picture. For instance there is that famous episode - which I've
mentioned a number of times - of Jivaka taking the King of Magadha, Ajatasattu, on a visit to the
Buddha at night. Ajatasattu was the son of Bimbisara but he had imprisoned and very likely
murdered his father and usurped the throne. So apparently he had a very uneasy conscience and
was perhaps apprehensive lest someone should in turn usurp the throne from him. So there is this
narration in the Pali texts [Samannaphala Sutta, Digha Nikaya 2, tr.] that Jivaka, who was a
physician and who, as physician, had attended on the Buddha and his disciples and who was very
devoted to the Buddha, wanted to take Ajatasattu on a visit to the Buddha. So the text describes
how they set forth from Rajagriha, from the palace, on the backs of five hundred elephants,
taking along the ladies of the harem. And they went a certain distance on the backs of the
elephants then they dismounted, then the went forward on foot through the forest, Jivaka leading
Ajatasattu. It was dark in the forest though there was a full moon shining in the sky and
Ajatasattu become very suspicious and he asked Jivaka, are you sure you are not leading me into

a trap? You can understand his mentality, understand his attitude. So Jiva assured him, no I am
not leading you into a trap. And again Ajatasattu asked, it is strange, it is so quiet, you told me
that the Buddha was staying there in the forest with twelve hundred and fifty monks, yet there is
no sound. Are you sure you're not leading me into a trap? He seemed to think that with twelve
hundred and fifty monks there'd be quite a hubbub but he couldn't hear a sound and he thought
maybe there are no monks, maybe the Buddha is not there, maybe Jivaka is leading me into a trap
and I'm going to be killed. So a third time he asked Jivaka are you sure you are not leading me
into a trap? Where are these monks, twelve hundred and fifty with the Buddha? So Jivaka says,
no, I'm not leading you into a trap. Look just through the trees, [644] we are nearly there, you can
see the pavilion where the Buddha stays, there's a light shining, that's where we are going, there
is the Buddha. So they emerged into a clearing in the forest and there was the Buddha, seating in
the midst of the twelve hundred and fifty monks and they were all silently meditating with the
full moon shining overhead. And it is said that the Raja Ajatasattu was very much overcome by
the sight of all those monks seated around the Buddha silently meditating in the moonlight, in the
middle of the night, in the middle of the forest. So he exclaimed, oh, I wish that my son might
enjoy the same peace of mind that these monks are now enjoying.
So there is this influence, and what does this show? First of all, we know that it's very near the
end of the Buddha's career, near the end of the Buddha's life, because Bimbisara is dead and
Ajatasattu is on the throne. We also see there is a large company of monks with the Buddha,
twelve hundred and fifty. We see that they are living, at least camping, in the forest and they are
observing the full-moon day, observing the full-moon day by sitting together in silent meditation.
Incidentally, why do you think Ajatasattu says, oh may my son Udaya enjoy such peace of mind
as these monks are now enjoying? Why didn't he wish it for himself?
Voice: He either felt too guilty or knew he couldn't possibly anyway.
S: Yes, and also the Buddha gave a discourse on that occasion which Ajatasattu heard, and
Ajatasattu appreciated the discourse and was impressed by it, but it had no spiritual effect. When
he had gone the Buddha said, had he not made away with his father, who was a righteous king,
hearing this discourse a spiritual vision would have arisen within him. But his sin had blocked
him. His unskilful action had created a blockage. So he wished for his son. Of course, this is
quite customary in India, you feel very devoted to your son, well - as fathers are everywhere. So
if you wish for some good thing you wish it for your son, or if you want to show appreciation for
something, oh, may my son have that thing, may my son enjoy that. It shows your appreciation;
you don't wish it for yourself but for your son.
But in Ajatasattu's case maybe he didn't dare to wish it for himself, he couldn't imagine enjoying
that peace of mind himself. He was to frightened, too anxious, too apprehensive, too guilty, he
couldn't imagine himself enjoying it. But he could appreciate it, [645] he could feel something of
the peace of mind which the monks were enjoying as they sat there in the forest in the middle of
the night, in the light of the full moon, meditating around the Buddha. So we can see that there
was this established practice of the monks getting together with the Buddha on the full moon day,
in fact on the uposatha day, in this sort of way and meditating together. It's rather interesting we
have this reference to group meditation. There are also references, obviously, throughout the

scriptures of each individual monk meditating under his own individual tree, as it were. But on
the uposatha days they come together and they meditate together, even twelve hundred and fifty
of them, all seated in silence around the Buddha. So this seems to have been their way of
celebrating the uposatha day, with a group meditation.
Not only that, the Buddha gives a discourse, on this occasion at least, and on certain others. So
there are two things, group meditation and teaching of the Dharma. This is how the full-moon
days, this is how the uposatha day, is generally observed. So this seems to have been the earliest
and simplest and most basic form of uposatha day observance by the bhikkhus, by the full-time
followers of the Buddha. Group meditation around the Buddha where the Buddha himself was
present and the teaching of the Dharma by the Buddha. Now suppose the Buddha wasn't present
to give the discourse on the Dharma, suppose, perhaps, a senior, experienced disciple wasn't
present, a disciple like Sariputta, to give a discourse on the Dharma. What do you think the
monks might have done?
Voice: Ask Ananda if he was there to remember.
S: To remember, yes. So what would that mean?
Voice: He'd chant.
S: He's chant what he remembered. All right, supposing even Ananda wasn't there, what do you
think might happen?
Voice: The monks would chant together.
S: The monks would chant Dharma verses together. So this seems to have been a custom,
possibly during the Buddha's own lifetime, but certainly after it, that when the Buddha was not
present to give a discourse, when Sariputta - or maybe Moggallana even - wasn't present to give a
discourse, the monks would chant together such stanzas of the teaching that they remembered.
They'd chant the Dhammapada. Maybe chapters of the Dhammapada originated in this way,
maybe some of the suttas of the Sutta Nipata were used [646] in this way. So the monks chanted
together after their meditation.
It seems that the term pratimoksha came to be applied to this chanting of the Dharma verses.
Later on it came to have another meaning. So we can distinguish these two early stages of
observances of the uposatha day: group meditation and a discourse by the Buddha, then group
meditation and chanting of Dharma stanzas. But later on there seems to have been a change. I
won't try to trace the stages in detail, maybe we can't even know those stages, but there was a
change. Some time after the Buddha's death the uposatha observance seems to have changed its
character. There seems to be no group meditation, not even chanting of Dharma stanzas, but a
recitation of the rules of the Order. And the word pratimoksha was especially applied to this list
of rules and the pratimoksha ceremony was a ceremony of the monks coming together, and a
leader of the congregation chanting the rules, and the monks would listen to them in silence.
Then there was a later stage: that if any of the monks, if any of the bhikkhus, had broken any rule

they would make their confession and promise to do better next time or be dealt with by the
Sangha, or whatever. A still later stage, which is the stage that exists today: you make your
confession to one other monk before the pratimoksha begins and then you listen to the recitation
of the rules in silence. That is the present observance, where it is observed.
So you see the change, you see the development. We can't be quite sure exactly how it happened
or what exactly was the sequence of stages, but quite clearly in the beginning there was group
meditation with Dharma talk by the Buddha, then group meditation with recitation of Dharma
stanzas. That was the primitive observance.
And the recital of the rules of the Order, the one hundred and fifty so-called pratimoksha rules
and confession of lapses by monks - that came somewhat later, though it may be that even in the
Buddha's day, disciplinary matters of that sort were dealt with by the Buddha on that occasion.
But one rather imagines, the Buddha being what he was, he wouldn't wait for uposatha day to
come round. He'd call the erring monk on the spot and speak to him. So this seems to have been
the early, the most primitive form. So why do you think perhaps the Buddha adopted and adapted
this pre-existing custom? In what way was it useful from his point of view do you think? Why
didn't he leave the monks sitting solitary under their individual trees meditating? Why did he
gather them together in this way twice a month for group meditation and instruction?[647]
Voice: Well it's like a check-up, make sure nothing has occurred, see how things are going.
S: I see. Do you get the impression of a check-up from this particular section, this particular
episode?
Voice: It emphasizes the Sangha aspect.
S: Yes, it emphasizes the Sangha aspect.
Voice: It was necessary for the maintenance of the Sangha that the Order should meet together.
S: Yes, quite. So it's all right to say in a general way all the Sangha should meet together
frequently, but if you just leave it at that maybe the Sangha will never meet at all. So perhaps the
Buddha felt it wise to adopt a definite date, that is to say the full moon and new moon days
especially. And in any case wanderers and even brahmins were accustomed to forgather and
engage in special customs and observances on these days, so it fitted quite well with existing
custom and tradition. Also don't forget the monks didn't have pocket diaries in those days. How
would you know when to gather together? When it was full-moon day and new-moon day it was
pretty obvious, you just watched the phase of the moon, you couldn't make a mistake. People
went by the sun and moon in those days, not by clocks and calendars or pocket diaries. So it was
a simple, practical thing to do, to say, well, let's all meet together, all the monks in a particular
neighbourhood, on the full-moon day and the new-moon day of each month. And you notice the
group meditation, the sitting together in silence. And other texts make it clear that the sitting
together in silence, in the open air don't forget, in a clearing in the forest or a grove of trees, went
on hour after hour. It went on sometimes virtually the whole night. They just went on sitting

there. The texts say nothing about mosquitoes, maybe there were no mosquitoes in those days,
maybe the Buddha was able to keep them away, we're not told. There's certainly no reference to
them, or maybe they just ignored them, they were quite oblivious to things like that. But the
group meditation, the atmosphere created by twelve hundred and fifty monks meditating with the
Buddha, must have been pretty powerful. It touched even the heart of that hardened sinner, the
king of Magadha, Ajatasattu. Even he felt something though he had murdered his father. Even he
felt that these monks were really enjoying peace of mind. He couldn't help [648] appreciating
that, even though he couldn't receive the Dharma when it was taught to him, which was very sad.
So where did this happen? It happened at Savatthi in East Park at the storeyed house of Migara's
mother. Do you know who Migara's mother was? Well Migara's mother is the usual title of
Visaka, who is the chief of the women lay disciples, who was very, very generous. She's very
highly praised in Buddhist tradition. Reading the Pali texts I sometimes get the impression that
she was a bit of a busybody and the Buddha sometimes got a bit fed up with her because she was
always wanting to do things for the monks and for the nuns and asking the Buddha about this and
asking the Buddha about that. For instance, she had a thing about the bhikkhunis, the nuns - there
were bhikkhunis by that time though they are not mentioned here - she had a thing about them
bathing naked in the river [sic. They were actually bathing naked in the rain, tr.] and she insisted
on supplying them with bathing dresses, and she got the Buddha to agree to that. [Vinaya i.292
(Mahavagga viii.15), tr.] She seems to have been rather interested in things of that sort, but she's
gone down in Buddhist history as the great lay devotee, the great munificent supporter of the
Order and sort of self-appointed guardian of the morals of the bhikkhunis. I don't want to be
unkind to her but one gets [that] somewhat from reading the actual texts and the Buddha's very
patient, accepts all her various suggestions and proposals.
(end of side 1)
I only mention it in this way because she is regarded as the ideal female lay-disciple, but there
seems to me, reading between the lines, to be at least another little side to it all, because it was
due to her that the Buddha made, in a way, quite a number of minor rules at her suggestion. He
seems to have gone along with her to some extent without being unduly bothered by it all.
(gap in tape)
.... constructed a storeyed house at Savatthi, in East Park. The Buddha had two viharas at
Savatthi; one was the famous Anathapindika's vihara in Jeta Grove and the other was the
storeyed house of Migara's mother, i.e. Visaka. There is a story, by the way, of how she came to
be called Migara's mother. Migara was in fact her father-in-law, so how did she come to be called
his mother? There's a long story, I won't tell it to you in full but she was a great devotee of the
Buddha and came from a family devoted to the Buddha. But when she was a young girl she was
married into a family that supported the naked ascetics and [649] the first time that she saw them
she was really disgusted at their appearance and made rude remarks about them and refused to
serve them. .... her father-in-law, but she didn't mind and there was quite a little clash between
the two families, as it were, about Visaka's intransigence. She seems to have been a very
strong-minded woman, she was always bustling off to the king with various business matters to

be discussed and she seems to have been quite independent and functioned quite separately from
her husband. Anyway, even though she was such a young woman she was quite strong-minded,
wouldn't have anything to do with the Jain monks, and gradually weaned her father-in-law and
the whole family away from them and made them disciples of the Buddha. So her father-in-law
Migara became very grateful and he really appreciated the Buddha's teaching, so he said one day
to Visaka, Since you have shown me the way to the Buddha's teaching you are more like a
mother than a daughter-in-law, so I shall call you mother from this day forward. So though she
was his daughter-in-law he called her mother, so she was known as Migaramata, Migara's
mother. So that's how she came to get the name. [Dhammapadatthakatha i.406 (Buddhist
Legends vol.2, p.75), tr.]
So, you know, these little bits of information fill in on the more human side of the movement and
it's much better, in a way, to think of this Visaka as this rather busy, rather interfering but
good-natured and kindly woman, bustling off to the king and bustling off to the Buddha.
(laughter) Getting monasteries built and serving the monks with food and supplying the nuns
with bathing dresses. This makes her seem quite human and alive, doesn't it, rather than the ideal,
pious, female lay devotee.
So this storeyed house. It's not described as a monastery particularly, you notice, it is just a
building in storeys. It is also translated as gabled house, but it has got a number of storeys, and it
is built of wood apparently, and there are peaks and pinnacles. And there the Buddha and some
of the disciples live. The other monks camp around in sheds, under trees, and so on, and it's all in
the midst of a park. And there's open countryside nearby, so there they are sitting out in the open,
the Buddha surrounded by the order of bhikkhus, twelve hundred and fifty of them, and it was
full moon night.
So we are not told how long they sit there in silence, we're not told how long their silent group
meditation lasts, but we are told then that the Master "after gazing round on the order of monks
as they sat there in perfect silence, addressed them saying."[650] So you can just imagine the
scene: they're all sitting there, silent, no one moves before the Buddha moves, no one speaks
before the Buddha speaks. No one opens his eyes before the Buddha opens his eyes, the Buddha
opens his eyes first, he looks around at all the monks, and what do you think he's thinking? Why
does he look around at them?
Voice: To see how they are getting on.
S: Yes, in a fatherly sort of way maybe, just looks around and there they are all sitting silently
meditating. Why do you think he's sort of brought his meditation to an end? Why is he going to
bring their meditation to an end? Well, perhaps he thinks they have sat long enough, perhaps he
thinks, well, they need to hear certain things, he needs to teach them. Or maybe a thought
occurred to him, a particular way of looking at the truth, a particular way of looking at the
Dharma, a particular way of putting it, and he wants to share it with the bhikkhus. I mentioned
some days ago that very often during the day, or in the evening, the Buddha would come to the
door of his hut and call out to the bhikkhus, and then the bhikkhus would gather around and he
would tell them what he'd been thinking, what he had been reflecting regarding the Dharma, he'd

share it with them. So one gets a very different impression of the Buddha in this sort of way,
from these sorts of episodes, from what one gets from certain later texts. One gets an impression
of spontaneity. It seems the Buddha did spend quite a lot of time in meditation and reflection and
thoughts would occur to him, insights would occur to him, and then he'd call the monks, he'd
share them with the monks. So what does this suggest? It suggests a sort of spontaneity, fresh
insights were coming, as it were. One could almost say that. Not as though there was just one
insight at the time of the Enlightenment and then just that. No, the Buddha was a live human
being, insights were coming all the time from different angles, different points of view, into
different things. Well, I mean, the principle of Enlightenment was there all the time but there
were so many facets to that. It's like a sort of jewel that you turn this way and that and you see
different facets, different lights in it. So the Buddha, as it were, kept turning this jewel of
Enlightenment in his hand all the time during his life, seeing different facets, different colours in
it, different insights, and sharing those with the monks as he happened to perceive them and as
they needed them. Sometimes he'd see what their needs were and speak accordingly.[651]
So we see him looking around at the monks seeing how they were getting on, and then he speaks,
he shares with them perhaps an insight that had just come to him on the spot as they were all
sitting there and meditating. So this is a very different sort of context, a very different sort of
scene, from what we've encountered so far in this chapter of the Sutta Nipata. Do you see that?
Do you feel that? It's not simply that he's now addressing the Sangha and not just brahmins, it's
not simply that he's addressing the converted rather than the unconverted, it's something more
than that. In what way do you think it's more?
Voice: He's actually been meditating with them.
S: Yes. They've been meditating and he's been meditating with them. It's a much more solemn
scene, isn't it? In a way it's a much more appropriate setting for the teaching of the Dharma. The
Buddha is able to teach it without any sort of concession, without any reference to ethnic beliefs
and practices, he's able to teach pure Dharma, as it were. He's able to speak directly. He doesn't
have to challenge miccha-ditthis. I mean there are monks all around him, just meditating, they are
perfectly receptive, they are completely open to anything he has to say. It's a completely different
situation. He doesn't have to argue, he doesn't have to reason, he doesn't have to expound, he
simply states the Dharma, he simply reveals the truth as he sees it, there and then, on the spot, to
this very very willing and receptive audience. It's a completely different scene. He doesn't have to
convince them; they are already convinced. He doesn't have to make them receptive; they are
already receptive. Doesn't have to make them open; they are already open. They are there for that
purpose, he has gathered them around him. They are the fruits you might say, those twelve
hundred and fifty monks, of years and years of work and effort. Among them there may well
have been some of the brahmins that we've met him disputing with in previous suttas of this
chapter. No one is mentioned by name, but who knows? There must have been in that
congregation among those bhikkhus in the Sangha ex-brahmins, ex-kshatriyas, ex-tradesmen, all
sorts of people. Maybe with some of them the Buddha had had a very tough time in the past,
maybe he'd had many a tussle with some of them, many an argument, but that is all over, that's all
past. They are all now just members of the Sangha, all quietly getting on with it, all meditating,
all receptive. So it's a very different sort of [652] scene. It is as though the Buddha has, in a way,

succeeded. He's established the Sangha. Perhaps it's only one chapter of the Sangha, maybe it is
the main chapter because after all this is Savatthi, and this is the Buddha's virtual headquarters,
with twelve hundred and fifty of them camping there.
So a very different sort of background, a very different sort of setting, much more solemn, in a
way much more appropriate, to the setting forth of the Dharma, to the communication of the
Dharma. I wonder what that word for gazing is, let me just have a look. It's anuviloketva. In other
words it is the same root from which Avalokitesvara comes. He looked around, or looked down,
with the suggestion of compassion. It's the same word as later becomes the proper noun, the
name Avalokitesvara, it's the same root.
So what does he say to them? "Monks, if there should be questioners, asking: "What is the reason
for listening to these good teachings that are Ariyan, lead onwards and reach to awakening?" - it
would be proper to say to them: "It is to know as such the extent of dual teachings". And if you
should say, what dual? "This is ill, this is ill's coming to be." That is the first view-point. "This is
ill's end, this is the going thereto." That is the second view-point."
So let's just look at that. "If there should be questioners." Who do you think these questioners
are?
Voice: Well, anyone approaching the monks to find out what it is all about.
S: Yes. Anyone who approaches the monks, maybe even other monks, young monks, newly
accepted. Maybe people outside the Sangha altogether....
(gap in tape)
....he as it were foresees, he is very near the end of his days. Perhaps he foresees people might
come, many people will come, asking, questioning. So he says, "Monks, if there should be
questioners asking, what is the reason for listening to these good teachings that are Ariyan." That
is, if there should be questioners asking why do you listen to the Dharma? Don't forget the
context, it's the uposatha day, the full-moon day, they've had the group meditation so the teaching
follows. And people outside, hearing about this, may ask the monks, why do you listen to the
teaching? Why do you listen to the Dharma? [653] What is your reason for listening to them?.
Kusala dhamma. Chalmers' translation is a bit different, "If you are asked, Almsmen, wherefore
you listen to righteous, noble, saving, and all-enlightening homilies." (laughter) It's kusala
dhamma, which means skilful wholesome principles, truths, also realities. If you are asked, why
do you listen to skilful things, why do you listen to skilful teachings, skilful truths, wholesome
teachings, wholesome truths, wholesome principles? Surely that is the best translation, on the
whole. If you are asked why you listen to wholesome principles, what sort of principles? Ariyan,
noble. Obviously noble not in the ethnic sense but in the spiritual sense. If you are asked why you
listen to skilful principles, which are noble, which pertain to or are appropriate to those men who
are not just ordinary men but who are looking for something better, something higher, those
principles which are niyyanika, which lead onward, which lead forward. You remember one of
the characteristics of the Dharma in the Vandana is opanayiko, that means leading forward. So

this word also is virtually the same, it is that which leads, leads on. Sometimes it is translated
progressive.
Then sambodhagamino: proceeding to perfect Enlightenment. So the Buddha is saying, monks, if
there should be questioners asking you what is your reason for listening to those wholesome
principles which are noble, which lead onward, which are progressive, conducive to perfect
Enlightenment, then it would be proper to say to them, it is to know as such the extent of dual
teachings, dual teachings or dual principles; it is in order to know according to reality, dual
teachings or dual principles. That is why you listen.
Voice: Could you repeat that?
S: It is in order to know, to understand, in accordance with reality, dual principles, dual
teachings. That is why you listen to these skilful principles, why you listen to the Dharma, in
order to understand dual teachings, dual principles.
But what dual principles, should you say? And then he gives an example. We are going to get
into fairly deep waters I should warn you.
So what are the two dual principles in this case? "Idam dukkham, ayam dukkhasamudayo" ti ayam ekanupassana. So what have we got? We've got the first two noble truths. You've got
dukkha, duukha's coming to be, the cause, the arising of dukkha - this is [654] the first point.
Then "ill's end," dukkhanirodha, "and the going thereto," dukkhanirodhagamani patipada. That is,
the progressive path leading to the cessation of dukkha. So in fact you have got the four noble
truths. But you have got the four noble truths arranged in two groups, each group of two forms
one viewpoint, that is to say one of the two dual viewpoints. So the first and the second truths
form one viewpoint, the third and fourth form the other viewpoint. Now why is this said?
Voice: It's the spiral and the wheel.
S: It's the spiral and the wheel, or rather the wheel and the spiral, yes.
Voice: The diagnosis and the remedy.
S: Yes, but actually, more philosophically as it were, the two types of conditionality. The two
types of conditionality. That is to say, what I call the circular and the spiral.
Voice: Spiral is still conditionality?
S: Spiral is still conditionality, but it is conditionality leading away from conditionality, not
conditionality repeating itself. The circle is conditionality repeating itself, the spiral is
conditionality moving away from conditionality to the unconditioned.
So the Buddha says that if people question you what is the reason for listening to these good
teachings, [or] as Hare translates: "that are Ariyan, lead onwards and reach to awakening", it

would be proper to say to them: "It is to know as such the extent of the dual teachings, or dual
principles." And if you should say what dual? Then he gives an example. In other words the
particular viewpoint that is mentioned here, first the first two noble truths, then the second two
noble truths, these are only an example, and he's going to go on to give sixteen examples in all.
So one has to understand the general principle and also the particular application of that
principle.
Voice: Is this dual teaching, what I'm trying to do is summarize it, the general principle to
understand pairs of opposites?
S: Yes, and not only pairs of opposites but different possibilities. This is the real nature of the
dual teaching, the dual principles. It connects up with what we were talking about yesterday, or
maybe the day before, that at every moment of one's existence one [655] is confronted by two
possibilities. What are those two possibilities?
Voice: Creative and reactive.
S: Yes, reactive and creative. So the first two truths and the second two truths represent those
two possibilities, except that in the case of the second two truths, the creative principle or spiral
principle is stated, in a way, in a negative form; it is in terms of the cessation of the conditioned.
So do you begin to see now what the Buddha is really talking about?
Voice: The general principle here is the manifestation of reactive and creative.
S: Yes, you could say that. So this is why one listens to the Dharma.
Voice: It's very strange that this never seemed to come out in the Theravada tradition.
S: It's very strange though. They have the texts and they have the teachings, that as you say, it
never seems to come up. I found myself that among Theravada bhikkhus the Sutta Nipata is not a
popular text; it's hardly ever read. It seems really extraordinary.
Voice: Did you find the same in (?)
S: I think I did. The Dhammapada is read quite a lot, it's quite popular.
Voice: It seems that these need a bit more going into.
S: Yes. So these dual principles, these dual teachings, although principles I think is more
accurate in this context than teachings. The dual principles are the principles of what we've come
to call the reactive and the creative, exemplified in so many different ways in so many different
situations, in so many different forms. And this is why you listen to the Dharma.
So what is the connection between listening to the Dharma and these dual viewpoints, as Hare
translates?

Voice: That's what the Dharma is, the core of it.
S: Yes, I mean the Dharma sort of clarifies for you which is which - which is reactive, which is
creative - and exhorts, encourages you to adopt the creative. And it gives you the practical means
and the techniques, even, of doing that. That is why we listen to the Dharma. We listen to the
Dharma to get away from the reactivity and to embrace creativity, in order [656] to cease leaving
a reactive life and to begin to live a creative life, to get off the round and to begin to move up the
spiral, to get rid of craving and suffering and to cultivate the cessation of craving and the path to
nirvana, in the terms of the example given here.
Yes, I've called [them] elsewhere the two types of conditionality from a more philosophical point
of view, the cyclical and the spiral. In the Survey I described them as cyclical. The cyclical type
of conditionality is the conditionality of the process of reaction between opposites, as when you
go from pleasure to pain and then you move back to pleasure; pleasure to pain, pain to pleasure.
But the progressive is when you go from pleasure to happiness, from happiness to joy, from joy
to rapture, and from rapture to bliss. This is progressive, you don't fall back, as it were, you don't
come round again to your original starting point. You don't move in a circle, you go up the spiral.
Of course you only get permanently onto the spiral when you pass the point of no return. So
there's an intermediate sequence of stages which link the conditioned with the unconditioned or
the beginnings of the unconditioned, up which you move, and which are in a sense part of the
spiral but down which you can also fall. And you are really into the spiral proper, to use that
expression, only when insight starts developing, insight on the basis of meditation, in the sense of
experience of higher levels of consciousness.
Voice: It's so much more useful, this cyclical, rather than talk of dukkha. I think that maybe it's
just come clear to me here that that is what conditioned existence is: it's not just suffering, it's
alternate suffering and pleasure.
S: Exactly, yes, which gets a bit of a drag after a while, (laughter) which cannot but be that,
because you enjoy the pleasure, yes, you thoroughly enjoy it - you don't say it is pain. But when
you thoroughly enjoy it you tend to hang on to it, when you tend to hang on you tend to cling,
and when you cling you tend to become attached. Meanwhile the pleasurable experience or state
or object is changing; but you are trying to hang on, but it is changing, it's going, it's leaving you,
it's just melting between your fingers. The more attached you are the more you suffer, so pleasure
turns into pain.
Voice: And you can really suffer ...
S And you swing back and forth.[657]
Voice: And what is the purpose of the spiritual life? It's to get rid of that. It's to go from greater to
greater pleasure to greater pleasure still.
S: Yes, right. It's what one particular Hindu writer in a quite good phrase in an Upanishadic
context, called the beatific calculus. I thought that rather a good expression. I take it you all know

about calculus. I don't know any, I've just heard about it, but it's something to do with
mathematics and you go from infinity to infinity, sort of thing. Can anyone explain the calculus?
No. But you get the idea of a beatific calculus, you go from ecstasy to ecstasy and bliss to bliss,
up the infinite scale, a beatific calculus.
So that is what the path to nirvana is all about. It's not just getting rid of your sufferings or
extirpating your craving. So it's interesting to distinguish between the principle and the particular
exemplification of the principle. The principles being [the] cyclical order and the progressive
order of existence (I also call the spiral the progressive by the way) and the particular
exemplification in the form of the four noble truths. You could say that the general principle is
the Buddha's own contribution and maybe the four noble truths is a bit of a concession to the
Indian way of looking at things. You could say that, couldn't you? Because we are told or are
reminded that the four noble truths are based on a pre-Buddhistic medical formula: the disease,
its cause, its cure, and the regimen leading to its cure. We are told that. But I pointed out in the
Survey, it's very important to distinguish between the general principle, which is the cyclic order
of existence, and the spiral or progressive order. That's the general principle on which the whole
Buddhist life is based, the whole Buddhist teaching is based, and the particular exemplifications
within certain limited contexts or from certain or particular points of view, such as the four noble
truths. This is all quite clearly and even strongly set forth in the earlier sections of the Survey.
This is one of the things I saw very clearly in my Buddhist career with the help of Dr Beni
Madhab Barua and Mrs Rhys Davids. I mustn't forget to mention their names, they are largely
forgotten nowadays. I've given the appropriate quotations from them and other Pali texts in those
sections of the Survey in case anyone hasn't read the Survey. Even if you haven't read it, at least
read those sections or reread them.[658]
So you see the general principle here: Why do you listen to the Dharma? To learn to distinguish
between the reactive order of things and the creative order, the cyclical order and the spiral or
progressive order, and to be able to follow the spiral and progressive and creative. That's why
you listen to the Dharma. Tell people that. If people ask you why do you listen to the Dharma?
Why do you sit with the Buddha in group meditation hour after hour? Why do you listen to the
Buddha's teaching? Why do you chant the Dharma verses? Why do you listen to the Dharma?
Say it's to lead a creative life rather than a reactive life. That's the answer you should give. It boils
down to that, doesn't it? In terms of traditional Indian cosmology, to get off the wheel of life and
to realize nirvana. If you want to want to put it in the most simple and general terms of all - not in
those particular contexts or from those particular points of view - just to be as little reactive as
possible and as creative as possible, not to swing between pairs of opposites but to go up and up
in a beatific and visionary calculus. (laughter) That's why you listen to the Dharma.
Perhaps it's significant that, as I mentioned, the Buddha is telling the monks this on this occasion
towards the end of his life, when no doubt he is conscious he hasn't got very much more time left.
So he is reminding them of the fundamental principles, why they are listening to the Dharma,
why they are all gathered together, why they are all hearkening to him, why they are leading that
sort of life at all. This is the reason, this is the general principle behind it all: to be more creative
and to be less reactive, to be as creative as possible, to be infinitely creative, in our terms, in our
present terms. That is what the Buddha is reminding them of and this is the sort of thought that

comes to him as he sits there with them, meditating. This is what I must tell the monks. Do they
know why they are here? Do they know why they are listen to the Dharma? Let them know that
fully and clearly. If people ask them why they listen, this is what they must be able to explain.
They must be able to make the general principles clear. And then he places the general principles
successively within sixteen different contexts or looks at them from different points of view.
So some of these contexts are well known within current Buddhist, especially Theravadin,
teaching, but the general principles are usually lost sight of. You remember the four noble [659]
truths? You can reel them off? You know: dukkha, cause of dukkha, cessation of dukkha, way
leading to the cessation of dukkha. But the way in which they exemplify the cyclical order of
existence and the spiral order of existence, the way in which they exemplify the reactive mind
and the creative mind, that is totally forgotten. Nobody is aware of this at all, they are completely
oblivious to it. Nobody ever thinks of it or speaks about it. This is my personal experience after
reading lots and lots of books on Buddhism and the Theravada and hearing lots and lots of
bhikkhus. No one mentions this, no one seems to be aware of this.
Voice: There's more in mysticism or other things floating around in the West to give you a new
creativity.
S: Of course, very often the idea of creativity in the West is limited. It's more artistic creativity or
just ordinary happy vitality. But that is a step in the right direction, sure, but it doesn't go nearly
far enough. The other day someone sent me a copy of a new yoga magazine called Yoga Today,
have you seen it?
Voice: Yes.
S: They've asked me to write an article for it, called "Buddhism in the West" and I said I might be
able to do it next year but not this year. Anyway, reading through it I just get the impression of
something quite healthy but a bit gross, a bit heavy, a bit fleshy, if you know what I mean.
(gap in tape)
.... it's healthy enough, it's OK, but it's very mundane, in a rather heavy, limited sort of way. Was
that what you meant or was it...?
Voice: I don't think it's got very much ... hasn't got the same kind of principle behind it.
S: What yoga do they follow?
Voice: I don't know, various ones I should think.
S: It seems quite hedonistic, broadly speaking, I can't see any spiritual principles behind it.
Voice: Yes, right, it's more health.

S: Yes, but even that in a rather heavy, almost materialistic sort of way. It's something quite
difficult to define, but you probably know what I mean. It seemed very congested, very clogged,
[660] very domestic, very domesticated in a way.
Voice: Very health-food shop.
S: Yes, quite like that.
Voice: So that you can get health rather than develop [it].
S: Yes, there's almost a greed for health, I feel.
Voice: One of those sort of magazines that caters for housewives.
S: One gets that impression too. Housewives figure rather prominently in their pages.
Voice: I think some of the poses in there were pretty poor too.
S: There was a sketch of a girl sitting in meditation posture with her knees right up in the air,
which didn't look as though she was meditating. Anyway let's not say anything more about it.
Anyway, you get the impression, from this particular opening part of the sutta, how important the
general principles are of the dual standpoints or viewpoints and the particular applications are
particular applications within specific contexts. And however useful and relevant those specific
applications, they must not obscure the significance of the general principle of which they are
exemplifications. But this is, in fact, what has happened in the Buddhist world or much of it.
But then the Buddha goes on to say, "Verily monks, when a monk dwells earnest, alert and
resolute, viewing the dual thus rightly, one of two fruits is to be expected."
Let's just look at these epithets; "dwells earnest, alert and resolute", in Pali appamasttass:
mindful, non-heedless, literally. Atapino: again, a word from the root meaning to burn or to
blaze, you could say fiery even, maybe that wouldn't be an exaggeration, which is energy blazing.
Pahitattassa: yes, resolute, determined. Then "one of two fruits is to be expected. Knowledge
here and now" - ditthe va dhamme anna - anna is a very special word in Pali, it means the high
spiritual knowledge and wisdom.
(distortion on tape)
.... knowledge of these present things, or knowledge here and now in the sense of the high
spiritual knowledge. Or if there is [661] still some upadisesa, some remainder of attachment, then
"the state of a Non-returner". So the Buddha is saying a very tremendous thing, isn't he? If a
monk lives mindfully with his energies all stirred up and, as it were, blazing and very
determined, and if he really does see these dual viewpoints, if he really sees the difference
between the cyclic order of things and the spiral order, really sees the difference between reactive

mind and creative mind and tries to cultivate the creative mind, then one of two fruits is to be
expected. Either here and now he will attain Enlightenment, or if there is some residue of
attachment of the reactive mind that he hasn't been able to get rid of, he won't come back to this
world, he'll be reborn in one of the pure abodes and gain nirvana from there, or be reborn, in
Mahayana terms, in the pure land of Amitabha and gain Enlightenment from there, after hearing
the Dharma further from Amitabha himself.
So how the Buddha stresses the importance of these principles, these general principles. If you
really see them, if you really understand them, really practise in accordance with them, in this life
itself, either Enlightenment or you can be sure of not coming back to the world. At least you'll be
an anagami. So it's a very positive and very solemn assurance that the Buddha gives because he's
concerned with the real essence of the matter, the real crux of the matter. You could say that all
of Buddhism is just in the opening of this sutta. The whole of Buddhism, the whole of the
Dharma really, is there. And even the little epithets - earnest, alert, and resolute - well, it's
mindful, not unmindful, not heedless, aware, alert; it's not just alert, it's in a state of aroused
energy, blazing energy, all your energies free and unobstructed and of course concentrated and
resolute, determined.
Voice: You could say inspired.
S: Inspired. "Viewing the dual rightly thus" - there is your insight - "one of two fruits is to be
expected. Knowledge here and now": the full and direct spiritual vision which is Enlightenment
here and now, or if there is some residue of attachment still remaining at the very least when you
die you will not come back, you will be reborn in one of the pure abodes and gain Enlightenment
directly from there.
"Thus spake the Master, and having thus spoken, the Well-farer spoke again as teacher." He
reproduces his own words in verse [662] style, maybe for the monks to memorize the more
easily. "Who knows not ill, nor how ill comes to be, nor where ill ceases wholly, utterly, nor
knows the way that leads to calming ill, lacking release by wisdom, mind's release, they cannot
end but go to birth and eld. But they who know ill, how ill comes to be and where ill ceases,
wholly, utterly, and know the way that leads to calming ill, they in release by wisdom, mind's
release, can make and end, nor go to birth and eld."
What do you notice about these verses that you don't notice about the Buddha's prose exposition?
Is there any difference between them? There's a very big difference between them.[663]
Ratnapani: Compassion released by wisdom.
S: Yes. I wasn't thinking of that, though. Don't you think, in a way, something is left out?
Dave: Earnest striving?
S: No. No, there isn't that explicit reference to the general principles as such, is there?

Voices: No.
S: In the verses, it's not there is it? It means the exemplification is there in the form of the four
noble truths, but it isn't stated of what they are the exemplification. It may well be that these, in
fact, are not the Buddha's own verses but represent the monks' reduction of what he said or what
they thought he said. In that case it's interesting that the general principles are not mentioned. The
dual viewpoints are not mentioned. You've only got this particular exemplification of the dual
viewpoints, i.e. the four noble truths mentioned, which is exactly what happens in the Theravada
world today: specific exemplifications are mentioned but the general principles are not brought
out.
Chintamani: Do you think this could have arisen from the fact that the Buddha would have stated
the general principles and the monks would have... rather retaining that, they would have latched
on to what was their particular thing they particularly had to do?
S: It could be, or their particular outlook. I mean many Indian monks no doubt did think in terms
of getting rid of suffering and looking for the cause of suffering, et cetera. It's in a way quite
remarkable, quite amazing even, how quickly the general principles were lost sight of and only
the particular exemplifications remembered. So it may be that the verses represent a verse
summary by the monks, or later monks, [664] of what they thought the Buddha had said or
meant, but there's no specific reference to the dual viewpoint. Well, if you practise according to
these verses sincerely, yes, the net result may well be the same. But for purposes of expounding
and communicating the Dharma, you've deprived yourself of a very great advantage of a
reference to fundamental general principles, so that the Dharma is not as clear as it could have
been, or as it was when it came from the Buddha's own mouth.
Devamitra: It's that really that enables you to apply the principles to the specific situation and that
particular individual or ...
S: Right, yes. I mean if you understand the general principles you can work out not only sixteen
but sixteen hundred particular applications for yourself and others.
(pause)
The Buddha, of course, is very well aware of the fact that a multiplicity of particular applications
of the general principles is possible, and that's why he goes on to give one after another. Maybe
even the monks added some of them later on. We just don't know how many the Buddha gave.
Maybe he did give sixteen. Maybe he gave fewer and others were added on later, quite validly.
Maybe he gave more than sixteen and some were forgotten. But there are others mentioned in
other parts of the Pali canon, other parts of the scriptures. (pause)
But do you see those general principles clearly - those dual viewpoints? Do you see those
clearly? Do you see how important they are, and why they're important? And why they mustn't be
lost sight of in the midst of so many specific exemplifications of them, or particular applications
of them, within whatever contexts or within different contexts?

So it's clear from this that you can expound Buddhism, you can say why you listen to the
Dharma, without referring to the four noble truths. You don't have to refer to the four noble
truths. That particular application may not be relevant to the particular person you're speaking to.
Ratnapani: Perhaps the way things are now, I think the sooner we get rid of the four noble truths
and that, the better actually.
S: Yes, and stick to, you know, your general principles, your dual viewpoints in general.[665]
Ratnapani: Reactive and creative.
S: The reactive and the creative, the cyclical and the spiral or progressive. So one could say that
one can manage on very very little if one understands the Going for Refuge, if one understands
the meaning of the Three Jewels, if one has mastered simple techniques of concentration and
meditation like the Mindfulness of Breathing and Metta Bhavana and Five or Six Element
Practice and maybe some visualization and mantra recitation, and chanting if one is into the puja.
And if one understands the dual viewpoints, and has just a general idea about the difference
between the cyclical and the spiral, the reactive and the creative, and works upon that, that's
really all one needs. I mean, that can be one's total equipment. You really don't need to know
anything more than that - as many of the monks didn't in the Buddha's day.
Chintamani: And got Enlightened.
S: And got Enlightened. (pause) Right, let's deal with just a few particular points which these
verses raise: "release by wisdom" and "mind's release", citta-vimutti and panna-vimutti. You
often get these terms in Pali texts. Vimutti, of course, is freedom or liberation; citta is mind;
panna is wisdom. Citta-vimotti or release, or freedom of mind, refers to the cultivation of the
dhyanas in their full extent. You're then said to have experienced liberation of mind, or by mind.
And liberation by wisdom refers to the actual full experience of insight, direct knowledge of the
unconditioned. And it's suggested that these are always mentioned together, as though samatha
and vipassana, you know, to use the standard terms perhaps, always form an inseparable whole.
Some teachers have maintained that you can have vipassana, insight, without samatha, or calm.
But this is usually not accepted. Most teachers don't agree with that. (pause)
Right, then the Buddha goes on to say, "Monks, if there should be questioners, asking, "May one
even in another way view the dual rightly?" - it would be proper to say, "One may." (pause) So
what does that suggest?[666]
Vimalamitra: You can look at the same principles from different aspects.
S: Yes, right, or under different aspects. The Buddha recognizes that very clearly. You don't have
to see your general principles, your principle of the cyclic and your principle of the spiral,
necessarily in terms of the four noble truths. You can see them in other ways. The Buddha
acknowledges that.

And how? "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by affection." That is the first
view-point. "By the utter ending and ceasing of affections, there is no coming to be of ill." That is
the second view-point."
In other words, you can substitute affection or clinging for craving. You don't have to think of
suffering as being brought about simply by craving, but also by upadhi, yes, attachment. (long
pause)
What do you think is the difference between upadhi and tanha? Usually the second noble truth is
said to be tanha, which is really [?rarely, tr.] listed first, in the sense of craving. Upadhi gives a
slightly different impression, but in what way? Have you any idea about that?
Chintamani: Thirst leads to attachment, just one stupid mistake and that's the one leading to it.
S: Yes, right. Let's look at what the dictionary says about upadhi. (long pause) Yes, upadhi is
more like taking up, appropriation, laying hold of. You see the connection? You take something
up or you lay hold of it, you grasp it - of course out of craving.
Devamitra: Possessiveness.
S: Yes, it's appropriation, possessiveness, yes. (pause)
And, of course, the Buddha utters a verse:
(728) "Caused by affections ever grows
The multitude of worldly ills;
The fool who here unwittingly
Affection forms, meets ill again.
Hence wisely no affection form.
Perceiving thence grows birth and ill."[667]
It's not affection; affection can be quite misleading as a translation here. It's this grasping at
things, trying to appropriate them for yourself, to take possession. Yes, it's more like taking
possession. And of course if you try to do this you'll suffer, because I mean the law of existence
is that things don't last. They're as it were taken away from you. If you lay hold of something, the
tighter you grasp something, the more violently will it be torn away, so the more you suffer. And
the pain that you experience on losing something is in direct proportion to the strength of your
grip upon it. (long pause)
Then the Buddha goes on to say: "May one in another way view the dual rightly?"... One may:
"Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by ignorance." That is the first view-point; "By the
utter ending and ceasing of ignorance, there is no coming to be of ill." That is the second
view-point.
So in more general terms the contrast, the choice, is between ignorance and knowledge:

ignorance coupled with dukkha, and knowledge coupled not simply with the absence of dukkha
but with positive bliss and happiness. At every step, or in every way, there's a choice to be made.
And the Buddha goes on to say:
(729) "Who run the round of birth and death and run
Again, becoming here or otherwhere,
(730) Run long in leash from erring ignorance:
But beings, come to knowledge, come no more."
So what are these terms? Ignorance is avijja and knowledge is vijja - vijja and avijja. So
knowledge is then an element of the creative. This is quite important. This is why Buddhism is
sometimes described as a religion of knowledge, or a religion of wisdom. We'll leave aside the
religion bit, but certainly Buddhism does, as it were, say that you can't be good without being
wise. Do you see this? There's no such thing as a holy fool in Buddhism - not really. So
knowledge, understanding, insight, is an essential part - in a way even a culmination - of the
whole creative process, the whole process of the creative mind. Even emotional positivity is not
enough. And I say even: there must, on the basis of that emotional positivity, be a development
of insight, direct insight into the nature of things as they are, nature of reality (for want of a better
term), or, in traditional Buddhist language, there must be a seeing of things as they really
are.[668]
So the element of knowledge and wisdom, and understanding even, is very very important. Even
faith is not enough.
Anyway, as I was saying, even emotional positivity isn't enough. There must be that element of
insight or wisdom or knowledge. This possibly leads us into a little discussion of the intellectual
element in spiritual life. Do you see what I'm referring to? The intellectual element in spiritual
life. What do you think I mean by that?
Devamitra: A clear intellectual understanding of what it is you want to do, not intellectual in the
highly developed and sort of narrow academic sense.
Ratnapani: Also understanding the truths of the Dharma intellectually as a basis for insight.
S: Yes, right, that's very important, yes. And also as a basis for communication.
Devamitra: I think that one's inability to communicate on an intellectual level. Speaking as a
non-intellectual, I find that, personally, one of the most frustrating things I experience.
S: Well again it depends what you mean by failure to communicate on the intellectual level.
Presumably one could set forth quite clearly these dual viewpoints, these two principles. You'd
be quite capable of doing that.
Devamitra: Yes, that's not really what I mean actually. It's, I suppose it arises out of a sort of
dismissive attitude of the intellectual to all others being naive, and over-simple ...

S: If you insist on sticking to first principles.
Devamitra: Yes.
Vimalamitra: ... (three words unclear) they lack simplicity with words .... (three or four words
unclear) simplicity and clarity with any old junk.
Devamitra: What usually happens actually is they sort of think of all kinds of hypothetical
situations, and they just get lost in that.[669]
S: And they try to lose you.
Devamitra: And I'm trying to ... I can't follow their line of argument.
S: I mean what happens is they don't mislead you, you remain with your principles, you refuse to
get lost with them, but since you aren't master of their kind of intellectual exchange you can't
bring them back out of their own confusion, back to your own simple understanding.
Devamitra: Yes, yes, that's exactly it.
S: But you have to be able to go with them, and get lost with them, and play around with them a
bit in the jungle of their intellectual, you know, cavorting, and then you gradually bring them
back without them sometimes even being aware of it, back to where you stand, back to your sort
of basic principles - that isn't easy - otherwise you just get lost with them, or don't know how to
find your way back, at least not in those terms, not in that sort of way.
(pause)
Devamitra: That's why one can really appreciate why the Bodhisattva ... (three or four words
unclear)
S: Right.
Ratnapani: Can you give ... a cryptic definition between intelligence and intellectualism or ... in
terms of... (word unclear) ... the intellectual?
S: Ah, I think the... cryptic definition of intelligence has been given - I forget by whom but I read
it somewhere: "Intelligence is the creative use of concepts." [Spencer Kimball said that
"Intelligence is the creative use of knowledge." (Logic has been said to be the creative use of
concepts), tr.] Yes? But presumably, I mean, intellectuality in the more negative sense is just the
non-creative playing around with concepts.
Ratnapani: The word "intellectual" needn't be a derogatory term.
S: It need not, no.

Ratnapani: What's an intellectual in the positive sense?[670]
Vimalamitra: The intelligent intellectual.
Ratnapani: Which is more than...
S: Yes, the intelligent intellectual. You could say [there's] an intelligent intellectual and a stupid
intellectual. The stupid intellectual may of course be very clever but he's stupid all the same. He's
certainly not intelligent. In fact they're really very very stupid, such people. They think they're so
clever, but they're really so stupid. They're not intelligent, certainly.
Devamitra: I've met a few of Mike's colleagues from the University of East Anglia, quite
high-powered lecturers, and he'd say... (three words unclear) ... that such and such person is a
really good philosopher, but he's really stupid. I'm not such a good philosopher, I'm not a
particularly well-developed intellectual, but I consider myself an intelligent intellectual. He can
really feel that distinction quite clearly.
S: Right, yes.
Devamitra: But the definition you've just given - it's still sort of a definition in intellectual terms,
isn't it? "Intelligence is the creative use of concepts" implies a sort of... it's still ...
S: It's also use of concepts; you use them creatively. You are dealing with abstract ideas, general
principles, but you're using them and creatively. They subserve the interests of the creative life,
of the spiritual life even.
Devamitra: Ah yes, I...
S: But the intellectual uses concepts in a sterile sort of way. He doesn't get anywhere with them.
He goes round and round in circles with them. He plays little games with them.
Dave: What are these concepts?
S: Well truth, goodness, beauty; these are the leading ones you could say. Rationality, justice ...
Ratnapani: The ordinary definition of intelligence that I know is the [671] ability to grasp
concepts - so that seems to be a pretty blank definition doesn't it? And this puts it in a much more
useful context.
S: Well to use them creatively you must have understood them.
Ratnapani: Yes, that's implied, but goes further.
Chintamani: (six words inaudible)

S: Um, yes, right.
Devamitra: But I misunderstood what you were saying as, the creative use of concepts in the
sense of being able to use them creatively in your mind - which suggested a sort of intellectual,
again, rather than...
S: No. The creative use of concepts in your mind is possible to develop insight. You can also use
them creatively in writing, in talking, communicating, in every way; in solving practical
problems...
Vimalamitra: When you mentioned, you know, kind of positive concepts ... um, it made me think
that a lot of intellectuals wouldn't even be able to contemplate those concepts very comfortably,
you know. That's something they kind of cringe away from.
S: Yes. (pause)
Vimalamitra: It's almost in a way like ... the intellectual who's not frightened of the light: he's
creative; but the intellectual who likes to keep in the dark corners ...
S: The thing is, the real sort of out-and-out intellectual in the negative sense is a really weird sort
of creature, really weird. Well, you've met a few no doubt.
Devamitra: I have recently, yes.
Vimalamitra: Intellectual cranks.
Devamitra: One particular man said in the context of a discussion [672] where I was surrounded
by a bevy of intellectuals I was the only one who wasn't really ... and he said - we were talking
about feelings - and he couldn't understand what I meant by feelings. I just felt unable to
communicate, to communicate to him. So I asked him what he thought feelings were. And he
said, well feelings are what you think. (laughter)
S: Gosh.
Devamitra: And he said that in all seriousness. And he obviously, he really believed it. He was
quite dismayed when I said that's nonsense. (laughter)
S: At least you dismayed him, which was something, yes.
Devamitra: Yes, he felt quite uncomfortable when that was challenged. He'd never thought that
feelings could have been anything other than thoughts, I think, up until that time.
S: Oh dear. Oh dear, that really is dreadful.
Devamitra: But, you know, there's a lot of people like that at university, I get the feeling from

what Mike's saying.
S: Of course they have feelings - I mean the fact [is] that they do have feelings - but they're
unconscious and unacknowledged, and influence them and even control them without them being
aware of it. And they think they're being all intellectual and objective, et cetera, but they're
motivated all the time by very negative emotions; you know, by greed, jealousy, ambition,
competitiveness - these things are very marked among intellectuals. Pettiness of all sorts, you
know. Quite an unpleasant subject; let's get away from it.
Ratnapani: I'm still not... I still don't understand the positive intellectual. I mean the way we've
been talking ...
S: Well, creative use of concepts I mean.
Ratnapani: ... but an intellectual person... so the two are synonymous?
S: In a way he can use words, abstract terms, in a positive, creative, helpful way. He's not just
misled by the terms themselves. He doesn't [673] play around with them for the sake of playing
around with them, or as means of sort of indulging neurotic and negative emotions of which he's
unconscious.
Ratnapani: But that doesn't differentiate between intelligence and the intellectual then? I mean
you've got two words - and to my mind they do imply something different, but I've never been
able to be really clear what.
Chintamani: Could I say something? Could you say that the intellectual is one who ... (word
unclear) ... the intelligent?
S: No, I don't think so. You could say that the intellectual is one who uses abstract ideas. Some
such intellectuals use them creatively. Others use them in a sterile fashion. But essentially I mean
the intellectual is one who handles, or who relates to, abstract ideas. You can do that either
creatively or reactively. You can either be an intelligent intellectual or a stupid intellectual. So
there is the genus intellectual, and these two species: intelligent and stupid. The intelligent
intellectual uses concepts creatively. The reactive intellectual just plays around with them in a
sterile sort of fashion, the stupid intellectual that is.
Devamitra: I sort of look at it now as if the intellectual has a certain kind of talent, if you like, in
his mind or whatever and he can put it to good use or to bad use, in the same way that one can
with any talent.
S: Well, the talent is the capacity to handle concepts. You can either handle them creatively or
reactively. You can either use them for a certain purpose which is creative, or you can just get
lost in them for their own sake. Maybe I shouldn't even say play around with them, it's more like
manipulating them, pushing them around. The word "play" is much too positive in this context.
Anyway, let's finish with the intellectual.[674]

A point I didn't make was of course that we sort of complete our little potted version of the
Buddha's biography. We've had him at the beginning of his career, the middle of his career, and
now at the end virtually of his career, haven't we? but falling short of the parinirvana. So the
whole thing seems very well composed, very well compiled, well put together. It's quite balanced
in a way and at the same time quite basic and fundamental. (pause)
All right, there's the top of page 110. Would someone like to read that, that prose bit, and then
the following verses?
Ratnapani: "May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever ill some to be, all that is caused by
moulding elements." That is the first view-point: "By the utter ending and ceasing of the
moulding elements, there is no coming to be of ill." That is the second view-point.
(731) "All ill that comes is caused by elements
That mould; by ending them, there comes no ill:
(732) Knowing this bane: "The moulders cause the ill,"
Knowing this truly: "By perception's end
All moulding ceases, thus is ill destroyed!"
(733) Great seers, wise by right knowledge, lore-adepts,
Victors o'er Mara's bondage, come no more.
S: Now do you notice anything about these different sets of exemplifications of the dual
viewpoints? Well, they're all connected with dukkha and its arising, aren't they? And with its
ceasing, yes? In the first set it was affections, upadhi, and then it was ... or rather that was the
second set, and the first set simply the sort of general framework of dukkha and dukkha-samutthi
was given; and then ignorance was given; and now the sankharas. So do you see what is
happening? If you look just at the cyclic side, at the reactive side, dukkha is always there as the
common element, but the factor in dependence upon which dukkha arises, this is being varied
from verse to verse. Do you see that? And conversely - on the other side as it were [from] the
cyclic order - the creative mind. The variation is in terms of the cessation of whatever happens to
be the factor in dependence upon which suffering arises. But we'll see shortly that the Buddha as
it were abandons the fourfold truth as a framework and he presents things in another way. [675]
But here it's the moulding elements - the sankharas - that bring about pain and suffering. What
are these sankharas, translated as moulding elements by Hare and plastic forces by (laughter)
Chalmers?
Phil: Volitions, the will.
S: Sort of, yes. Sankhata means that which is made, put together. And sankhara is the sort of
process of making, the process of putting together.
Chintamani: Is it the karma-formations?
S: The karma formations. [It's] also translated as karma formations. In other words those active
mental tendencies, or even volitions - for want of a better term - which set up karma and bring

about results of karma in the future.
Devamitra: Don't they collectively amount to karma sometimes?
S: In a sense they do. You remember there were the five skandhas - you're familiar with this - the
analysis of the empirical individuality into rupa or form, vedana or feeling, rupa, vedana,
sankhara, the so-called volitions, plastic forces, karma formations, whatever tends to rebirth.
Then sanna, or percepts; and then vijnana, or awareness or consciousness. So the sankharas
indicate the active element as it were in one's being: the willing, striving, almost grasping
element that brings about rebirth. So volitions is not inappropriate, karma formations is not
inappropriate - though it's more like karma-forming rather than karma formations.
Chintamani: Does this have its characteristic transcendental counterpart, which is (two or three
words unclear)?
S: One could say that. I mean in a way upaya is, or compassion is. Sometimes it's said that if you
take the twelve nidanas, the customary or standard list, the first is avidya; and in dependence on
avidya - or ignorance - arise the sankharas. So the comparison is given that avidya is like a man
who is drunk; it's like the mental state of a man who is drunk. In the state of ignorance, of
non-knowledge, you are blind, you are unaware, you don't know what you are doing - just like
the man [676] who is drunk. And the sankharas - the karma formations or the volitions or
whatever - are said to be like the actions that a man performs in a state of drunkenness. You see
the connection, yes? (voices of assent)
S: So there is the state of ignorance, spiritual ignorance, and all the blind forces and energies
which arise out of that, or in the midst of that. Those are the sankharas. You could even translate
it "will to live" in a way - very broadly speaking, though of course it's obviously very very similar
to craving.
Chintamani: Thirst.
S: Thirst. It's very similar to uphadi, or attachment. These are all different aspects of the same
thing in a way. So it's interesting; if you look at the five skandhas into which the individual being
is analysed, there's nothing wrong with form or corporeality, which corresponds very roughly though very, very roughly indeed - to what we usually think of as matter. There's nothing wrong
with form. There's nothing wrong with your body. That gives you no trouble whatever. There's
nothing wrong with your feelings, your experiences of pleasure and pain, and even neutral
feelings; there's nothing wrong with that. Leaving aside sankhara for the moment - then, sanna.
Sanna means - it's quite difficult to translate with a single word - it's when you recognize
something, you perceive that something is such and such. Yes, you could translate it as concept sanna is concept. In a way it corresponds to, or represents, the liking faculty. There's nothing
wrong with that.
And then vijnana is awareness. There's nothing wrong with awareness either. So where does all
the trouble come in? It comes in with the sankharas. These are the active, urging, willing

elements in the being. It's them that make for rebirth, for continued rebirth; they that make for
grasping, they that make for clinging. It's the blind force - the blind urge - behind the lower
evolutionary process, you could say. They're also the instincts in a way. The sankharas. They're
the energy which keeps the whole cyclic process going. Maybe that would be a more helpful way
of looking at them. The sankharas are, yes, the energies which keep the wheel turning. You could
even say that the sankharas are, or that they represent, cyclic energy, energy which is trapped in
the cycle. These are the sankharas. So the energy just goes round and round, unable to escape throwing off as it were fresh bodies, fresh rebirths, as it goes round, unable to get out. It
expresses itself in a particular [677] human life, particular human body, then you know that life
comes to as end, that body drops off - what does the sankhara do? What does that energy do?
That energy is still there - it just goes into another body, another life. That drops off - then it can't
escape. It has just got to take up another one. These are the sankharas. So do you get some idea
now of what sankharas are?
Devamitra: Would you say then that creative energy probably was in a sense not included in the
samskaras?
S: This really raises the question of whether energy is one or whether there are in fact different
kinds of energy which are not reduceable to one another.
Devamitra: Isn't that implied anyway by saying that the bodhicitta is not something which can be
included or classified in the five skandhas?
S: Yes, though again one could say not in the five skandhas in their unregenerate state. I mean,
when the bodhicitta does arise presumably it does draw into itself all one's energies, or makes use
of all one's energies. It depends how far one pushes the dualistic point of view, how far one takes
the dualistic point of view.
Chintamani: Could you say that the five skandhas in the absence of the bodhicitta produce the
sankharas?
S: No, the samskaras are not produced by the other skandhas. I mean, the skandhas are all
interdependent as it were. It's much more like the other skandhas being produced by samskara
skandha. That is the basic energy, as it were. (pause)
Maybe it's more helpful just to think in terms of craving rather than in terms of samskaras. It
amounts to the same thing. It's craving [678] that keeps the whole cyclic process going, and
therefore craving that results in suffering because you want to cling on, you want to hang on, and
the nature of things is such that you're not permitted to hang on, not permitted to cling. And
sooner or later things are just taken away from you.
Vimalamitra: So this is more or less a kind of blind, blinding...
S: It's a blind force, a blind energy.

Ratnapani: So that one of the skandhas is the urge to have skandhas.
S: Yes! One can say that indeed, yes. And everything that is implied thereby.
Ratnapani: It means they're self-perpetuating.
S: So therefore the Buddha says, "May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be,
all that is caused by moulding elements." That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and
ceasing of the moulding elements, there is no coming to be of ill."
So therefore you can say that when the cyclical energy is either transformed into the creative
energy or replaced by, you know, depending upon whether you adopt a dualistic or non-dualistic
standpoint, then one begins to move up the spiral.
Vimalamitra: Also if there's real clarity, there's no panca skandhas there.
S: Yes, right. If there is that clarity, then gradually the turbulent blind energy which is the
sankharas is replaced by something quite different - by an Enlightened will. In Mahayana terms,
by the bodhicitta. So the Buddha says in verses:
(731) "All ill that comes is caused by elements
That mould; by ending them, there comes no ill;
(732) Knowing this bane: "The moulders cause the ill,"
Knowing this truly: "By perception's end
All moulding ceases, thus is ill destroyed!" [679]
(733) Great seers, wise by right knowledge, lore-adepts,
Victors o'er Mara's bondage, come no more.
What is this "by perception's end all moulding ceases"? This is carrying it a stage further back.
What is perception?
Ratnapani: Is it that which leads to the sensation which leads to the clinging?
S: It's not exactly "which lead to" but "which provides the basis for", yes? You have a perception,
you perceive an object, and then there is this blind movement in the direction of that object. So in
this way the sankharas depend upon sanna, perception. There's nothing wrong with perception,
though; I mean a Buddha also has perceptions, a Buddha also sees objects, but in the case of a
Buddha there is not that blind compulsive movement towards them, that reaction in other words.
Ratnapani: It could be very confusing this.
S: In what way?
Ratnapani: Well, it suggests that perhaps if you put your eyes out then you've put away with
craving, done away with craving.

S: Well, the reference of course is to the future. By the absence of skandhas - when they're
exhausted - then there are no future skandhas produced in a future life or birth, therefore no
perception, therefore no basis, anyway, upon which the samskaras can operate.
Ratnapani: But from this point of view, that's beginning at the end.
S: Yes, but in this life itself you don't end the samskaras by bringing perception to an end perceptions go on. (pause) Right, let's go on and read the next prose bit, and then the next verse.
"May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by
mind-at-work." That is the first view-point; "By utter ending and ceasing of mind-at-work there
is no coming to be of ill." That is the second view-point..."[680]
(734) All ill that comes is caused by mind-at-work,
By ending mind-at-work there comes no ill;
(735) Knowing this bane: "Ill's caused by mind-at-work,"
A monk, completely calming mind-at-work,
Becomes from yearning free and wholly cool.
S: Yes, Vijnana. Mind-at-work - as it's translated - is vijnana. I said a little while ago that there's
nothing wrong with vijnana. That's only true in a certain sense. In another sense there is
something wrong with vijnana. What is wrong with vijnana is that it is not jnana. The jnana bit of
it is all right, but not the vi bit. So what does vi mean? Vi means, as it were, discriminative. So
vijnana Guenther translates "discriminative awareness" - which is quite good - as distinct from
prajna, which he translates "analytical appreciative awareness". Vijnana is discriminative
awareness; in other words vijnana is the subject-object type of consciousness, the consciousness
which is oriented towards an object and inseparable from it. Do you see this? So in a way, this is
the ultimate basis of the difficulty. The rest is really relatively superficial. Even, you know, the
sankharas, these blind forces which are striving and clinging and craving, they, as it were,
presuppose an object, they're going blindly forward towards something, they're oriented towards
something. So they too function within that dualistic subject-object framework, without realizing
it. So here the Buddha comes down to something even more fundamental, which is the division
of consciousness - one may say - into subject and object. And here again we make a sort of
connection with the Mahamudra teachings. I mean the whole framework of our experience is
subject and object, subject in relation to object, object in relation to subject. This is how our
experience is organized as it were. So in this way ... and this is why we suffer. So vijnana is the
root of our suffering. You do away with vijnana, you do away with discriminative consciousness
- which doesn't mean that you do away with consciousness - then you do away with suffering.
Ratnapani: Is nice and nasty implicit in subject and object?
S: Oh no, not at all, not at all.
Ratnapani: I mean, you know, if you see things as subject and object does that imply that you're
seeing things as pleasant and unpleasant?[681]

S: Well in that sense, yes, it's all part of the same dualistic process. Maybe - well certainly - the
duality of subject and object is the most fundamental of all dualities. I mean, once that is
established every other form of duality follows.
Vimalamitra: Does this imply that if you can be satisfied, does this imply kind of satisfaction
with the self?
S: Well in a way it does. At the same time, in a strange way, satisfaction with the object too, or
dissatisfaction with the object. Or perhaps it's best to think more positively in terms of the jnana,
which means the knowledge, the awareness which is not divided, which is not split up into the
polarity of subject and object. And obviously this is something that is very difficult for us to
imagine. We can't think it, because when we think it we make it an object - and it isn't an object.
It is that in which there is no subject and object. Even to talk about it you make it into an object,
as I mentioned some days ago. But it's not a subject, in the sense of a subject as distinct from an
object. So it is non-dual awareness, non-dual knowledge.
Aloka: And this is what the Mahamudra is about?
S: This is what the Mahamudra is about; well, this is what, in a way, Buddhism generally is
about. This is what Enlightenment is about. But the Mahamudra tackles this much more directly
and as it were pertinently than many of the other schools do, or is much more directly and
exclusively concerned with it.
So, so long as you are operating within the framework of subject and object, you experience
yourself as a subject in relation to a world out there which is not you; but with which you're
somehow mysteriously connected and from which you are inseparable and which is inseparable
from you. If I can give an illustration of what happens - I don't think this illustration has ever
been given before because it's only just occurred to me - suppose you take a piece of string. Has
anyone got a piece of string? I think I'll have to show you this. It's difficult to explain it.
Aloka: There's a bit in the kitchen.
S: Or a rubber band, or anything like that.
Ratnapani: I'll stretch to a piece of electric cable. Will that do? It's got two ends to it.[682]
S: No, I just want a ring. A rubber band would be best or something like that.
(long pause, sounds of searching)
Voice: It's difficult to imagine doing away with discriminative awareness and still being able to
function normally.
S: Well you don't do away with the awareness. You only do away with the discrimination. Right,
suppose you have the ... Suppose this is a complete circle, yes? Suppose this is a perfect circle,

this represents your non-dual awareness - no subject, no object; it's whole and it's complete. So
what happens then? It's sort of twisted over like this, and you've got a subject and an object, yes?
So the question is how that twist occurs and how you're going to untwist it. And this is the sort of
turning about. You just have to untwist it like that so that, in a sense, nothing has changed.
There's just the awareness, the jnana, instead of the vijnana, with the subject and object. It's as
simple as that.
Ratnapani: Truth and the cat's-cradle.
S: So here you are with your subject and your object, you see, and they're touching at this sort of
infinitesimal, indivisible point and they can't separate from each other. You know, they're sort of
pulling and struggling. The subject can't get away from the object. The object can't get away from
the subject. Where there's a subject there's an object, where there's an object there's a subject. So
there's duality, division, strain, tension, everything, yes? But all you have to do is to untwist like
that, and you just get your pure non-dual consciousness. And then you're Enlightened. (laughter)
So it's the untwisting, yes? So you might say when you start making yourself positive, you know,
it's just going like that. You can begin to feel that they're not just subject and object in diametrical
opposition - the duality is a bit relieved. You get this sometimes in meditation, but you're not
able to make the complete twist round. It gives a little bit. The complete twist round only comes
about through insight.
You'll probably need a little illustration when the thing is eventually transcribed and edited. So
how to untwist, how to turn about: that's the great question. The Buddha doesn't go into it here.
He simply says, "Ill's caused by mind-at-work". So what is the work that the mind is doing?
Creating duality.
(735) A monk, completely calming mind-at-work,
Becomes from yearning free and wholly cool.[683]
Let's just see those terms. (pause) So he attains nirvana. There's no will, no egoistic will, you
know, which is only... the will is only the sort of, you know, the electric charge going between
subject and object.
(pause)
So the Buddha has spoken of the dual viewpoints so far in more or less the same way, just
slightly varying the terms. It's always suffering and the cause of suffering, and suffering and the
cessation of suffering. These are the dual viewpoints. And the cause and the cessation of the
cause is in each case seen slightly differently. First the cause is craving, then the cause is
attachment, then the cause is ignorance, then the cause is the moulding forces, and then the cause
is mind-at-work. Do you see that? So from the next verse the Buddha as it were leaves behind the
consideration of dukkha and the cessation of dukkha and speaks in somewhat different terms. So
let's go on to that. Would someone like to read now?

Aloka: "May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever...
S: Oh, sorry - he hasn't finished yet. He says "Whatsoever ill comes to be..." Yes, carry on then.
Aloka: "May there be another way?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by touch."
That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and ceasing of touch, there is no coming to be of
ill." That is the second view-point.
(736) Who fall to touch, follow becoming's stream,
Fare the false way, are far from fetters' end:
(737) But they who fathom touch, touch mastering.
By knowledge come into the bliss of calm,
Become from yearning free and wholly cool.
S: Yes, sorry, that was a mistake. The Buddha is still concerned with ill, and will be for a few
more verses before he starts looking at the matter from another point of view. Anyway, this is
quite interesting. "Touch" - I take it that this is phassa. Let me just check that. Contact, phassa,
yes. Phassa means simply the contact with... [684] of subject with object. If you like, it's
sensation. The mere fact that touch is possible means that sooner or later there is going to be
suffering, because the fact that touch is possible is due to the fact that there is this split, this
dichotomy, of subject and object; this twist in consciousness has taken place. The subject pursues
the object when it comes into contact with the object. But when you're untwisted there is no
subject, no object, nothing perceiving, nothing to perceive, therefore nothing to pursue. So no
problem, no trouble, no suffering. (pause)
And then there's another way. Let's go through these a bit quickly because they all fill in more or
less the same pattern. Read the next one.
Dick: "May there be another way...?" ..."Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by
feeling." That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and ceasing of feeling, there is no
coming to be of ill."
S: As I said before, there's nothing wrong with feeling; except, of course, it does presuppose
subject-object duality. So where there is feeling, also, sooner or later, there will be suffering because there's an object, an object you try to grasp. Now, an object you can't grasp hold of, not
for long. You lose it. Therefore you suffer.
(738) "Both ease and ill, with neither-ill-nor-ease,
Within, without, whatever there be felt,
(739) Knowing all that as ill, rotting and false,
Seeing all touch decays and loathing it,
A monk by quenching every feeling here
Becomes from yearning free and wholly cool."
[Of] course this "quenching every feeling" can be misunderstood, like the ending of perception,

you know, after one has realized the non-dual awareness, the body is still there, contact is still
there, feeling is still there. There is in a way a sort of perception of an object but it's just like
seeing a mirage. You know that it is a mirage. You're not deceived, not misled.
Dick: I find a little bit of difficulty in understanding it. I can't see how one can remain sort of
mindful and at the same time, as it were, sort of cutting oneself off from one's feelings. Am I
missing the point?[685]
S: Feeling ... by feeling here is meant sensations of pleasure and pain. For instance you can enjoy,
say, a sweet taste and find that pleasant, but no attachment may arise in your mind with regard to
it. It's just sweet, it's just pleasant. It doesn't affect your mind at all. You're simply aware of that.
You don't cut yourself off from the feeling of pleasantness, from the feeling of sweetness, but the
mind is not affected by that, it doesn't become the basis for any craving. In the same way you can
see what appears to be an object but you know it isn't an object in the way that you used to think.
So it doesn't bother you - you see it suspended there as it were like a mirage. And you experience
the self perceiving that object also as a mirage.
All right, let's carry on to the next dual viewpoint.
Dick: "May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by
craving." That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and ceasing of craving, there is no
coming to be of ill." That is the second view-point...
S: Now read the verse.
(740) Dick: "Long stretch the rounds of man who craving mates,
Becoming this or that, he passes not:
(741) Knowing this bane: "From craving cometh ill."
Gone craving, grasping, moves the mindful monk."
S: So this is of course the standard formula of suffering, and the cause of suffering, which is
craving. That's one of the dual viewpoints. And the other of course is no craving: no suffering.
You can see, or perhaps begin to see, how easy it is to get away from the general principles. If
you're not very careful these recede into the background. Do you notice that?[686]
Ratnapani: The monk who says, I'm sorry, I'm not allowed to enjoy alms.
S: Yes. There's an interesting expression here, which is translated by Hare as "the man who
craving mates". Chalmers translates it "wedded to cravings". In Pali, tanhadutiyo puriso. The man
who has craving to wife, we might say. Dutiyo is wife. So the man who has craving for his wife.
Purusa is here the word for the male, the spirit. This word purisa is quite interesting in Sanskrit
and Pali. We referred the other day to the maha-purusa-laksanas - the signs of the great man. So
the word here was purusa. Purusa has got a sort of double meaning in Sanskrit. It's not just man;
it's man in the sense of male human being and also in the sense of the spirit. That's probably the
only way one can translate it. So purusa represents, as it were, spiritual masculinity almost. Do

you see what I'm getting at? For instance, you find in the Sankhya philosophy, which is a
dualistic philosophy, that there are two basic primordial principles: one of which is purusa, which
can be translated the Male - with a capital M - or the Spirit - with a capital S - or whatever; and
the other is prakrti, which is Nature, which of course is feminine. So according to the Sankhya
philosophy and according to some scholars the Buddha made use of some of the concepts of the
Sankhya philosophy. According to this Sankhya philosophy purusa and prakrti are the two great
cosmic-cum-spiritual principles. Liberation is when purusa stands clear of prakrti. Bondage is
when they come into contact and purusa and prakrti become as it were confused, or even
blended. Prakrti is described as made up of three gunas - sattvas, rajas, and tamas - which are
described in the Bhagavad Gita. So according to the Sankhya philosophy the spiritual life
consists in the progressive dissociation of purusa from prakrti - the disentanglement of spirit
from nature; or masculine from the - not so much feminine but, or even, - the Male from the
Female, in a cosmic spiritual sense. So there seems to be some little echo of this here:
tanhadutiyo puriso. Here it's the ordinary man. It's not the sort of Cosmic Man as it were, it's not
the Spirit - with a capital S - but the suggestion is the same: that the man, or the Male, who is
"wedded to craving" - craving representing Nature, the world, the flesh, if not the Devil - he
"digham addhana samsaram": has to fare on in the samsara, in the wheel of life, cyclic existence,
for a long time. So there may be, as I said, some little echo or reflection of Sankhya philosophy in
this sort of phraseology. That's quite a sort of strong expression - "the man wedded to craving".
(pause)[686a]
"May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by attachment."
That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and ceasing of attachment,there is no coming to
be of ill. That is the second view-point...
(742) Attachment forms becoming: man, become,
Fares ill; death follows birth; this is ill's cause:
(743) Hence by right knowledge, by attachment's end,
Wise men, by knowing end of birth, come not.
.... "May there be another way?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by zest-to-do."
That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and ceasing of zest-to-do, there is no coming to
be of ill." That is the second view-point...
(744) All ill that comes is caused by zest-to-do,
By ending zest-to-Jo, there comes no ill:
(745) Who knows this bane: "Ill's caused by zest-to-do,"
Rid of all zest and zestless in release,
(746) Calm monk, with craving and becoming cut,
Crossing the round of birth, cometh no more.
.... "May there be another way...? ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be, all that is caused by
sustenance." That is the first view-point; "By the utter ending and ceasing of sustenance, there is
no coming to be of ill." That is the second view-point ...

(747) All ill that comes is caused by sustenance,
By ending sustenance there comes no ill:
(748) Who knows this bane: "Ill's caused by sustenance,
Perceiving sustenance, with trust in none,
(749) With cankers quenched, health by right knowledge won,
Discerning follower Dharma poised,
That lore-adept goes to what none can sum.
.... "May there be another way...?" ... "Whatsoever ill comes to be all that is caused by stir and
moil." That is the first view-point: By the utter ending and ceasing of stir and moil, there is no
coming to be of ill." That is the second view-point...
(750) All ill that comes is caused by stir and moil,
By ending stir and moil there comes no ill:
(751) Knowing this bane: "Ill's caused by stir and moil,"
Ejecting moil, the moulding forces held,
Still and detached moveth the mindful monk.
.... "May there be another way...?" ... "Whoso trusts, trembles." That is the first view-point:
"Whoso trusts not, trembles not." That is the second view-point...
(752) Whoso hath trust in naught, he trembles not;
Who trusteth, is attached, he passes not
The round, becoming here or otherwhere:
(753) Knowing this bane: "Danger abides in trust."
Detached, with trust in naught moves mindful monk.[687]
S: Yes, here it's upadana. Upadana is taking firm hold of, appropriation. These are all variations
on the same theme. I think that they seem to be taking us a little bit away from the general
principles. Maybe we'd better move on rather quickly, and come to where the Buddha changes
over to a different way of looking at things. So then afterwards there's zest-to-do. Let's have a
look at the zest-to-do. And the cessation of zest-to-do. (laughter)
Ratnapani: It's like staying in bed isn't it? (pause)
S: Arambha. It's sort of getting things going, getting things started. All suffering arises in
dependence upon that. It's not unlike the sankharas. It reminds me of... a bit of what Pascal is
supposed to have said or, rather, he did say, I think in his Pensees: that most of the troubles in the
world are caused by the fact that people cannot simply sit still in a room. They're always out
getting things going, like too much of zest-to-do. Do you see the truth in this, in an ordinary sort
of practical way? It's busybodying, as it were, not letting thing well alone, not letting sleeping
dogs lie, always wanting to be up and doing. So all ill is caused by zest-to-do. And there's
another little saying I sometimes quote: "It takes all the wisdom of the wise to undo the harm
done by the merely good." [attrib. Aaron Wildavsky, but he was probably quoting somebody else,
tr.]

Devamitra: Who said that?
S: I don't know, but I read it somewhere many years ago. "It takes all the wisdom of the wise to
undo the harm done by the merely good." So it's this blind compulsive sort of activity that is
being referred to. And then there's another way still: that all ill comes about by sustenance. I take
it that that is anam, but let's see. Ahara, um, ahara is nutriment, food. I've spoken about the
Khuddaka Nikaya, which is one of the five nikayas of the Sutta Pitaka. There's a little work [688]
called the Kumarapanha, which means the questions of the youth, or the questions of the boy.
[Next two sentences corrected (according to the Kumarapanha commentaries) during revision,
tr.] And this rather bright boy who has become an arahant is asked a series of ten questions. First
of all he is asked, "Eka nama kin?": What's the one? And the arahant says "Sabbe satta
aharathitika": All sentient beings depend upon food or nutriment. So this is said to contain in a
nutshell the whole of Buddhist philosophy. One of my teachers, Bhikkhu Jagdish Kashyap, used
to be very fond of discoursing at length on this - sabbe satta aharathitika - that all sentient beings
depend upon nutriment. And in the Pali text different kinds of nutriment are mentioned. There's a
whole list of different kinds or levels of nutriment. I'll just see if they're given in this dictionary they should be. Ahara, yes, feeding, support, food, nutriment. Four kinds of nutriment: bodily
nutriment, solid or liquid, contact - manosancetana - and consciousness. This is quite interesting,
isn't it?
Chintamani: Can you repeat those?
S: It's kavalinkhara(?) ahara, which is bodily nutriment, you know, food in the ordinary sense;
then phassa, which is touch or contact; then manosancetana - one can simply say volition,
volition; and consciousness. Now, what does this mean, this whole conception of nutriment?
What is nutriment?
Dick Myers: Isn't it energy?
S: No, it's not energy.
Andy: It's something which feeds us.
S: It's what you feed off. So when you feed off something, what happens? You incorporate
something into your own tissue as it were - your own flesh and blood and bone and marrow in
the case of physical food. So if there was no nutriment for the physical body, would a physical
body survive?
Voice: No.
S: What would happen to the physical body?
Ratnapani: Wither away.[689]
S: It'd wither away, disintegrate. So the Buddha's teaching is that this is true - this whole ?school

- at all levels of sentient existence. You cannot subsist, you cannot go on existing, without
nutriment. Contact nourishes you. Physical and mental contact nourishes you. Volition nourishes
you. Consciousness nourishes you. Through all these things you come into contact with objects
of different kinds and you incorporate them as it were into your own substance; and this keeps
you going, this keeps the whole process going. So depending upon what you, you know, you
feed, such you are. So you begin to see the way of looking at things.
Chintamani: You are what you eat.
S: You are what you eat - in a much more profound sense than perhaps is realized.
Ratnapani: This is kind of the door of the skandhas then?
S: Yes, in a way yes, yes.
Ratnapani: The skandhas almost as process.
S: Yes, process of appropriation and assimilation and absorption. So there is this idea of feeding,
of sentient existence as a process of feeding. Physical food feeds you, contact feeds you, volition
feeds you, consciousness feeds you. So it suggests an active thing - just like... sometimes the
illustration is given of the fire feeding on different kinds of fuel; flames feeding on different
kinds of fuel: no fuel, no flame, no nutriment - no sentient being. So if you want to modify the
kind of sentient being that you are, you have to modify the fuel on which you feed, or the
nutriment on which you feed. For instance, when you meditate you are feeding, you're taking in a
different kind of nutriment. Do you see that? You're feeding on the positive. In the Dhammapada
there is a verse where the monks are supposed to say: we're just like the Abhassara devatas, just
like the radiant gods; we are pitibhakkha, we feed upon joy, our nutriment is joy. [Dhammapada
200, tr.]
So it's very important to select, to choose, the food on which point the mind feeds. Yes? There's
not much point in being very careful about the choice of physical nutriment - food, in the gross,
ordinary sense - and [690] careless about what the mind is taking in. I mean, newspapers are a
kind of food. TV is a kind of food. Do you see this? So it's affecting you all the time. You're
incorporating these things into the substance of your own being, all the time. You feed upon the
books that you read.
Ratnapani: Far worse, usually, than a little tea or coffee.
S: Right, yes - or even a little alcohol.
Ratnapani: Yes, a far deeper hurt it seems.
S: So you are what you eat - physically, mentally, emotionally, spiritually. You can feed on the
scriptures. One could perhaps say that there's a right feeding and a wrong feeding. I mean the
Buddha doesn't exactly say that - I mean, he looks only at as it were the negative side of the

feeding, the samsaric feeding, in this particular passage - but elsewhere in the canon, as in the
Dhammapada verse I mentioned, there is a feeding which is positive, a feeding that leads
ultimately to release, emancipation. So when you meditate you feed. You're taking in a sort of
higher and subtler form of nourishment that will change your being. (pause)
Sometimes you hear it said that you must nourish yourself. What do you think that means in a
positive sense? Don't forget to nourish yourself. Or someone might even say, I don't feel I'm
being nourished properly. They're not getting the food that they need for their development. I
mean in the first place their natural, normal, human, healthy development; and then, maybe, also
their spiritual development. They need to be nourished. Your spiritual life needs food. So you get
your food from your spiritual contact - you get it from your puja, your meditation. You get it in
the scriptures that you read, the talks that you listen to - all this is nourishment. So in a way, this
idea of nourishment, of nutriment, is quite useful because it suggests a taking in, an
incorporation, an assimilation, a making something your own, so that, as it were, from object it
becomes subject, it becomes part of your very substance, part of your being. So if you want to
develop the creative mind, you must feed the creative mind on what nourishes the creative mind.
If you want to starve out the reactive mind you have to cease giving it its usual nourishment - and
starve it out.
Ratnapani: Yes, from this "all that is caused by sustenance ... [691] ceasing of sustenance there is
no coming to be of ill," it sounds like you've just got to starve yourself to death.
S: Yes, right.
Ratnapani: There's not much hope at all in that.
S: So in a way it's quite easy to see what is the nutriment for the reactive mind, what keeps the
reactive mind going. But what about the creative mind, what keeps that going? I mean, leaving
aside specific forms of activity.
Devamitra: Positivity.
S: Positivity, yes. Positive emotion probably feeds the creative mind almost more than anything
else. It feeds upon joy, you know, like the radiant devas.
Devamitra: Would you say that in order to feed the creative mind you automatically starve the
reactive mind? If you do that, you automatically do the other?
S: I think you've got to be a bit careful here. You don't automatically nourish the creative mind by
starving the reactive mind.
Devamitra: Yes, yes.
S: I think you do, though, automatically starve the reactive mind by nourishing the creative mind.
Yes? You may, as a small disciplinary measure, have to deny the reactive mind its food, so as to

help the creative mind to come into existence. But that might be just a small, as it were, you
know, disciplinary measure. But simply starving the reactive mind is not enough, in
straightforward practical terms. (pause)
Devamitra: The feel of that sounds very much similar to ... er ... the whole idea about, you know,
walking down the street and... like the monk keeping his eyes six foot in front or however it is,
not being distracted from side to side and allowing the reactive mind to feed on all the
stimuli.[692]
S: Yes, right.
Vimalamitra: And dwelling on something positive inside himself rather than looking at the
environment for something to do.
S: But do you notice that the mind has all the time the tendency to feed on things, to feed off
things, to get nourishment. The mind is always seeking nourishment.
Voice: Particularly after retreat, it's stuffing things in.
S: But for instance if the creative mind is not being nourished the reactive mind will nourish
itself.
Voice: Which, if you are developing positive emotion, you are feeding .... as well.
S: The idea seems to be to, as it were, feed the mind. Just at the moment not to speak of two
minds, the reactive and the creative mind, it is really the one mind functioning in two different
ways. But the more you feed the mind on positive things the more creative it becomes, the more
refined it becomes, the more spiritualized it becomes. It becomes more and more refined, so that,
from the standpoint of the reactive mind, it almost ceases to exist, but from its own standpoint it
is more in existence, more alive in fact, than ever. What do you think is meant by volition being
nutriment?
Voice: Will being nutriment.
S: In fact when you get your own way you feed off of that. You get a sort of satisfaction, it swells
you up, it bloats you. So be very careful of your nutriment, watch what you feed off of. Be very
choosy, be very particular, very selective.
Voice: It's a bit like having a kid to look after, isn't it? If you don't feed it properly it just stuffs
itself on sweets.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: I think it's a very good way of looking at it, because a child in all innocence seeking what
it understands as pleasurable will do that, will make itself sick. It's as if the reactive mind is

something nasty inside that's looking for evil things and stuffs itself blindly on ...
S: Yes, because that is its tendency, to feed. So it is just a question of giving it positive things to
feed on, not just any [693] old rubbish. For instance, if a child likes to read it will look at
anything you leave lying around. If you leave the classics lying around the child will dip into
them. If you leave comics lying around or the newspapers a child will dip into those too. He just
wants to read, he just wants food for the mind. Of course one can say each mind has its own
innate, as it were, constitution and there are some minds you can leave classics lying around for
as long as you like and it will never get any nutriment from them. Other minds you can leave as
many comics and porn magazines lying around as you like and it won't touch them, another kind
of mind won't touch them, will instinctively avoid them. But once one has started thinking in
terms of developing the creative mind and allowing the reactive mind to die away or fade away,
then one must exercise a much more deliberate choice as regards the nourishment one allows
oneself to take at all these different levels.
Sights and sounds nourish you in one way or another, you are feeding off them all the time.
Voice: So what you concentrated on is important, what you choose to concentrate on?
S: Yes. It is not only a question of concentrating on, but you feed on it. This idea of feeding is a
very real one, isn't it? You are not just aware of, you don't just look at or see or reflect on, you
incorporate. In one of Tennyson's poems, I think Ulysses [yes, in "Ulysses", tr.] is represented as
saying, "I am a part of all that I have seen" - words to that effect. So you see what he meant?
Whatever you have seen you have fed off, it has become a part of you, you have incorporated it
into your own being, you have been affected by it. More than affected by it; in a measure, you
have become that: you are what you eat. So one must exercise some selectivity. If you want to
grow in a certain way you must take the kind of food which accords with that growth, that feeds
that growth. So that means in a way selectivity, being a bit pernickety, in a sense. Filtering out
one's sensations.
But the natural tendency of the mind, just like the untaught child, is to feed indiscriminately.
There is another relevant point here: you can even have too much of a good thing. You can get
indigestion; if you try to cram yourself with too much even quite positive spiritual food you can
get a bit of indigestion. That is probably one of the things we have to be careful about on study
retreats. And also [694] careful, to continue the metaphor, not to switch your diet too abruptly.
Even in the case of ordinary food, if you are living on brown rice for weeks on end and you
suddenly switch to potatoes it will upset you. Maybe there is nothing wrong with the potatoes although of course, according to macrobiotics there is a lot wrong with potatoes but we will leave
that for a moment. But supposing you are taking in one kind of food, one kind of nutriment generally speaking, or even spiritually speaking - and then you switch to another, it doesn't do
you much good, it usually upsets you or throws you a bit out of balance. Or supposing you have
been reading the scriptures and you have been all uplifted and inspired by the songs of Milarepa
or something like that and you just pick up a newspaper; what a different kind of effect, what a
different kind of food, how incompatible. You have got both of these, the songs of Milarepa and

today's newspaper, both being digested in the same stomach, as it were. No wonder there is a bit
of an upset. They just don't go together. But it is a quite useful way of thinking of things, isn't it?
Thinking of them in terms of taking nourishment.
Most of all, perhaps, we can say that positive emotions are truly nourishing, a friendly
atmosphere is nourishing, spiritual fellowship is nourishing. Why do the bhikkhus get together in
larger or smaller numbers? To nourish one another in a good positive sense, not to feed off of
one another like vampires (laughter) but to nourish one another freely and spontaneously.
Voice: One really feels the lack of it when it is not there too.
S: Yes, well one feels the sort of spiritual hunger. Akshobhya used to feel this so strongly when
he was in New Zealand without any other Order members for two or three years, he really felt it.
Voice: I felt it just for a few weeks in Norwich.
S: Felt spiritually undernourished, you weren't getting your spiritual vitamins (laughing).
Voice: In terms of positivity you could say that you should concentrate on nourishing others and
then you'd be ... the Sangha ...
S: So ... (Pali quote)
All sentient beings depend upon food, that is the one principle, [695] the ekanama. So that little
rather spiritually precocious boy, well - I think he was supposed to be seven years of age, our
"eka nama kin", and the reply was - I think it was the Buddha who gave the reply, [according to
the commentaries, it was Sopaka (the boy) who gave this reply, to the Buddha, tr.] was - all
sentient beings depend upon food. Food is the one thing.
Voice: Did you say that he was a seven-year-old arahant?
S: I think so, I don't remember very clearly, maybe he became an arahant after hearing the
Buddha's reply. The actual text just gives questions and replies, the other details are in the
commentary. It's called Kumarapanha - the boy's, or the youth's, questions.
All right, there is another alternative. The next verse is stir and moil. "Whatever ill comes to be,
all that is caused by stir and moil." What are this stir and moil? (laughter)
Voice: What does it mean in English, what is moil?
S: Well, that's English! (laughing)
Voice: Yes, but what does it mean?
S: Like in turmoil.

Voice: Oh.
S: Chalmers translates it waverings.
Voice: Wobblings?
S: Waverings: injita. That's not a word I am familiar with. "Injita: shaking, turning about,
movement, vacillation." That's pretty clear isn't it? What does this suggest or imply, this
movement, this turning about, this vacillation? (pause) It's restlessness. And what does that
imply? Not being very happy, not being very satisfied. It is the cause of suffering.
Voice: It is not what you referred to as wobbling then?
S: No. Wobbling is a more sort of intellectual thing, indecisiveness.
Voice: So it's not even vacillation.
S: No, I would say it is much more general restlessness.
Then there is another verse, the next verse is calita which is quaking, which is also just
movement, shaking, trembling. Yes, it is with this next verse that the Buddha stops referring to
dukkha and its cause. So let's go a little into that.
"May there be another way...?" ... "Whoso trusts, trembles." That is the first view-point: "Whoso
trusts not trembles not." That [696] is the second view-point."
We come now to a different angle of approach. So what is this trusting? Actually it is more like
depending, relying on. You get this line of thought in the Perfection of Wisdom literature, the
bodhisattva doesn't rely upon anything, depend upon anything, in this case in a subtle
metaphysical sense. He doesn't take anything as an objectively existing reality and hence is not
made to tremble. So what is this relying on things? When is one said to rely, in this sort of sense?
Voice: When one is dependent upon something for one's...
S: No it isn't really just that, it's more than that.
Voice: Well if you don't actually know reality, then you rely on everything being as it is. I mean,
if you don't see the reality behind conditioned things then you are relying on the conditioned
things which...
S: But it is even more than that. Relying means depending upon things as being other than they
actually are, taking them for other than they actually are. For instance, you rely upon things being
permanent, but they are not permanent, but you rely on them being permanent. So that your
relying upon them is not just depending upon them for what they are, but taking them for other
than they are, usually because you have a particular need to be satisfied in that way. So if you rely

on the impermanent as permanent of course you suffer. If you rely upon something that cannot be
relied upon then you've cause to tremble.
Voice: Is there any connection here with trying to get satisfaction in a neurotic sense out of an
object?
S: In a way, because you see in the object something that is not there. You rely on it in a neurotic
way. So this sort of relying is a bit subtle, a bit elusive, as it were.
So it is the reactive mind that relies. It is the creative mind that does not rely. Here we come back
to general principles. Or you can say that the reactive mind is a dependent mind and the creative
mind is an independent mind, which doesn't mean to say that it isn't objectively depending. It
doesn't rely upon things for what they are not able to give. Relying suggests misplaced trust,
which suggests lack of knowledge, like when you trust a person - you rely on a person to do
something - and they don't do it.
So your reliance is misplaced, your trust is misplaced, but it is your own fault because you ought
to have known them better than that.[697] So,
Whoso hath trust in naught, he trembles not;
Who trusteth, is attached, he passes not
The round, becoming here or otherwhere:
Knowing this bane: "Danger abides in trust".
Detached, with trust in naught, moves mindful monk.
So danger abides in trust. Let's see what the Pali is for that. Nissayesu mahabbhayam. Actually
this is even stronger: in dependence, in reliance, there is great fear, danger. It is like leaning on a
reed, thinking it will support you; it won't. "Anissito anupadano sato bhikkhu paribbaje ti." Not
depending, not relying, without attachment, mindful the bhikkhu moves about, the bhikkhu
wanders.
So this whole idea of the reactive mind as a relying mind and the creative mind as a non-relying
mind is quite important. You can depend without relying, do you see the difference?
Voice: You can depend on the dependable.
S: Yes. You can't rely on the unreliable. As I said, to bring it back to general principles, the
reactive mind is the mind that tends to rely and the creative mind is the mind that tends not to
rely.
Voice: I suppose there could also be,.. the reactive mind also comes into play by relying on
something which might be worth relying upon, but because you relied upon it for the wrong
reason it's ...
S: Well, you see it as other than it is.

Voice: Yes.
S: You think of it as a permanent support when at best it can just give you a very temporary and
provisional support. You cannot rely or even depend absolutely on anything, anything
conditioned. So the reactive mind is a relying mind, the creative mind is a non-relying mind. That
suggests a free and independent, spontaneous, self-generating mind. How does that tie up with
nutriments? What is the difference between depending upon nutriment and relying upon
nutriment? Well it would be like thinking, for instance, that the food would digest itself. But you
have to digest. There is something that has to be done by you too. You have to be a healthy
organism, on the appropriate level, to be able to digest and assimilate the nutriment, and turn it
into your own substance, transform it into your own substance. No use swallowing food if you
haven't kept yourself healthy enough to digest it and be nourished by it.[698]
"May there be another way...?" ... "The formless is a calmer state than form." That is the first
view-point. "Ending is a calmer state than the formless." That is the second view-point.
(754) Beings form-bound, and formless dwellers too,
Not knowing "ending" come again, again:
(755) But all who forms do comprehend, well poised
In formless things, in "ending" all-released,
They are the folk who have left death behind.
In a way you have got simply the two principles, the two dual viewpoints, of the conditioned and
the unconditioned. The conditioned comprises even the higher worlds, the form world and the
formless world; although they are very very subtle worlds they still pertain to the cyclic order of
existence not to the spiral. So the creative mind is the mind which preoccupies itself with the
unconditioned, not with the conditioned in howsoever refined a form. That is what this verse
really means.
Voice: Which verse were you talking about?
S: I'm talking about verses 754 and 755. Ending refers to cessation of the conditioned, therefore
to the unconditioned. It is the antithesis between the dual viewpoints of the better and the best.
The formless, yes, is better than the form state; life in the formless world is higher and nobler,
more spiritual, than life in the form world. That is one dual viewpoint. That is the conditioned.
But the other of the dual viewpoints is the cessation, not only of the form, but of the formless.
That cessation leaves you only with the unconditioned itself. Therefore one of the dual
viewpoints is the conditioned in its subtler forms, the other is the unconditioned, which is even
subtler. So the truly creative mind preoccupies itself not even with the better but with the best.
This introduces this very important topic of getting your priorities right. Don't be seduced from
the best by the better, do you see what I mean?
Voice: It's like getting stuck on a lower level of development.

S: Yes, it's not the Maras who are going to seduce you, it's the devas. The Maras are obviously
the enemy, they are the far enemy, but the devas are the near enemy. Do you see what I mean?
You could say that the worldly life is not going to seduce you, but the religious life is. You are in
no danger from the worldly life but you are in great danger from the religious life. [699] Wine,
women and song are not going to seduce you but the arts are. (laughter) The better is the enemy
of the best.
Voice: I sometimes find that a bit confusing though, because it is difficult to see it all in
perspective. Because one can feed in the spiritual sense on the arts, can't one?
S: Of course one can but it is a question of a means to an end, not ends in themselves. They
seduce you when you start settling down in them and lingering over them as ends in themselves.
Then you cease to feed in order to nourish yourself, you just become a sort of glutton. Art for
art's sake. But it is so easy to fall victim to the lure of second best.
So as one progresses spiritually the alternatives become finer and finer, more and more subtle,
more and more difficult to distinguish. In the end it may be between meditation and wisdom, in
the sense of meditation without wisdom. You may be seduced from insight by your experience of
samadhi, you may get stuck in the dhyana states and be unwilling to develop vipassana or insight
because in a way that would mean that you would have to be detached from the dhyana states and
you had become very attached to them. That's not the sort of problem that most people have to
bother about for a long, long time, but there is that possibility. So on every level the better is the
enemy of the best. Be very careful to get your priorities right and reject the better if you can only
enjoy the better at the expense of the best.
"May there be another way...?" ... "What the world with its devas, Maras, Brahmas, recluses and
brahmans, the earth with its devas and men, hold to the truth, that is well seen by Ariyans, by
right wisdom, as it is, to wit, as false." That is the first view-point. "What the world ... and men
hold to be false, that is ... seen by Ariyans... as truth." That is the second view-point...
(756) See how the worlds, content with what is not
The self, convinced by name-and-form, hold it
(757) As true! By this and that they hold it so Thereafter otherwise. Herein, forsooth,
(758) Its falseness lies, false, fleeting thing it is!
'Tis no false thing the cool! That Ariyans
Find true, and as they surely master truth,
Become from yearning free and wholly cool.
So here we find the Buddha as it were adopting a very uncompromising stand. Here you find the
dual viewpoints in absolute opposition, truth and falsehood; this uncompromising opposition
between the mundane and the transcendental; no room for [700] compromise. The reactive mind
is preoccupied with what the world sees as truth, the creative mind is preoccupied with what the
Ariyans, the spiritually Enlightened, see as truth.

Voice: Do you think there is any place for compromise in the spiritual life, on any level?
S: Well, what does one mean by compromise? Here compromise would mean seeing untruth as
truth or truth as untruth.
It also makes it clear that there is this fundamental antagonism between truth and untruth, the
world and the Ariyans - or the Ariyan point of view or Ariyan vision. After all "the world with its
devas, Maras, Brahmas, recluses and brahmans, the earth with its devas and men" don't see
things as they really are, they are not Enlightened, so their way of looking at things cannot be the
truth. It is the Ariyans who see things as they really are.
So between the outlook of the Ariyans and the outlook of the non-Ariyans, the Enlightened and
the non-enlightened, there is just not anything in common, really. So this in practical terms boils
down to the fact that you can't really present the Dharma in non-Dharma terms. One notices this.
Sometimes people almost seem to expect - or people seem to think - that every current
fashionable mode of thought is the yardstick by which the Dharma must be judged. If the Dharma
doesn't conform to that, well, it is to be dismissed out of hand.
Voice: (inaudible question)
S: Well, "everybody is equal". If the Dharma doesn't teach that then the Dharma can't be any
good, it can't be true, so that all current - some of them long-standing - miccha-ditthis around and
the Dharma is expected to conform to these and people look to the Dharma for some
conformation of these particular points of view to which they are attached. When Buddhism first
became known in the West, many of the people who studied it and looked into it believed in God
and they expected to find in Buddhism some conformation of their belief in God, from an Indian
point of view. They didn't find it and they were disappointed, or they tried to see it there and they
often insisted that it was there. It didn't occur to them that they were to be judged by the Dharma
and not the other way around, not the Dharma by them. Some people think that if the Dharma
threatens the home and family life, well, there must be something wrong with the Dharma, the
Dharma has got to be changed so that it supports the home and family life.[701]
So the Buddha is saying you cannot expect anything else but disagreement between the spiritual
outlook and the worldly outlook. Make up your mind to that. If people understand you they
probably misunderstood you; if they sympathize they are probably out of sympathy, putting it
paradoxically that is. So worldly truth is a sort of rationalization from a limited experience, an
experience of non-Enlightenment. Whereas the Ariyan tries to communicate an experience of
Enlightenment, that is the Ariyan truth. What can the communication of Enlightenment have in
common with the communication of non-Enlightenment? Perhaps one can say, to be a bit
conciliatory without actually compromising, that even in the worldly truth, here and there, there
are glimmerings of spiritual truth. One will certainly be able to recognize that, as when with
writers like Blake or Lawrence you do come across a genuine insight which can be accepted from
a spiritual point of view. All spiritual truth is not within the limits of what goes by the name of
Buddhism, by any means, but the principles still hold good. But one must expect difference. One
must expect opposition, even antagonism. One mustn't be in too much of a hurry to bring about a

marriage of convenience between the spiritual and the mundane, between the true and the false.
People are in too much of a hurry to think the Dharma must be wrong. On a most superficial
acquaintance with it, they barely start to get into it. Something they don't quite like or disagree
with? The Dharma must be wrong.
The Buddha also indicates in the verses the effect of knowing the truth. "That Ariyans find true
and as they surely master truth become from yearning free and wholly cool!" They exhaust
reactive mental states, all craving, and they become cool, they gain to complete full
Enlightenment. And then:
"Monks, if there should be questioners asking, "May one even in another way view the dual
rightly?" - it would be proper to say, "One may." And how? "What the whole world ... considers
as bliss, that is ... well seen by Ariyans as ill". That is the first view-point; "What the whole world
.... considers as ill, that ... is well seen by Ariyans as bliss." That is the second view-point.
"Verily, monks, when a monk dwells earnest, alert and resolute, viewing the dual thus rightly,
one of two fruits is to be expected: Knowledge here and now; or, if attachment remain, the state
of a Non-returner."
So what is it that the world considers as bliss? Worldly life. But the Ariyans don't consider it as
bliss, they consider [702] something else as bliss. I was talking the other day about, in Buddhist
countries, observing that the monks are always happier than the lay people. Even though it is the
lay people who are supposed to be enjoying themselves and having a good time and wallowing in
all worldly pleasures. But one invariably noticed that the monks seemed to be having a much
better time. They are invariably much happier and more cheerful than the lay people, not
necessarily very spiritual, you couldn't say that, but at least they were healthy, happy, and human
- or human, healthy, and happy - at least they were that. They were leading a spiritual life to some
extent.
Voice: I think you can say the same about the Friends now.
S: I think you can, yes. So the world considers as bliss or happiness, having a job, having a motor
car, having a mortgage, all these sorts of things. (laughter) Going to the seaside with the family,
this is all bliss, happiness. But we don't see things like that; we think going on retreats, having a
good discussion, having good communication, a meditation, that is all happiness. But to many
people that sort of life would be absolute hell - going away on retreat and no telly and vegetarian
food and nothing much to do, having to sit without saying anything and without moving - that
would be torture.
So it is as well to be quite aware of this difference and not try to make oneself out to be just the
same as other people. This is something I used to notice some years ago, I think there is still a
vestige of it around: "Even though we are Buddhists we are just the same as other people, we are
not really any different." Have you heard this lately?

Voices: No.
S: I used to hear this.
Voice: It must have been in very early days.
S: Well, I've heard [it] at least, certainly, three or four years ago. I've also heard it in the form of
"well there is not any real difference between Order members and non-Order members." In the
old days I used to hear Order members saying this: "We are not really any different, we are really
just the same as everybody else." I don't think that they think or feel like that now. Obviously
there is a skilful way to think and to feel that one is different, and an unskilful way too. But there
is a difference, [703] or there should be a difference. For instance, I used to say to some people
that as an Order member you are committed. One or two people used to say, well everyone is
committed in their own way.
Voice: I've heard that one.
S: You've heard that one? Well it amounts to the same thing doesn't it? There's no difference
between the committed and the uncommitted, everybody is committed in their own way,
everybody is an Order member in his own way.
Voice: It's a part of the "all things are equal", in a sense.
S: Yes, it seems so. Maybe in some sublime, ultimate, metaphysical sense everything is one,
everybody is one, but that is so remote as not to concern us at all.
Voice: Something this prose reminds me of is the meditation practice we've just done ... (unclear)
S: Yes, what the world sees as lovely we try to see as unlovely. What the world see as lovely we
try to see as unlovely. All right let's conclude. The end of the sutta, the end of the chapter.
"Thus spake the Master, and having thus spoken the Well-farer spoke again as teacher:
(759) How sweet and dear are winsome forms, sounds, tastes,
Scents, touches, thoughts - all while one says, "They're here;
(760) And all the world agrees, "How blissful they!"
And when they pass away, "How sad is that!"
(761) 'Tis bliss, think Ariyans when body's frame
Is seen to end: "Alas!" sigh worldly-wise.
(762) The "bliss" of others Ariyans call "ill":
The "ill" of others Ariyans find "bliss".
Behold how hard is Dharma to be learnt,
Confounding those who see not clear therein!
(763) Gloom wraps the shrouded, darkness wraps the blind;
But for the wise there is an opening.

A very light for those with eyes, tho' dolts,
Unskilled in Dharma, know it not as nigh.
(764) In those o'ercome by lust of life, who drift
Along life's stream, to realm of Mara gone,
This Dharma wakeneth not easily.
(765) Who, verily, save Ariyans are ripe
To waken wholly to that lofty bourn,
That bourn which when they rightly come to know,
They wholly cool become and cankerless?
Thus spake the Master. And those monks uplifted, rejoiced in the word of the Master. Now while
this exposition was being spoken, the minds of more than sixty monks became without
attachment, freed from the cankers.[704]
S: So again the Buddha repeats what he said earlier on. "Verily, monks, when a monk dwells
earnest, alert and resolute, viewing the dual thus rightly, one of two fruits is to be expected:
Knowledge here and now or, if attachment remain, the state of the Non-returner." Then he says
much the same thing with elaborations in verse, and then it concludes with a very solemn
conclusion just as in the same way it was a really solemn opening. The monks really were
receptive, they really took in what the Buddha had to say. They were very very prepared; they had
not only been meditating a long time that night but they had been meditating for years and years.
They led a very concentrated, very simple life, pondered upon the doctrine, pondered upon the
teaching, developed insight. Many of them had very little further to go. So these words of the
Buddha as it were did what was necessary; the last little hindrance was removed and they were
Enlightened - sixty of them out of twelve hundred and fifty. Many of the twelve hundred and fifty
were, of course, Enlightened already.
So the whole chapter suggests the importance of these dual viewpoints and the importance of, as
it were, confronting these twin principles of the reactive mind and the creative mind; the cyclical
order of things and the spiral order. And distinguishing at every level in every context and
following the second rather than the first; getting one's priorities right. So it comes down to much
the same thing as what I was saying a few days ago, that at every instant, virtually, we are
confronted by the two alternatives, the two principles, the dual viewpoints; and we have to adopt
and follow the right one, responding either with the reactive mind or the creative mind. Those are
the two alternatives. So we have to choose at each step the creative response, follow the spiral
order of existence, not the cyclical. One has to bear in mind all the time the dual viewpoints, that
at every step of the road there is a fork, that the road forks at every step you take, and you have to
take the right way, the right side of the fork.
Let's look at the verses that the Buddha speaks.
(759) How sweet and dear are winsome forms, sounds, tastes,
Scents, touches, thoughts - all while one says, "They're here;
(760) And all the world agrees, "How blissful they!"
And when they pass away, "How sad is that!"

(761) 'Tis bliss, think Ariyans when body's frame
Is seen to end: "Alas!" sigh worldly-wise.
(762) The "bliss" of others Ariyans call "ill":
The "ill" of others Ariyans find "bliss".
Behold how hard is Dharma [705] to be learnt.
It is very difficult to distinguish between the dual viewpoints and to adopt and follow the latter. "confounding those who see not clear therein!" - That is interesting; the Dharma confounds,
confuses the minds, of those who do not see it clearly. This is quite important: the Dharma is
hard to be learned. If you don't see it clearly, really see it, if you just see it a little bit and
unclearly, vaguely, dimly, then it only confounds your mind.
(763) Gloom wraps the shrouded, darkness wraps the blind;
But for the wise there is an opening.
A very light for those with eyes, tho' dolts,
Unskilled in Dharma, know it not as nigh.
(764) In those o'ercome by lust of life, who drift
Along life's stream, to realm of Mara gone,
This Dharma wakeneth not easily.
(765) Who, verily, save Ariyans are ripe
To waken wholly to that lofty bourn,
That bourn which when they rightly come to know,
They wholly cool become and cankerless?
It is only those who are considerably advanced upon the path already, who are Ariyans, stream
entrants, once returners, non-returners, who are in a position to awaken wholly to the truth and
become arahants. For others it is very very difficult.
So the Buddha ends, as it were, on a very solemn note. Any query on that, the sutta as a whole or
anything that we've done today?
The teaching of the dual viewpoint makes it clear that, at least at the beginning, the spiritual life
is based upon the recognition of a radical dualism, as it were: a right and a wrong, the cyclical
and the spiral, a reactive and a creative, a conditioned and an unconditioned. You can't confuse
the two, you can't say that it is all one, you have to choose, you have to decide, at every step,
either the one or the other. Only in that way can you progress. Maybe later on you will see it all
as one, but that doesn't concern you now.
Well that is pretty good because in nine days we have covered the whole of the Great Chapter
and we have covered quite a lot of ground, introduced many topics, and many different aspects of
the Dharma have been revealed, including some quite sublime and difficult ones. So for
tomorrow I suggest you spend time going through your notes and see if there are any points you
wish to bring up and discuss.[706]
(general discussion of points from the Great Chapter:)

Voice: Just a general thing. Do all the chapters of the Sutta Nipata tie in together?
S: Broadly speaking they are all the same class of material. All the suttas are quite archaic, for
want of a better term. There are a few suttas which do seem to be a bit later. You get that with all
compilations; they include some ancient material and also some later material. And if a work is
clearly a composite work, as this is - a sort of anthology - then it is not very difficult later on,
when you have got some later material, just to add another chapter and include it in this work.
There is no chapter that seems definitely later, though there is one chapter - or even two chapters
- that are definitely earlier than the rest: the Atthakavagga and the Parayanavagga. But all the
chapters contain very archaic material and a few contain material that does not seem very archaic.
The Ratana Sutta is considered not very archaic, which is not in the Great Chapter of course. I
think, on the whole, this is probably as archaic as any book in the Pali canon and those two
chapters are among the most archaic of all the material in the Pali canon, undoubtedly.
So reading it as a whole you get a reasonably good impression, I would say, of what Buddhism
was really like originally: the Buddhism - if you want to use that term - of the Buddha and his
early disciples. And some of it, as we saw, seems to belong even to the early period of the
Buddha's own career, it's a record of that.
Voice: I was quite struck by the difference between going through this and going through the
Udana.
S: In what sort of way?
Voice: Well I suddenly realized that in fact that this is just one chapter, and I was wondering
whether it fitted in with the rest of the Sutta Nipata, because I haven't read it.
S: I must say I have not myself studied that in detail. Though I've read the Sutta Nipata as a
whole I have never taken it as a text for study groups before. Maybe when I have gone through
the whole of the Sutta Nipata in this way, I may be able to arrive at some conclusions.
Voice: The Udana did seem a very complete.
S: That's true. I mentioned that at the time: that it seemed [707] almost like a little gospel that
someone had put together as a work which was complete in itself. Yes, we did get that
impression very much when we were studying it. Like a little handbook. If you had that you
didn't need much else. The Sutta Nipata, in a way, seems rather like that. It is a considerably
bigger work, it contains more suttas. It seems a richer work also: there seems to be a greater
variety of material.
Voice: And different styles too.
S: Yes. It seems to me that probably so far as the Movement as a whole is concerned, the Sutta
Nipata, the Udana, and the Itivuttaka are three quite basic texts, especially so far as the texts
derived from the Pali canon are concerned. These are among the most valuable for us. I have felt

this for a little while, felt this long before the Friends were started, very early on in my own
career I saw the importance of these works and was rather sorry that they were neglected by
contemporary Buddhists, especially Theravada Buddhists.
Voice: Are there any other parts of the Pali canon which you feel are equally suitable and equally
also neglected by the contemporary Theravada?
S: I think certain chapters of the Anguttara Nikaya and the Samyutta Nikaya; not those works as
a whole. This is one of the things I intend doing, looking through these two Nikayas. It's been
some years since I read them through and just seeing how suitable they would be from our point
of view. I have a feeling that there is quite a lot of material there which is highly relevant to us. I
think also maybe the Thera- and Theri-gathas, the so-called psalms. Gathas is simply verses, the
verses composed by the elder bhikkhus and elder bhikkhunis, giving expression to their own
realization and the circumstances that led up to that, and some of these verses are quite lovely.
These are two collections of, as I said, of the elder bhikkhus and elder bhikkhunis. The bhikkhus'
collection is considerably bigger, more substantial, and reflect - most of the gathas - the same
early period. They are also quite archaic. There is quite a lot about the early disciples. Perhaps we
should do those on a study retreat some time. There is a good translation, at least a very readable
translation, you know, [the] English is a bit difficult ...[708]
Voice: The two parts of the Pali canon you just mentioned, what is the English translation?
S: The Theragatha: thera means an elder bhikkhu, someone who has been a bhikkhu for ten years
or more. Therigatha: theri is the feminine of that, a woman who has been a bhikkhuni for at least
ten years. So Theragatha: verses of the theras, the elder bhikkhus; and Therigatha: the verses of
the elder bhikkhunis. These are translated by Mrs Rhys Davids as Psalms of the Brethren and
Psalms of the Sisters. These are both in the Order Library. They are my own copies that I brought
from India. Sometimes they are translated as Songs of the Brethren, or Songs of the Elders, or
Songs of the Sisters.
Voice: But what were the two sections of the Pali canon which might contain material which is
quite ...
S: The Anguttara Nikaya and the Samyutta Nikaya. In the Pali Text Society's translation of these
Nikayas these are called Numerical Sayings and Kindred Sayings. These also are in the Order
Library.
These are anthologies. I think I mentioned it on the first day, that the Numerical Sayings contain
sayings about one thing, then there is a chapter on sayings about two things, sayings on three
things... The different sayings of the Buddha about the Three Jewels, different sayings of the
Buddha about the four noble truths, different sayings of the Buddha about the five spiritual
faculties, up to, as far as I recollect, twelve. Then in the Kindred Sayings there are the Buddha's
sayings about different subjects. Here the classification is according to subject, the sayings of the
Buddha about trees, the sayings of the Buddha about the devas, the sayings of the Buddha about
stream entry, sayings of the Buddha about bhikkhunis, sayings of the Buddha about meditation,

sayings of the Buddha about faith. There are dozens of subjects, it is an anthology arranged
according to subject matter and usually very short. Very often a little prose introduction and then
a single verse. Some of the little suttas in these two anthologies are only half a page long. Some
of the material comes in other parts of the canon, there is quite a bit of overlapping. But most of
it isn't from elsewhere.
So do you get some impression now? You've got the Digha Nikaya, the Collection of Long
Discourses, of which there are thirty-two. Then there is the Majjhima Nikaya, the Collection of
Middle [709] Length Discourses, of which there are one hundred and fifty. Then you have got
these two anthologies of Numerical Sayings and Kindred Sayings. Then you have got the
miscellaneous collection which includes the Sutta Nipata, Dhammapada, Udana, Jataka. This is
the Sutta Pitaka of the Pali canon. Then in addition, the two other pitakas: the Vinaya, the
so-called rules of the monks, including a lot of other material too. Then the Abhidhamma Pitaka,
the seven books of psychological analysis, quite technical and scholastic: they came much later.
Voice: Did I hear you in fact once say that the Vinaya has got a lot of real human interest, as it
were, like the Buddha's life.
S: Yes, indeed. It is my own view that the Vinaya originally started, or may have started at least,
as a sketchy biography of the Buddha. That is a bit controversial though. But certainly, as we
have at present have it, it contains the rules of the bhikkhus as they were formulated at the latest
stage of development - right at the beginning there were no rules. In fact there is a saying of the
Buddha's reported or recorded in the Pali canon itself, the Buddha is supposed to have said
towards the end of his career that "when I started teaching the Dharma there were few rules but
many arahants, now there are many rules but few arahants." This is attributed to the Buddha in
the Pali canon itself [Samyutta Nikaya ii.224, tr.], this is quite interesting.
But in the Vinaya you've got not only the rules, but in many cases how the rules came to be
made, why the Buddha laid down the rules. For instance there is a rule that bhikkhunis, nuns,
should not eat garlic. So there is a long story about how such and such bhikkhuni was friendly
with a certain lay supporter, and he had a garlic patch, and he permitted her to take garlic from
that garlic patch whenever she wished, just to season or flavour the food that she begged. But she
was so greedy she took great handfuls of garlic and ruined his patch and in the course of a month
or two apparently gobbled up the whole crop. So he got rather upset, came to the Buddha, and
complained, and the Buddha thereupon made a rule that bhikkhunis should not eat garlic.
(laughing) So there are a lot of stories of this sort. Some of the stories are quite clearly historical
and authentic but others have the air of having been fabricated to justify later rules - rules which
were laid down by the Sangha after the Buddha's parinirvana. So a story had to be found to [710]
explain how that rule came into existence and give it the authority of the Buddha himself.
Then there is also a lot of information in the Vinaya Pitaka about what happened immediately
after the Buddha's parinirvana, how the monks got together and what happened. That is the
beginning, as it were, of the history of Buddhism. You find this too in the Vinaya Pitaka. And
there are also accounts of things like, for instance, the Buddha's first teaching at Sarnath, a
version of the Dhammacakkappavattana Sutta, that all comes in the Vinaya. So the Vinaya is a

quite composite work with a lot of information, a lot of interesting material. It is certainly not just
the rules, by any means. You learn a lot about the life of the Buddha and his disciples.
Then again there is this very important work called the Mahavastu, which is not a Pali work and
not a Theravadin work. This is a Sanskrit work, which belongs to the Vinaya Pitaka of the
Lokuttaravadin branch of the Mahasamghikas, and this makes it clear that, well, it is a biography
of the Buddha, and some scholars express surprise that it is said to belong to the Vinaya Pitaka
even though it does not deal with rules - it just deals with the life of the Buddha; which according
to me just goes to show that Vinaya didn't mean rules, it meant life, originally. So this is a very
very highly devotional account of the life of the Buddha. Not really a seriatim account, not a very
connected account, but it gives us lots of information of some very archaic traditions which we
don't find in the Pali about certain incidents in the life of the Buddha, interspersed with Jataka
stories and Abhidhammas. So by interspersing more and more Jataka stories the whole thing has
swollen to about three thick volumes in the English translation. But what is remarkable about the
Mahavastu is, in a way, the general devotional spirit and spirit of intense joy that pervades it.
You get the impression that the early Buddhists were absolutely overjoyed that a Buddha had
arisen in the world and there was a Dharma to follow. Not so much even the monks, but the lay
people, that there was a Buddha for them to worship, a Buddha for them to look up to. They were
absolutely overjoyed and you get this feeling of joy and thanksgiving and celebration and
jubilation all the way through the Mahavastu. You get references to, say, decorating stupas and
the lay people going out in their processions and circumambulating the stupas and decorating
them with flags and lamps and things, and everyone seems to be thoroughly enjoying it. There is
a very festive atmosphere [711] to the Dharma, which is quite different from the impression that
you get from some of the Pali texts, especially the later ones. You get this impression of a
tremendous upsurge of joy, virtually on the part of the whole universe. Just as we saw in the case
of the rishi Asita: when he was meditating he overheard the joyful songs of the devas, so happy
that the future Buddha had been born. So you get this same feeling of joy and thanksgiving and
jubilation in the Mahavastu with respect to the Buddha and the Dharma. And especially joy on
the part of the lay people: they are so happy to be able to make their offerings, so happy that there
was a Buddha around or had been a Buddha around. So you get a very beautiful, positive, joyful
impression from this whole text.
Voice: So the Sanskrit section is very important?
S: Yes, it is a bit Mahayanistic but it belongs to a period before the Mahayana - in the historical
sense - developed. It is written in so-called Buddhist Sanskrit, which is very rich and expressive.
There is a complete three volume translation, a very good translation, produced fairly recently
and published by the Pali Text Society, or the Buddhist Text Society. That again is in the Order
Library. So actually if you were to cut out the Jataka stories what would be left, which would be
about a third of the whole texts, would tell you quite a lot about the life of the Buddha from the
standpoint of this very ancient school.
Maybe I will say a few words about the Mahasamghikas. A hundred years after the Buddha's
death there seems to have been a split in the movement as a whole between the Theravadins and
the Mahasamghikas. The Mahasamghikas meant those of the great assembly, those of the great

Sangha, the Sangha that included everybody. The Theravadins stood more for the older monks.
No one is sure exactly what happened; there are many different accounts of this split and the
meeting at which it was finalized. But very broadly speaking there seems to have been some
division between those who wanted to make Buddhism a purely monastic movement in the
narrower sense, in the sense of more organized monasticism with more strict rules, and those
who wanted to keep it a broad spiritual movement. And the Mahasamghikas were those who
wanted to keep it a broad spiritual movement. The Theravadins were those who were more
inclined for a purely or exclusively monastic interpretation - [712] in the narrower sense of
monasticism. And the Mahayana, of course, arose among the Mahasamghikas. And the
Lokuttaravadins were a branch of the Mahasamghikas, and the Mahavastu is a work belonging to
their Vinaya, because each of these schools had its own version of the canon. But the Pali canon
of the Theravadins is the only one that has come down to us intact. It is very important, in a way,
that we have got this Mahavastu, which is one of the biggest and the most important of the early
texts of the non-Theravadin schools, and we have got it in the original Sanskrit. So it is a quite
exceptional and important work, again totally neglected by Buddhists. You never see any
reference to it in expositions of Buddhism, but there are some very interesting things in it, some
very interesting episodes and material generally. It might be quite a good idea to go through that
on a study retreat just leaving out the Jataka stories, which you can read by yourself.
Voice: ... would be good, actually, to give you the other side than Theravadin.
S: Yes. In the Mahavastu there is not much of formal teaching. Though it is supposed to be part
of the Vinaya Pitaka there is hardly anything about rules at all. There is a lot about the life of the
Buddha and a lot of very spiritual teaching.
Voice: It sounds like a very good book for reading, particularly ...
S: Right, it's very inspirational, although by our standards perhaps rather long-winded. It does
tend to go on and on, but in a very highly devotional fashion and very richly poetic fashion. It is
very poetic in the lush Indian style. In fact there is a certain freshness and innocence about it.
There are some episodes about the life of the Buddha that we don't find elsewhere that may well
be genuine. There is, for instance, a report of a conversation between the Buddha and his father
before the future Buddha left home. And the father is pleading with him not to leave home, and
he says, well, I will agree not to leave home on certain conditions, if you can guarantee me
certain things. So his father was quite pleased and said, what are those things and I'll surely
guarantee. He said, if you can guarantee that I will never become old, if you can guarantee that I
will never fall sick, if you can guarantee that I never will die, then I will stay at home. Can you
guarantee these things? And the father said, no, I can't, you had better go [713] forth after all. We
don't get this story in any other Buddhist text, in Pali or Sanskrit or in any other language, only in
the Mahavastu.
Voice: In the early part of the Great Chapter we talked quite a bit about going forth and the
significance of that, and one of the aspects of that was that going forth meant in a sense being
completely free of any kind of responsibilities in a domestic sense. But when talking about
responsibilities it seems that, in a way, responsibility in any context, to some extent, is working

against the whole idea of going forth. I wonder if you could say a bit more about that, especially
in relation to, say, taking responsibility in the context of the Friends, and how it fits in to that
idea of going forth, if you could elaborate that more.
S: Well once you have gone forth you are free. Once you have gone forth you can do whatever
you think it is best for you to do. So whatever you then decide to do is an expression of that
freedom, and therefore it doesn't militate against your going forth, it isn't incompatible with your
going forth. Having gone forth, in the literal sense, you don't just go forth; you may sit at the root
of a tree and meditate, you don't think, "I ought not to sit at the root of the tree because I am
supposed to have gone forth." Sitting at the root of the tree is not incompatible to the going forth.
In the same way you might be wandering from place to place having gone forth and a group of
people might stop you and say, "please explain something of the Dharma to us," and you might
stop and do that. You wouldn't say, oh no, I'm going forth, I can't stop and explain the Dharma. It
may be, sometimes, you would say no, but it would be for a definite reason: either I need to
meditate this time and not expound the Dharma,... But in principle if you were able to expound
the Dharma and freely decided that you wish to do so it wouldn't be incompatible with your
having gone forth. So in the same way, having gone forth, if you decide to take on certain duties
and responsibilities with a spiritual motivation that wouldn't be incompatible with your going
forth. In fact you go forth not only to be free from the past, be free from the conditioned, be free
from the domestic and the social, but to be free to do something - which may be meditation, may
be study, may be teaching others, or a combination of these things.[714]
The only thing is not to take on responsibilities to such an extent that it becomes almost a sort of
social thing. So that means before taking on the responsibilities you have to consider quite clearly
your own capacities and what sort of responsibilities and duties would be compatible with your
continued going forth.
Voice: I suppose the emphasis is also on you deciding to take (?).
S: You deciding, yes, because the usual domestic and social obligations are things we've found
ourselves in because the original motivation, if you can call it that, was so blind, so confused. So
by going forth we have shaken ourselves free from all that, so we go forth, we are free, but there
is also the question of what use we make of our freedom. Even going forth is not an end in itself,
you are going forth to something; at least you are going forth to complete or full acceptance into
the spiritual community. You may well be just getting on with your meditation and your studies
but also as an expression of your going forth, as an expression of your spiritual commitment and
maybe of your Bodhisattva mind, if your thoughts tend in that direction, you may take on certain
responsibilities for the benefit of others. But you still have to be careful not to be caught.
Voice: Caught in what sense?
S: In the sense that the responsibilities that you take on quite voluntarily and willingly don't
assume a sort of social character or social aspect and in that way become a duplication, maybe in
a subtler pseudo-religious way, of the situation from which you have gone forth. Because then
you would be coming back; maybe on another level but you would still be coming back.

Well it would depend, there are some people, surely, who can keep their Bodhisattva spirit fully
alive while apparently engaged in quite mundane activities, like, for instance, in Tibet you can
meet monks who are the treasurers of monasteries, all the time dealing with money and banking.
Sometimes monasteries were banks - and lent money even - and you could deposit money with
them. Some monks, just for the sake of the monastery, might well be doing that to help keep the
whole thing going in a definite Bodhisattva spirit. Others would get so involved with it that they
might just as well be working for a commercial firm, and the monastery becomes a sort of
commercial firm for them, they forget [715] all about the spiritual side. That might happen too,
but not necessarily, one just has to estimate one's own strength, especially before taking on a
responsibility. But what you shouldn't do is to opt out of the responsibility midway, letting other
people down because you haven't thought properly in the first place.
Voice: Did you ever say, "my bonds are my freedom"?
S: No I didn't. I did once quote Tagore who says - and I think he should be quoted with caution,
this sort of quotation - he says "I feel the embrace of freedom in a thousand bonds of delight"
[Gitanjali no.73, tr.], but it clearly requires caution in the quoting.
Voice: You were quoted to me: "My bonds are my freedom quotes Sangharakshita."
S: No! Oh dear. St Paul says in one of his epistles, "whose service is perfect freedom." [?1 Cor
7:22, tr.] But I've never said anything like "bondage is freedom". I did quote Tagore, but in a
certain definite context. I think it was on the Door of Liberation seminar. [p.457, tr.]
Voice: ... I found that people often accuse me of being a parasite on society. Could you say
something about that?
S: Being a parasite on society. Well what does one mean by society, what do they mean by
parasite? What is a parasite on society? Let's assume that there is such a thing, well what is a
parasite on society?
Voice: As far as I can see it is the idea that ... six days a week, seven, working hard earning
money, then I expect them to give me some of it.
S: Well, do you?
Voice: No, I don't expect that.
S: Well what gives them the impression that you do?
Voice: The fact, I suppose, that I am not working.
S: So they feel that indirectly they're having to keep you. So can you justify that, can you justify
them keeping you rather than you should keep them?

Voice: No, I can't justify them keeping me, no.
S: So in a strict sense you are a parasite.
Voice: Well, I do work for ... I'm not a [716] parasite at all because I do work, I've been working
... I do work for the money to support myself each week.
S: So you are not a parasite.
Voice: I'm not a parasite.
S: But why do they think you are?
Voice: I don't know, I suppose, maybe, because I'm not working all the time, I'm not working for
money.
S: Seems a bit odd to me. There is such a thing as economic parasitism, that is to say when
someone consumes the wealth which others have produced without producing any wealth
himself.
If you look at it strictly, quite a lot of people in society are parasites, they don't really produce
anything. The only people who, in a sense, really are not parasites are the farmers and the
agricultural labourers. They are producing the most necessary thing of all, which is food. Other
people are producing other necessary things, like building materials and so on, but what about all
those people who are producing luxury goods or who are in the service industries? What about
all the bookies? What about all the TV personalities? You could say that they were parasites too.
They are not really putting anything into society, they are not producing anything, they are getting
paid vast sums of money for doing things which really aren't much use to anybody. So there is
such a thing as parasitism, you can say. It is possible to be a person who takes from society and
doesn't put anything back into it, this is possible. So I think one has to recognize that there is
such a thing as parasitism. But the question is who is the parasite? The ancient Indian view
certainly was that the man who [had] gone forth and who was fed and supported by others was
not a parasite because he was also contributing. The life that he was leading was of some good to
society as a whole. At least he provided an example, at least he provided people with someone
that they could look up to. They also believed that by making offerings and supporting him they
earned merit, which was good for them, from their point of view. They also got teachings from
these people who had gone forth, who could see things in a more objective, detached way. They
got advice in time of difficulties, advice in times of trouble, and some ethical guidance. So they
felt that those who had gone forth were also making their contribution. Even If they weren't
giving advice or teachings, by being what they were they made a contribution. So they certainly
wouldn't have regarded [717] them as parasites. If they regarded anyone as parasites in those days
it would be those who made a living out of the various luxury trades and exploiting other people;
they would be regarded as parasites. The bhikkhus, those who had gone forth, would be the last
people they regarded as parasites.

So one can say that if one is leading a quiet life and meditating and not causing any harm to
anybody that is a positive contribution. How can one be called a parasite? Or you might turn the
tables on your friend and say, "Well what are you doing? Perhaps you are out working as a
bookie, well you're a parasite. You are not producing anything useful for society, you're just
playing around with gambling, with money that other people have produced, that is. You don't
produce money, but you produce goods? You're just playing around with the wealth of the
community, you're not contributing anything." A bookie is an extreme example, but you can
argue according to what he says to you.
Voice: My father's a teacher and he's one of the people who suggested it to me.
S: A teacher, well you might say to your father, what are you really contributing to society?
Society is paying you, paying you quite well, you get good long holidays. What are you really
contributing? Are you really helping those young people to grow up, do you really feel that?
Well, if you do, fine, but maybe what you are doing isn't all that different from what I'm doing;
I'm also having an influence on people in a positive way and helping others to grow. So maybe
that isn't all that different from what you are doing. If I am a parasite so are you, but you are
getting paid for it, I'm not. (laughter) You have to reason a bit like that with people.
Voice: In a way one is a parasite and needn't be ashamed of it from another point of view. In a
technical sense we don't produce wealth, so from that point of view we are technically parasites,
but...
S: But how many people do produce the food that they eat? How many people do produce the
clothes that they wear? There are very few indeed.
Voice: We are creative parasites, not destructive parasites.[718]
Voice: Isn't the idea of parasites that they are something that is eventually detrimental to the
health of the thing that it is living on?
S: I am not sure about that, not necessarily.
Voice: No, not in biological...
Voice: No, in fact a parasite definitely isn't detrimental ...
S: Some parasites are useful.
Voice: Then they've got another term for that.
S: For instance, intestinal worms are parasites - not a very pleasant subject, [but] anyway - they
are harmful. But apparently there are some parasites which are not, which play a definite part in
the life cycle of other organisms. I mean, I can't tell you the details but they are set forth in the
various books on biology.

Voice: Symbiotic.
S: Symbiotic is mutual dependence, in the sense that one can't live without the other.
Voice: But in a way that is true about us, anyone who is creative. In a way, people couldn't live
without that creativity.
S: Yes, that's true.
Voice: There'd be nothing really to...
Voice: I wouldn't try to persuade anybody of that actually, [that] you are necessary for their
well-being.
Voice: Another question. It's nothing to do specifically with what we have been studying. I asked
you the other day at lunchtime about something you wrote in the Thousand-Petalled Lotus about
quoting Swami Ramdas as saying that love can kill. I've thought about that a lot since I've read it
and just can't conceive of any situation where that would hold true. Could you say a bit more
about it?
S: Well is it really necessary to say anything more? If one can't conceive the situation, then it is
quite impossible as far as one is concerned that love can kill. Are you [719] bothered by the fact,
as I was then, that somebody like Swami Ramdas could say such a thing?
Voice: In a way, I can't quite understand it at all. As far as I know anything about it, it just doesn't
seem consistent.
S: Well in that case it is better just to leave it aside. It is the standpoint of the Pali texts and as far
as we can make out the Buddha's own teaching that any form of violence is incompatible with a
mental state of metta. The Buddha, apparently, as far as we know from the actual records of the
early teachings, did not agree that, in a sense, love could kill. In the Mahayana and the Vajrayana
by indicating that there were different points of view, but they are supposed to represent more
advance insights and so on. But it seems the vast majority of people have to stay with the
Theravada point of view which was, apparently, as far as we can make out, the Buddha's own
point of view.
To speak in terms of killing is rather extreme, but the point of view expressed in the Pali texts is
that any act of violence is incompatible with a state of metta. Therefore it is not accepted that you
can perform an act of violence with anything but an unskilful mental state. It is not accepted in
the Pali texts. I can't remember any exception to this at all; it is quite uncompromising.
Voice: I've got another question. Do you believe in equality of opportunity?
S: Equality of opportunity. What do you mean by believing in? You can believe in anything.
What agree with? Do I think that there should be equal opportunity for all? Opportunity for

what?
Voice: To learn, enjoy, benefit.
S: I am not sure what you mean by should. One must always look closely at these apparently
unimportant words. What does one mean by should? Do you mean that there should be a law
about it? Or do you mean that one should do something about it personally? What do you mean
by that? Or what do I think about the actual situation? What does one mean when one uses the
word should?
The Buddhist point of view certainly is - and obviously [720] I accept it - that it is desirable that
everybody has the opportunity to develop and grow spiritually. This is why we try to make the
Dharma known as widely as possible. So we accept, then, that everybody should have the
opportunity of hearing the Dharma, or it is desirable that everybody should have the opportunity.
If you like, you could say that everybody should have that opportunity equally, but does that
really mean anything? Because you are not in the position as one individual to give the Dharma
to everybody equally; you can't treat everybody equally. The mere fact that, for instance, all of
you are having a study group now means that you are being treated unequally because it is quite
impossible to give everyone else a study group, even within the Friends, not to speak of the
whole population. So one would like that everybody had the opportunity, everybody could go on
a study group, those who wanted, but I am not in a position to actually provide everybody with
that. So one is not in a position to treat everybody equally. And if you say "I should treat
everybody equally," I'd just have to stop doing it, I have to treat everybody unequally.
So all that one can say is that it is desirable, in the abstract, that everybody does have that
opportunity, but no actual individual is capable of enforcing that. So it cannot be made an
obligation for every individual to give others the same opportunity. It is an obligation, say, for the
state to give the same opportunities to all the members of that state for whom the state as such is
responsible. That is a different sort of thing. But no one can say to me as an individual, look, you
should treat everybody equally. I can't. I have to use my own judgement according to my own
situation, my own actual contact and opportunities. One just has to do as much as one can.
You can certainly, in your meditations, direct your metta to all equally, but when it comes down
to - I won't say practical things because metta is practical - but external things, you can't treat
everybody equally. You have to do the best you can for as many people as possible. You can't
treat them equally. So you wish well for instance to everybody else's children, but you have to
look after your own children, you can't look after everybody's children, but you wish that all
children may be well looked after by their parents and maybe sometimes you do help out with
other people's children, even if they are not your own.
So to say that one believes that everybody should have an [721] equal opportunity, well, that is
fair enough, but it is so abstract it's meaningless. It can't become anyone's individual duty. One
can take it as an ideal and try to do as much as possible. That is what the Bodhisattva does.
Voice: The difference between principles and life and what happens.

S: Yes. You would like to be able to do your best by everybody equally but how can you? So one
might answer the question paradoxically and say, I believe that everybody should be treated
equally, that everybody should have equal opportunities, but I don't believe that anybody should
give everybody equal opportunities, because I don't think that it is in any one person's power.
That is, speaking in terms of individuals, leaving aside the question of state responsibility.
(pause) It is not my business or responsibility as an individual to provide equal opportunities for
all. I simply can't do it. But I may hold that as an ideal and do the best that I can.
Voice: When Bimbisara said, "How fair and full his gait, But plough's length far he looks, with
gaze cast down." It seems a long way away.
S: What do you understand by a plough's length?
Voice: About two hundred yards.
S: No. It's about six feet, the length of an actual ploughing implement. (laughter) A plough is
about six feet. What did you think it meant, the length of the ploughed furrow?
Voice: In Canada that could be up to five miles.
S: No it's about six feet, usually understood as about six foot, a plough's length.
Voice: I think I'm confusing it with the old Roman custom. An old legionnaire could take as
much land as he could plough in a day.
S: It's lucky that you asked that question or otherwise you might have been practising it all
wrong. (laughter) The old fashioned plough - if you see the Indian plough - it is not much more
than a stick with a big tooth at the end and then there's a crosspiece which is put across the back
of the oxen against which they push. So it is the length of that implement.[722]
Voice: On that subject, I see it as the body and head completely erect and standing as it were
proud, just the eyes dropped.
S: It's just to avoid unnecessary contact, unnecessary stimulation. I mean, some of our friends
have told me that when they travel on the Underground, when they go on the escalator, they don't
look to right and left, they don't wish to see the ads. It's the same principle, it's as simple as that.
Voice: You can understand it. It's really quite terrible.
S: Incidentally, while we're on the subject of standing and looking, there is an expression in the
Pali texts referring to the way in which the Buddha looked, and the expression is he looked with
an elephant look, he looked like an elephant, or elephant-gazed. [Majjhima Nikaya ii.137 and
Digha Nikaya ii.122, tr.] Though I have talked about this once or twice before, does anyone know
what this means? The elephant is supposed not to have a jointed neck, he doesn't turn the head
like that, (demonstrates) he has to turn the head and body. Whether or not this is correct I don't

know, he certainly has a very short neck. So the Buddha is supposed to look with an elephant
look, he never turns the head and looks, he turns the body with the head and looks. Now what do
you think this might signify?
Voice: Whatever he turns his attention to he looks at totally.
S: Yes, his whole body, his whole being. He doesn't do anything just with his head, he doesn't
look just with his head. His total being is focused in a particular direction.
Voice: Actually, when you were doing that, the first one looked quite disdainful, the second one
was quite open and fresh, just on that level.
S: Because when you don't look with your body, really you are ignoring that person. You may
look with your head but you are not really looking. The body represents, in a way, from a certain
point of view, the more basic fundamental view. So the Buddha was said to look with the
elephant's look. To give his full, his total attention to whatever he looked at. There was no
division between his head and the rest of him. His head didn't function independently.
Maybe it is rather interesting that there are demons like Rahu that are all head; he doesn't even
have a body. And [723] sometimes you meet people like that, not only all head, you feel that they
are just a brain, you know, a sort of brain dangling in mid-air, you are communicating with just a
brain, not even with a head, not with a body, not with a person, just with a brain. It's a quite odd
sort of feeling you get, not to say eerie feeling - a disembodied brain.
Voice: Did the Buddha actually speak in Pali?
S: Strictly speaking, Pali is not the name of a language. Pali literally means a row, a row of
letters, i.e. a text. When Western people went to Ceylon they met the monks and they talked to
the monks about Buddhism, the Dharma, tried to find out what the monks believed. The monks
said, well, the Buddha taught this, the Buddha taught that; and then the Westerners asked them
all, how do you know this, where is it written; so they said, it's all written in Pali, it is all written
in the Pali, meaning it is all written in the texts. So the Westerners took it to mean the name of a
language, and adopted it as the name of that language. But in the texts themselves, in the later
ones, especially the commentaries, it is called Magadhi. I mentioned some time ago that the
Buddha taught in different dialects and his teaching was current in slightly different dialects. So
most scholars believe that what we call the Pali canon is a version of the Buddha's teaching as it
circulated among the bhikkhus in north-western India, not in the north-east where most of it
originated but in the north-west. How do they know this? They know this - or think that they
know this - because Ashoka set up various rock-inscriptions all over India, sometimes the same
inscription in different parts of India. Sometimes his own exhortations or reflections to his
subjects and sometimes references to the Buddhist scriptures. But there are many of these all over
India which belong to about the third century BC, about one hundred and fifty years after the
Buddha, two hundred years after the Buddha. These inscriptions differ slightly from district to
district, so we get the impression that there was this kind of dialect here, that kind of dialect
there. Those inscriptions that come closest to the Pali canon, as we call it, are the inscriptions in

north-western India. So scholars conclude that that particular version that we now have in the
Pali canon was circulating in that area. And that, actually, though it is called Magadhi, [724]
Buddhaghosa calls the language of the Pali texts Magadhi because the Buddha lived locally in
Magadha and taught in Magadhi, though actually it probably isn't Magadhi in that sense - it is a
slightly different dialect of north-western India.
Voice: That would have been very similar in fact... (?)
S: Very similar, yes. I mean a bit like some of the dialectical differences in this country even, in
some cases as slight as that, though maybe more like they were a few hundred years ago, like the
differences between the Dorset dialect and the Lancashire dialect. That sort of difference. Maybe
a bit more than that, but not all that much even so. For instance, this will give you an example of
a well-known word - Dharma. In Pali, that is, Magadhi or whatever, that language was it is
Dhamma, in Sanskrit Dharma, in Prakrit it is Dhama, with one M. In Pali, strictly speaking, we
should sound the two Ms. We say Dhamma which is not really quite correct. It should be
Dham-ma. And the bhikkhus who are well used to speaking Pali they say these double
consonants quite clearly. In this way there are all these little dialectical differences.
So it seems that the language of the Pali texts is closest to the language that seems to have been
current in north-western India in the time of Ashoka. So they assume that the Pali canon
originated as an oral tradition, of course, in that area.
And the different early schools as I also mentioned some time ago had their own versions of the
teachings, the same basic arrangement, the same three Pitakas, the same four or five Nikayas, but
in a slightly different dialect, or some of them in a very different dialect.
Voice: Did Sanskrit originate from it as a later development?
S: The Sarvastivadins had a canon, a Tripitaka, in Sanskrit which seems to be a little bit later,
because later, a few centuries after the Buddha, there was a revival of Brahminism and Brahmin
culture and a revival of classical Sanskrit. So the Sarvastivadin canon tended to be not only in
Sanskrit but Classical Sanskrit. And we have four portions of that, some of their Vinaya Pitaka
and some of their other works, but not complete by any means.
The whole story of the Buddhist scriptures and the different traditions on which they were based
is quite complex and quite tangled now. Scholars disagree quite sharply among themselves.[725]
Voice: Is there any book or any of your lectures which gives a good outline of that?
S: Well, there is only one and that is a little book by me which hasn't been published yet. It's a
following volume of The Three Jewels. It is called The Word of The Buddha [now published as
The Eternal Legacy, tr.]. There are some, Subhuti has a copy and Lokamitra has a copy and they
might let you have a look at their copy, but I want to revise it and bring it up to date and the
Friends hope to bring it out soon, in a year or two. I worked on it in Kalimpong but it has just
lain with me ever since. I need to do a little bit more work on it though it has all been typed out

and is quite readable, most of it is all right but I just have to make a few changes and update it.
Otherwise it is a complete volume about the same length as The Three Jewels. But it is, as far as
I know, the only complete survey of the whole field of Buddhist canonical literature. I did this in
my earlier more scholarly days. I also wrote part of the next volume, even, which is on the
Buddhist sects and schools, and then I had to stop that in order to do something else, I forget
what that was, and then I had to stop that in order to come to England in 1964, so my writing got
interrupted.
Voice: These two came after The Three Jewels?
S: Yes, well I carried straight on. I originally thought in terms of a single volume in five parts,
and The Three Jewels was part one, but I only got halfway through. But no doubt it will all see
the light of day sometime. It will be quite a useful little volume and one of those who has a copy
will certainly let you see it. We photostatted - well they thought, quite rightly, that it was quite
dangerous just to have my one original typescript - so Subhuti got a few photostat copies made
and they distributed them. I think there were four or five copies made.
I think that among all this wealth of Buddhist canonical literature, all these scriptures as we call
them now, since we can't possibly hope to read and study them all - in fact we don't need to - it is
important to select those texts which are really relevant to us and really useful and helpful. That
is what we are doing, among other things, on these study retreats. We're concentrating on those
texts - like the Bodhicaryavatara, like the Udana, like the Sutta Nipata - which give us a really
vivid and relevant presentation of the Buddha's teaching. So I think within the Movement we are
concentrating more and more [726] on these texts. And the more scholarly and those more
inclined to read no doubt will dip into the other things. But certainly we shouldn't think that
everybody needs to read all the Buddhist scriptures; that is quite out of the question, quite
unnecessary, you will be glad to hear. Otherwise you could spend your whole life just reading
them. It isn't necessary. You can get by with a very few things, if you take them seriously and
really try to practise them.
So probably through the study retreats we will build up a little collection of really basic texts of
real importance, real spiritual relevance to us, on which there is a sort of commentary, by way of
discussion. And it is this little collection that will no doubt provide us with our main nutriment
so far as the Buddhist scriptures are concerned, so far as the Movement as a whole is concerned.
There are some sutras that I have lectured on, such as the White Lotus Sutra, and I will be
lecturing in the autumn on another sutra, the Sutra of Golden Light.
So texts like the Bodhicaryavatara, the Udana, the Itivuttaka - these seem very relevant indeed.
Many of the Songs of Milarepa...
Voice: I got the impression, looking back into the dim and distant past of a couple of years ago,
that Hui Neng and Outlines of Mahayana Buddhism were vaguely irrelevant.
S: They weren't so relevant as others. Outlines of Mahayana Buddhism isn't a text, isn't a
Buddhist scripture. The Sutra of Hui Neng is considered by Zen people as a scripture but we got

less out of that than we had expected, well quite a bit less, perhaps. In a sense it didn't live up to
its reputation, almost. Whereas works like the Sutta Nipata more than live up to that very very
much more, and they have got very little reputation in the Buddhist world unfortunately.
Voice: Could one venture to suggest that - in the light of the fact of what you have been saying that it seems that the most vital texts are the ones which are most ignored?
S: It almost seems like that doesn't it? Except that the Bodhicaryavatara, for instance, is very
highly appreciated in Tibet and much studied.
Voice: I was thinking about, in particular, the Theravada - almost as it declined spiritually the
better texts are almost shunned, unconsciously.[727]
S: Yes, especially the more positive ones. I mean the Dhammapada is a very good text and that
certainly is reasonably well known. But I think the Dhammapada is, I think, over-rated,
especially in comparison with the Sutta Nipata and Udana. It receives a disproportionate amount
of attention.
Voice: You can take it as a load of little rules, without much trouble, can't you?
S: Yes.
Voice: With the Dhammapada you can read it superficially, but we are doing it in our study
group and getting quite a lot from it.
S: Good.
Voice: Well that's not to say you can't get a lot from it but if you try you can make it into rules.
Voice: Oh yes.
S: Well it would be rather difficult to make the Sutta Nipata into rules. You would have to try
really hard. No doubt some people could - if that's not being too cynical. Yes, some day we must
have a study retreat on the Dhammapada, I think that would be very good.
Voice: Maybe when you have finished your translation.
S: That would be very good. There are twenty-six chapters. We'd probably need to spend a
session on each chapter at least.
Voice: Would a month be too long to spend on the Dhammapada?
S: Probably not.
Voice: Bhante, in the Tibetan tradition do the sort of equivalent parts of the Sarvastivadin canon

get much attention from the Tibetan tradition?
S: No, I don't think they do.
Voice: Is it mostly the Mahayana and Vajrayana texts?
S: Yes.
Voice: Why do you think that is?
S: I think probably they find the Mahayana texts more inspiring. For instance the Gelugpas study
mostly Mahayana texts, though they do study the Vinaya and a few of them study the
Abhidharma. [728] And the Vinaya and Abhidharma derive, of course, from the Sarvastivadins.
They don't have all the Abhidharma texts in translation, they have got a complete version of the
Vinaya, they certainly study that which brings them into contact with somewhat more archaic
Buddhism. But broadly speaking they study the Mahayana sutras, especially the Perfection of
Wisdom sutras and the White Lotus Sutra. And then of course the works of Tsongkhapa. Those
are their staple fare. The Great Stages of the Path and the Stages of the Tantric Path; these are the
works they mainly study. The Nyingmapas are studying mainly Tantric works, they don't even
study the Mahayana sutras all that much. It seems very much in terms of meditation practice of
various kinds. I think for us some of these early more archaic Pali texts are really very very
suitable, very relevant, very inspiring. There is, by the way, a Chinese translation of a Sanskrit
version of part of the Sutta Nipata. So a text like the Sutta Nipata, or very closely corresponding
to the Sutta Nipata, was included in the Sarvastivadin canon. There is an English translation
which I used to have - I don't know what has happened to it now, I had it in India - of that
Chinese translation. And there is a comparative study by an Indian scholar. It's not quite as full as
this Sutta Nipata but it is clearly the same text. Individual suttas are almost exactly the same
word for word. So that is quite interesting.
Voice: Personally, I have found, on this study retreat that the opening part was the most inspiring
part. In fact, that part dealt with the Buddha before he was Enlightened. And I also find the
Bodhicaryavatara very inspiring. Presumably Shantideva was not fully Enlightened, he was a
Bodhisattva trying to practise the path, and it seemed somehow so much closer than...
S: How important do you think that is?
Voice: I don't know. It just occurred to me just now that this had happened. I think that, on the
whole, I find I'm tending to relate to the Buddha before he was Enlightened or to a Bodhisattva.
It's a bit like what Gampopa says in the Jewel Ornament about...
S: The Bodhisattva as an ordinary friend.
Voice: Yes.
S: He's the one who helps you most because he can get closest to you.[729]

Voice: Yes, and just the whole way of relating on that level too, without imposing anything in the
way of it.
S: Well it does seem even in the Buddha's lifetime there were people who went to Ananda rather
than to the Buddha; quite a lot of people went to Ananda. The bhikkhunis went to Ananda quite a
lot, he was quite a favourite of theirs. In fact he always spoke up for them, right from the
beginning. And the bhikkhunis regarded Ananda as their sort of patron. In later centuries when
there were Buddhist processions and different sections of the Sangha carried particular images,
the novices - the samaneras - they carried the image of Rahula, the Buddha's son, who before he
became a bhikkhu was an ideal novice. But the bhikkhunis always used to carry the image of
Ananda in processions because they regarded him as their patron and champion. So they
evidently found him more accessible than the Buddha, at least that is how they felt, how they
thought. And of course during the Buddha's lifetime he was not fully Enlightened. The nuns used
to get very annoyed if Ananda was ever criticized by anyone. They seemed to regard him as their
own special property. And some of the more Enlightened monks would sometimes criticize
Ananda a bit, because he was still relatively unenlightened and the bhikkhunis did not like this at
all and used to retort quite sharply on Ananda's behalf. There was one called Mahatissa, which
means Sister Fat-tissa. She was a particular champion for Ananda and got into quite a bit of
trouble over that. There was an occasion when Mahakassapa criticized Ananda and sister
Mahatissa was so annoyed and started criticizing Mahakassapa and said, "Who is he to criticize?
Ananda is the Buddha's own cousin." You notice the sort of attitude: Ananda is the Buddha's own
cousin; who was Mahakasapa, after all? Why, years ago he was a fire-worshipping brahmin, how
does he dare to criticize the Buddha's own cousin? It is reverting to the ethnic, you see.
Voice: Just like a woman!
S: You mustn't say that. So it is very easy, leaving aside who made the criticisms, Mahakassapa
was an arahant. But if someone wants to get angry with him or abuse him they forget what he is
and revert to what he was. Who do you think you are, you originally were a fire-worshipping
brahmin, one of the deluded, as it were. Well, so what, that's all irrelevant. You get that sort of
thing.[730]
Voice: I've experienced that myself.
S: Yes? Well who does he think he is? What was he doing a few years ago? - Well it's
completely irrelevant. People can change. They do change.
Voice: But very often people, one finds, don't allow for change, or are very reluctant to allow ... a
non-sequitur if you draw attention to the person rather than concentrate on the argument.
S: Yes.
Voice: But is it always wrong? You can often criticize someone's beliefs by looking at the state
they are in, could you?

S: Well sometimes you can, but you must be very careful not to do that just because you are
unable or unwilling to meet their argument. You mustn't do that under guise of meeting their
argument when in fact you are not meeting it, you are just doing something quite different.
You are getting to the end of your questions? Points from the text?
Voice: Is it only the non-returner who gets to Sukhavati?
S: Well, the non-returner doesn't come back to this earth, neither has he obtained nirvana, so
where else is there for him to go? Because in as much as he's achieved a measure of
Enlightenment he can't just be reborn in an ordinary devaloka, he has to go to Sukhavati - the
Suddhavasas in Theravadin terms, or the pure land, Sukhavati, in Mahayana terms. He is too
good for this earth, he's not quite good enough for nirvana, so it is Sukhavati. It's like our own
Sukhavati, it's as though you are too good for the world, you are not quite good enough for a
purely meditative retreat centre in the country, so you go to Sukhavati. You're too good for the
worldly life but not quite good enough, yet, for a purely spiritual life. So Sukhavati is the happy
medium, the happy halfway house.
Voice: I was wondering about the Japanese [731] sects who say just mention Buddha Amitabha's
name and you'll go straight to Sukhavati.
S: Well for them, as I said, the attainment of Sukhavati or rebirth in Sukhavati becomes a
symbolic expression for the realization of nirvana itself, which they think is possible in this life
itself. You can be reborn spiritually in this life itself, you can attain Sukhavati in this life, this
earth becomes Sukhavati, you attain nirvana too in this life itself; when you attain Sukhavati you
attain nirvana. They look at it more in this way; they don't look at Sukhavati as a sort of
post-mortem experience, it's something you can have here and now. In this way they come back,
maybe by a rather roundabout route, back to the original emphasis on this life here and now.
Their faith is really wisdom.
Voice: Though one gets the impression that it has been sort of popularized...
S: Indeed one does, quite sadly in fact. Well, recite the name Amitabha and you are saved. And it
becomes almost like that.
One of the great advantages of texts like the Sutta Nipata is you may fail to practise it, you may
ignore the text itself, but you can hardly distort it. You have to leave it alone. If you are not going
to practise it you have to leave it alone. You can't adapt it, you can't distort it; it's too clear, it is
too unambiguous, for that to be possible. But with some of these other teachings, like the pure
land teaching of the Japanese, you can sort of subtly distort and degrade. But it's not possible
with this teaching, you either practise it or you don't, and it's quite clear which you are doing. So
if you are not going to practise it and take it seriously you just have to leave it alone. You can't
bend it to your own purposes, that just isn't possible, it's too clear, too uncompromising, too
unambiguous. And that is a great advantage.

Voice: Yes. It's also completely clear of metaphysical speculation.
S: Yes, for instance in the Madhyanta-Vibhanga of Maitreyanatha it is said, and I have quoted
this somewhere or other, that one should depend upon those teachings which do not require
interpretation rather than those teachings which require interpretation.[732]
Voice: Sorry, where was this from?
S: The Madhayanta-Vibhanga sastras, one of the five books of Maitreyanatha. Wasn't this quoted
in Shabda, this section? I thought I gave it to Shabda. Buddhadasa was very much taken by this
and I sent him the quotation.
Voice: I don't remember seeing it.
S: Let me see if I can remember. There are these four dependencies: one should rely on the
meaning and not on the letter; one should rely upon principles rather than on persons; one should
rely upon teachings, which do not need interpretation, rather than on teachings which require
interpretation; one should rely upon intuitive insight - or maybe intuitive wisdom, I think prajna
is the term in the text - rather than on rational understanding - I think vijnana is the term in the
text - or depend upon, depend is a better word here. These are the four dependencies. I'm not sure
that I have them in the right order; I can check on that. I'll look that up a little later on and give
you the exact terms. [These are more commonly known as the four reliances (pratisarana), and
occur (in various orders) in a number of Mahayana sutras, e.g. the Epilogue to the Vimalakirti
Nirdesa, tr.]
So this is quite important: relying upon texts which do not require interpretation. I mean, the
Dhammapada doesn't require interpretation, the Udana doesn't require interpretation, the Sutta
Nipata doesn't require interpretation - maybe a little but here and there but not very much. So
what do you think is meant by requiring interpretation? It suggests, almost, something to be
explained away in such a way that what is actually said is virtually negated. It is one of the ways
Christians have to treat the Bible, and this, I think, is one of the reasons that people are so
disillusioned with the Bible; you can't really interpret it. Well you can't accept it without
interpreting it, and you can't interpret it without interpreting it [in] a way so that it appears to say
something quite different from what it actually does say. And this leaves a general impression of
lack of straightforwardness and general intellectual dishonesty: Well it doesn't actually mean
that, it means something quite different. Well why didn't he say so? For instance, "turn the other
cheek", [Matt 5.39; Luke 6.29, tr.] well Christ didn't really mean that, you know; you are not
really supposed to turn the other cheek. Maybe you are, maybe it can be taken literally, but there
are so many things which are explained away: oh it's allegorical, or it's all symbolical. If it is
symbolical, OK, it's symbolical; but when things [that] seem to relate literally have to be taken
symbolically before they can be made sense of, you get a bit suspicious.[733]
Voice: ... highly metaphysical then. You either take it and get it and realize it or leave it alone
then, preferably, rather than someone trying to feed it to you - a bit like that.

S: But interpretation means when something is interpreted to mean something quite different
from what it means on the surface.
Voice: But interpretation could be putting it in slightly different words so that one can understand
it.
S: Interpretation is not just explanation.
Voice: Oh. Yes.
Voice: You were in favour of us reading the Prajnaparamita sutras.
S: With caution though, with caution. I am going to be taking a study session on the first two
chapters of the Ratnagunasamcayagatha on the mitra retreat. I've never taken the Perfection of
Wisdom texts before, I am just going to try them out and see how they go; just these first two,
which are rather uncharacteristic, actually. They are the earliest; they are the oldest chapters of
what is probably the oldest Perfection of Wisdom text. So they are pretty inspirational. Some of
the later Perfection of Wisdom texts become very highly scholastic, just like the Abhidharma
almost.
Voice: I would have thought the scholastic and the highly metaphysical mindbusting would
probably be for most people, just reading them, at best a waste of time. Except for the very
exceptional person.
Voice: I was just remembering what you said down at Broomhouse Farm, I remember that
question-and-answer thing we had out on the grass. You were saying that we should read the
Heart Sutra and...
S: Yes, it is good sometimes to read things you don't understand because it baffles the mind, and
it's sometimes good that the mind should be baffled. But it should be a genuine baffling, not
indulging in speculation and not just skimming through, not [in] a mental sort of way but feeling
genuinely baffled and realizing that there is something that you can't understand - can't even
begin to understand; in other words some dimension beyond the reach of the ordinary mind. That
is a quite good experience, [734] quite a good sensation, quite a good feeling to get - especially if
you happen to be a little bit intellectually cocky.
Voice: I am not quite clear about the meaning of the second one, depending upon principles
rather than on a person.
S: Well, not on the authority of a person. For instance the Buddha says don't accept my Dharma
simply out of faith in me; accept it when you have tried it and experienced it yourself. In this
sense the Enlightened person has no faith, has no trust, he doesn't need to. It's just a provisional
confidence that you have, you don't accept something simply because somebody says so without
making any attempt to put it into practice and experience it for oneself. So this is depending upon
principles rather than upon person.

Voice: This depending upon texts that don't require any interpretation seems to suggest the
importance of having decent translations.
S: That's also true, yes.
Voice: Because you could be quite misguided, not by something...
S: At least you need to be able to refer to the key terms in the original, at least. I have mentioned
that at the beginning of the Survey. At least know whether it is vijnana or prajna that is being
translated.
Voice: I've noted how often you've said, in going through this, how often you've commented on it
being a good translation.
S: It is in a general way very good. Although then again, there are sort of lapses, like "musing";
but if one is warned against these then it is fair enough. Or if you know that "man-thus-come" is
equal to Tathagata, or "Wake" means the Buddha. If you know this then that is quite helpful.
Voice: Actually a lot of it is, I think, reasonably obvious.
S: Yes, right. All right any further points arising out of this?
Voice: Bhante, this is not another question, but I have been turning over in my mind the matter of
going forth. In the [735] Buddha's day when someone had gone forth it was quite clear and
defined. He upped and left his home and then wandered from place to place. It's not so clear for
us; obviously there are all sorts of gradations. Do you think that we have to leave it like that and
just...
S: I think one can perhaps quite usefully look at it in the other way round, in negative terms
rather than in positive terms. Not so much in terms of by virtue of what have you gone forth, so
much as in terms of by virtue of what have you not gone forth. That is to say, if you are still
involved with this or if you are still involved with that, then you could not have gone forth. I
think it might be helpful to look at it in that sort of way.
Voice: You mean looking at it ... any kind of worldly ties?
S: Hmm. If you have got a full-time paid job, in the world, as it were, then it may be taken that
you have not gone forth and so on.
Voice: How categorical can one be about relationship between spiritual progress and the going
forth? I mean how much of a necessity is it?
S: I think that for the kind of people that we are likely to meet probably an absolute necessity.
Voice: An absolute necessity for ...

S: Except that one must first of all define going forth in contemporary terms.
Voice: Presumably that means leaving domestic situations behind?
S: Well it meant that in ancient India, and presumably it still means that today.
Voice: How domestic is domestic? Because a community can appear to be a bit domestic, it
could be an all-male apparently semi-monastic place but still appear to be a bit domestic, and
feel.
S: I think one criterion would be that one would be able and willing to leave at a moment's notice
if required elsewhere, which a family man certainly wouldn't. If your mental attitude is such that,
"all right, I am here, this is my community, this [736] is the centre to which I am attached" - I
mean attached in the sense of functioning there - "but nevertheless if the call comes I am quite
willing to go off to New Zealand, I am quite willing to go to some other part of England, I am
quite ready to go down to London" - if you happen to be in the country - "If I get that request or if
the situation is such that I can see for myself that I am needed there, then I will go," - then you
have not, in fact made your community or your centre your home.
Voice: It's your abode.
S: Your vihara. Well that would be one criterion, wouldn't it?
Voice: That's a very good one, actually.
Voice: So going forth is a gradual process of detachment.
S: Yes.
Voice: It's liable to take place over a number of years.
S: You may go forth in one stride, as it were, or, as you say, it may be a process which takes
place over a period of years. Where life is very simple, as it was in ancient India, then the going
forth with just one stride is the obvious thing to do, but life in a country like England in the
twentieth century is much more complicated. You've got, for instance, your relations with the
government. You might have gone forth, but where do you stand with regard to the Ministry of
Social Security? What about all that? What about your stamps and so on and so forth?
Incidentally, I did discover recently, I heard it on the radio, the fact was mentioned by the
Archbishop of York, that clergymen - certainly those of the Church of England - are treated as
self-employed. I don't know whether that applies to other clergy or to monks of Christian
religious orders, but Church of England clergymen are treated as self-employed. So I think one
could recognize certain minimum requirements for practical going forth. The idea "go forth"
literally suggests that one does not consider it enough to go forth mentally or in spirit. In fact, one
considers that that, for oneself or for the run-of-the-mill spiritual aspirant, is just not possible.

You just have to go forth literally, to a very very great extent, totally if possible. And certainly
there should be certain minimum requirements: that if, for instance, you have got a wife and
family and a regular job, you could not possibly have gone forth and it is no use that you are
going forth in spirit, it's just not possible. I think there is also the criterion that someone who
[737] has gone forth should be dependent for his support, in a sense, not on his own efforts, but
should be supported by the public, which in our context means supported by the Movement,
maybe in the form of his own particular centre, or maybe of some personal friend who wants to
take on that responsibility so that he can be free.
Voice: It would make an incredible difference.
S: What would?
Voice: Being actually supported in that way. I mean, that seems to be the main, sort of, difficulty.
S: In what way?
Voice: Well, that thing of being prepared to leave the situation you are in at a moment's notice.
S: Ah, yes. If you went from one centre to another - take that as an example - it need not be from
one centre to another it might be some different kind of situation - supposing you went from one
centre to another at a moment's notice. Well, not that you would expect the centre to which you
were going to to support you, but obviously it would. You just wouldn't think about that; in sense
you would take it for granted, just like the monks of old didn't expect to be fed by the people of
the next village they came to. In a sense they took it for granted but in a positive way, that it was
recognized, that it was the established order of things. They knew that they could depend upon
that, not rely upon that but depend upon that. So in, as it were, economic terms, if you have gone
forth, you have ceased to think in terms of supporting yourself. You are giving all your time and
energy to your personal spiritual development and what you can do for others - if you are in a
position to do anything for others - and in view of that your material needs are supplied from
within the Movement itself. Then you could be said to have gone forth, you would be an
anagarika; in a sense you would be a bhikkhu, in the true sense you would be a bhikkhu, a sharer,
a sharer in the common wealth - in this case not the common wealth of society at large but
certainly of the common wealth which is available within the Movement.
Voice: Do you think that is preferable to being on the dole? Doesn't it amount to the same
thing?[738]
S: I don't think one can generalize. Sometimes people have, in a sense, a right to be on the dole if they have worked for a number of years and been paying their contributions - and each person
has to decide for himself where he draws the line. If he feels he no longer is taking out of the
system what he originally put into it then he no doubt would feel that he would want to stop
being on the dole. Or he might even feel that in view of the general usefulness to the community
of what he happens to be doing, he was quite justified in staying on the dole. He might feel that.

Voice: What can one say that this is necessary for? There can be some growth without going
forth.
S: Oh yes, because you can go for refuge without going forth, but I think if you truly and
sincerely go for refuge over a period years, eventually you will want to go forth. And only if there
were very serious and objective reasons why you cannot will you, in fact, not go forth.
In the case of, say, a young man, or relatively young man, who is not married and has got no
domestic responsibilities and has gone for refuge and is regularly involved in the spiritual life, I
think it is inevitable, even under modern conditions, that within two, three, four years he would
feel like going forth. I would be surprised if it happened otherwise; which would mean devoting
himself, either full time to his own personal development by means of meditation and study and
so on, or to work for others through the medium of a centre or equivalent, or to a combination of
both, or the alternating of the two, according to his individual requirements, or individual
capacities. As I have said before, in India, at the time of the Buddha, society as a whole accepted
what - for want of a better term - we can call spiritual values. Society as a whole recognized the
value of the spiritual life and the value to the community of the man who had gone forth and
were happy and willing, sometimes even eager, to support him. Our society is not based on those
sorts of spiritual values, does not recognize, as a society, those spiritual values. We cannot
therefore depend, those of us who have gone forth, for our support upon society at large. Do you
see this? Not openly and directly. We cannot say, as it were, to the public, look, I am a monk, you
must support me, I have a right to expect your support. You cannot say that to the public at large.
In any case if the public at large has any religion it is a Christian [739] religion and you are a
Buddhist. How can you possibly expect them to support you? So what one has is the Movement,
the Movement, which means the Order plus the Mitras, plus the Friends, plus various odd
sympathisers. The Movement represents - within the wider society, which we may call the
secular society - represents a society which recognizes spiritual values. Just as ancient Indian
society as a whole recognized spiritual values, in the same way our society, which is the
Movement, the FWBO and the Order, recognizes spiritual values, but the Movement is not
coterminous with society at large. In ancient India there wasn't that sort of division, society at
large recognized spiritual values. So here, the situation is, within the larger society - which does
not recognize spiritual values, or not recognize them in the way that we do - we have this much
smaller society, which does recognize those spiritual values. This is what we call the Movement,
which is made up, as I said, of the Order, the Mitras, and the Friends. So if anyone who has gone
forth is going to be supported he can only be supported by, he can only look for support to, the
Movement. So there can't be any going forth in a general sense within the context of society at
large, there can only be a going forth within the smaller context of our own smaller society,
which does recognize spiritual values and is prepared to support those who are entirely dedicated
to the realization of those values.
Voice: What do you do about, say, Friends working in a vegetarian restaurant, like they have in
Brighton?
S: When you say Friends do you mean literally Friends, or Mitras or Order members?

Voice: Friends and Mitras.
S: Well, take an extreme example; take an example of an Order member. Could an Order
member who had gone forth work in a vegetarian restaurant? Well, yes and no. If he was being
supported by the Movement, then he should give his energies freely; whether they are given for
his own individual development or in the form of any actual service, he should give his energies
freely. Whatever comes to him by way of what other people regard as remuneration, he should
give back to the Movement. You can't have it both ways. Obviously this is not operating fully or
perfectly at the moment; we are beginning to sort these [740] things out. It is only just now we
have got even a very small movement. But this, I think, is the way that things should go. In other
words, in the case of a person who is gone forth and who is working, there is no conception of
wages or salary. In communist terms - and here the communists are perfectly right - you take
what you need and you give what you can. You don't say "so much work, so much wages" or "so
much wages, so much work". You give what you can, you take what you need. So in this sort of
way the Order member who has gone forth, let's call him the anagarika - we might have a
separate, special, designation of that - the anagarika will be supported by the Movement. If he did
any work for which he was paid or for which people wanted to pay him he would hand it straight
over to the Movement, maybe his individual centre if he was connected with one or some other
body if he wasn't. But he wouldn't expect to be supported by the Movement and at the same time
have a job for which he was paid. In other words, if he was supported by the Movement he would
be in a position to give his services freely.
Voice: So if you were working for anything like a vegetarian restaurant, I mean, outside, then you
are providing money for the Movement because it needs it.
S: For instance, by your work in the vegetarian restaurant you might make for the Movement a
hundred pounds a week. But you wouldn't consider that the profit that you had made and
therefore that that was due to you in the form of wages; you would just carry on whatever the
Movement gave you for your support. Although there is the other side of it too, it is a form of
insurance - if you like to look at it like that - if the vegetarian restaurant fails you will still be
supported. So you wouldn't have to worry; in a way, your own personal position wouldn't be
affected. So you could work or not work, you could earn or not earn: your position would be
exactly the same. Whether you were on solitary retreat or meditating you would be supported; if
you were working at a centre you would be supported; if you decided that you needed a holiday
you would be supported while you had it. So you would be the equivalent of a bhikkhu really,
this is what it would amount to.
So at present some people are functioning virtually like this though we haven't formalized it in
any way. These are the full-timers, those who have gone forth. There are quite a few Order
members in this sort of category. Of course sometimes [741] they are supported, and then they
get a job and then they are not supported. I don't think that is a very good idea. I think they
should always be supported, then when they get a job continue to be supported and pay back their
wages into the funds of their centre to maintain that principle, as it were.
Voice: It would be good to get that principle a bit more established.

S: I think it would, and I think it is gradually coming. They are going to be discussing it much
more thoroughly when we study Trevor Ling's book The Buddha at one of the forthcoming study
retreats. He goes into this whole aspect of things. So the one who has gone forth can work, but
his work is not his means of livelihood. Not even right livelihood. For him, right livelihood
consists in not working and not earning and being supported, earn for the Movement maybe but
not himself. He works, or doesn't work as the case may be; earns for the Movement or doesn't
earn and is supported. That is his right livelihood.
Voice: This guards against getting entangled with earning and getting mingled with greed and so
on and so forth.
S: Yes.
Voice: What's the anagarika, again?
S: Anagarika literally means one who is homeless, so the suggestion is one who has gone forth.
In some of the early Pali texts, including the Sutta Nipata and the Dhammapada, anagarika is
synonymous with bhikkhu. This is before bhikkhu meant monk in the more highly organized
sense. Nowadays in the Buddhist world, especially in the Theravada Buddhist world, an
anagarika is one who has left home, has gone forth, and lives like a monk but has not actually
received - technically - the monastic ordination, according to the later tradition. Anagarika
Dhammapada, the founder of the Maha Bodhi Society, was one such. He is probably the most
famous example in modern times. But in a way it is all a bit ridiculous, because why didn't he
become a bhikkhu? Why didn't he take the ordination? He did take it, by the way, very late in
life, a few months before his death. But why didn't he take it as a young man? Because he wanted
to work for Buddhism and being a bhikkhu in the orthodox sense would prevent him from doing
so. So that seems to be a ridiculous situation. Because if he became ordained as a bhikkhu [742]
and observed the rules of organized monasticism the rules would handicap him in being of use in
spreading the Dharma. For instance, there is a rule that a bhikkhu should not ride in a
horse-drawn carriage. So he wanted to establish the headquarters of the Maha Bodhi Society in
Calcutta and he wanted to work in India. Well, in India at that time the most common means of
transport, especially in the cities, was a horse-drawn carriage. So if he had been a bhikkhu he
would not have been able to use this; he would have had to walk everywhere - there weren't even
any trams or buses in those days, in the eighteen-nineties. So if he was a bhikkhu he would not
have been able to get about quickly and easily, so he decided not to become a bhikkhu. And this
is only one example, not to take the monastic ordination, though he observed all the things that
really mattered. In fact he was, if anything, stricter than the others, as regards the spirit of the
bhikkhu life, stricter than many of the ordained monks. You might ask, well, why was there this
rule that a monk should not ride in a horse-drawn carriage? Well in the Buddha's day who did
ride in the horse-drawn carriages? Only the rich and well-to-do. So the idea was that the bhikkhu
should not give the impression of belonging, as it were, to that class, to the rich and the
well-to-do and the luxurious. Ordinary people just walked, so the bhikkhu also walked. It was
only the kings and very wealthy merchant princes who rode about in carriages, behind horses.
But now the situation is quite different, anyone can ride in a horse-drawn carriage. So as I said, it
becomes rather ridiculous when, in order to work for the Dharma, you have to refrain from taking

monastic ordination. Something has gone wrong somewhere.
Of course, since his day the Theravadin bhikkhus even have relaxed quite a lot of things, but
even that isn't very good because when you are ordained you very often accept rules that you
have no intention of observing, and that is a very common practice, and that has a somewhat
demoralizing effect. Or you become a past master at getting around the rules without actually
breaking them, which in a way is even worse. So there is quite a bit of this in the Theravada
world. So I think if we ever do have a sort of actual class of people who have gone forth, there
must be an absolute minimum of rules, if we have any at all, and the spirit of the thing must be
kept up very well. It must never become just a matter of just the observance of the letter.[743]
Voice: Have you actually had any thoughts on the anagarika and the maha upasaka ordination
since you last spoke about it about a year ago?
S: Not really, though it has been sort of simmering in my mind. I have had one request for an
anagarika ordination, which I am thinking about but not very intensively at the moment.
Voice: What would be the actual precepts there?
S: I haven't even thought about that.
I think the general principle is clear, if we have, as it were, our own anagarikas, our own
bhikkhus, even, they will be people who are - well the economic definition of them will be
people who are supported by the Movement. And they do not work for money, they do not work
for wages - who are supported. And if they are engaged in any occupation within or without the
Friends - which brings them in what would normally be regarded as a wage - they would just pay
that to the Movement.
For instance, an Order member might be taking - or such an anagarika might be taking - a yoga
class. So he continues to be supported, whatever income he derives from that, well, he doesn't
even hand it over to the Movement, the Movement just collects it, he has nothing to do with it.
But in the same way if there was an anagarika or bhikkhu meditating in the country or meditating
in solitary retreat he would be supported and looked after. But obviously he would only go off
and live in that way only after consultation with his brother Order members or brother anagarikas
- because all one's resources, human and otherwise, should be used in the best possible way,
including oneself.
So in this way the Movement as a whole becomes the nucleus or the prototype for the kind of
society that they had in India in ancient times so far as this public recognition of spiritual values
is concerned. The movement becomes a society within a society, a world within a world, quite
consciously and deliberately; not sort of demarcated from the other society the other world by
being confined to a particular area or spot but sort of interpenetrating the other society and the
other world. Traditionally in ancient India there were four things which the bhikkhus could
legitimately expect to be provided with, and these were listed as food, clothing, shelter, and
medicine. Later on they added books, that is to say copies of the scriptures, once the [744]

scriptures had been written down. In modern times lay people provide the bhikkhus with many
more things than that. They provide them with fountain pens and typewriters, and these things,
even, are ceremonially offered in the traditional way to the bhikkhus.
Voice: It is in Thailand that the bhikkhus get free flights on the planes.
S: Yes. And they also in some areas get free passes on buses and trains, because they are not
supposed to handle money, don't forget - if you are very strict - so you can't legitimately insist
that bhikkhus don't handle money and then at the same time want to charge them money when
they travel. So the Thais in this respect are quite logical. They don't expect the bhikkhus to
handle money, at least the stricter ones, but they do provide them with free passes so that they
don't have to carry their fare around with them when they travel. You can't have it both ways.
In some Buddhist countries, of course, they criticize the monks for handling money, but on the
other hand they don't make any other provision for them, which isn't quite fair.
Voice: Your description of your visit to a temple in Ceylon, I've forgotten which one, where the
monk opens the drawer and grins.
S: Yes, smiles.
Voice: What was that one?
S: That's the Tooth Temple. Contribution? There is the money. You are supposed to put some
money in. He didn't ask, and he didn't handle anything, but he opened the drawer and smiled.
That was Ceylon. [The Rainbow Road, p.122, tr.]
Voice: These anagarikas of ours - they are going to be living in what was the hippie ideal a few
years back: completely free, wandering, untied, just the bare necessities.
S: Of course, it may come about, if you go among the general public and say frankly what your
position is, how you live, you may find even some members of the public who are quite happy to
- if not support you - quite happy to help you on your way. You very likely will, and in that way
the recognition of spiritual values spreads. It isn't by any means a question of black and white, as
it were, those who do and those who don't. You will [745] find some who will help you on your
way just out of friendly human feeling.
Voice: Yes, you do meet people like that.
Devamitra: Well, in a way it's partly what happened to me when I went to Norwich, because
Mike McGee knew nothing about the Friends, knew nothing about me, but gave me the run of his
house completely rent free just because I was trying to lead a spiritual life and could see that...
S: Well there have been cases of Order members supporting certain other Order members so that
they could get on with something, like Devaraja supporting Padmaraja for a while, so that he

could get on with what he wanted to get on with.
Voice: You get something of this I noticed... one instance I noticed at West London: the person
who gives five pounds every week. He obviously realizes the importance of things, he's not
necessarily committed but nevertheless realizes what's up.
S: There are also some people who would much rather give money to support a person than give
money to an institution for a cause. If they know it is going to feed Upasaka so-and-so they are
more happy sometimes than if it [is] going to go towards just some activity, the purchase of a
new this that or the other.
Voice: That might be a good fund-raising ploy.
Voice: Support an Order member!
Voice: Yes. Say somebody was going to do a solitary; you could advertise it like that.
S: But in the case of the anagarika he should be supported nonetheless. But as people get to know
other people you find that certain people attach themselves to you, you become their favourite
upasaka or their favourite anagarika. Just as in the East, in Buddhist countries, certain lay people,
certain lay supporters, have got their favourite bhikkhus who they specially support or do things
for in a quite special way, even to the extent of building them viharas or giving them a lot of
money with which to build stupas or cast Buddha-images or so on. So the anagarikas, say, might
well find that certain Friends and Mitras particularly help them and give them things and do
things for them. Someone says, I have got a little cottage in the country, you can go and have
your solitary retreat there. I will look after you. They might say something like that and in [746]
that way it all spreads and develops. There has been a bit of this already.
Voice: Can you envisage, maybe, a monastic centre in England for the Friends, rather in the usual
monastic way?
S: I'm not sure what you mean by "in the usual monastic way", but you could have a centre where
you had only anagarikas, leading that sort of life - you could have - though what exact degree of
strictness you had in mind I don't know. Whether you have in mind restrictions to one meal a day
or perpetual silence, I just don't know.
Voice: I can imagine the bell going at five o'clock in the morning, people sort of staggering out...
Voice: It's like Sukhavati isn't it? (laughing)
S: You mean it seems like five o'clock to you?
Voice: Yes, you realize you haven't even gone to bed yet!
S: Well I think the anagarika life would definitely be for the hardier members. They'd really be

dedicated, for that to be possible, because to some extent, in a really healthy positive way, you
lose control over your own life. There are lots of things that you can't do, but you don't want to
do them. But you must be quite sure that you are not going to want to do them.
Voice: How do you mean?
S: Well, for most of the things you want to do in this modern world you need money. So if you
were being supported you would have to have everything provided by the Movement. So it
would be all right for food, clothing, shelter, and medicine, even a typewriter, even a fountain
pen. But where do you draw the line? You have to be quite careful about that. Supposing an
Order member wanted, for instance, to collect antiques. You couldn't expect the Movement to
subsidize his collecting of antiques. (laughter) He'd have to give that up, or he would have to be
quite sure that he didn't want to engage in expensive pastimes and hobbies of that sort.
Voice: I thought you meant maybe want to go to the theatre once every two or three months or
something like that.[747]
S: Yes, well you would have to be prepared not to go. But doubtless if you were a popular
anagarika there would be someone willing to take you, or the centre to which you were attached
might just organize your social life anyway. It would all be looked after.
Voice: I see. You wouldn't have to worry about those things would you?
S: But, no doubt, under the conditions of the present day you'd get a certain amount of cash in
your hand for pocket money - for reasonable expenses of that sort - including things which could
be classified under the heading of pleasure or entertainment.
Voice: Like a pound a week.
S: I've no idea, I don't know what the pound will be worth by the time we get around to this.
You'd need things like stamps, and you don't want to have to tootle off to the office and ask for
stamps every time you wanted to write a letter. You would need some pocket money.
Voice: And presumably books.
S: Right. If there was no devoted follower to present you with it when you wanted it, well you
would have the right, within reason, to call on the Movement.
No system, of course, is ever perfect and no set of rules can ever cover all possible contingencies.
If you try to draw up a set of rules to cover all possible contingencies or even the main ones you
just end up with a legalistic attitude and a lot of loophole-finding or rule-dodging. So I think as
much as possible it has to be left to people's common sense and their genuine spirit of dedication,
not try to lay down rules to prevent them from doing this or prevent them from doing that. If they
need rules to be laid down in that sort of way, well they are just not ready to embark on that kind
of life. I think that has been the mistake of quite a few monastic orders including the Buddhist

monastic order in its later developments.
I mean, never forget what the Buddha said: "When I started teaching the Dharma there were few
rules and many arahants, now there are many rules but few arahants." [Samyutta Nikaya ii.224,
tr.] It might be quite a good idea to have no rules. You've got your basic three refuges, the ten
precepts, and once you've gone [748] forth everything else should be left to your own common
sense and sense of responsibility and dedication.
Voice: That means people have to work themselves. In a way people do know what they should
do and they shouldn't do and they have to think it out for themselves.
Voice: It's like the idea of the unorganized retreats; everyone is taking responsibility for
themselves.
Ratnapani: But as we said before, if you behave according to what you imagine the intelligent
sensible brother...
S: Yes, right. This is a very sensible criterion.
Ratnapani: It's what we do now. We don't have any rules now.
S: Yes, just the ten precepts which are quite broad principles.
Ratnapani: There is no rule that says that you must go to at least one order meeting a month or
get drummed out. If you never go to any then the intelligent brethren ask you why.
S: Yes. We have said that there is a very loose, not rule, but general guideline that if an Order
member is not seen at any meeting or function nor has any personal contact with any other Order
member for two years, his name shall then no longer be included in the register. But unless he
actually resigns himself he is still considered a member of the order.
Voice: I don't think that is totalitarianism. (laughing)
S: No. Because after all what are you trying to do? One must always bear this in mind. If people
don't want to obey the rules it is best that they get out. If they do want to obey the rules then you
don't need any rules.
Ratnapani: Presumably the monasteries, the established Buddhist monasteries, have become soft
options. And what we are talking about is far from being a soft option by any means.
S: Yes, indeed.
Ratnapani: Perhaps one has to keep one's monks a little hungry.
S: Perhaps one has to set an example of hungriness. It is not a question of a great fat abbot,

keeping his monks hungry, drinking wine while they drink water.
Right, has anyone any further points from the actual texts or is that as clear as it is likely to be for
the time being, at least?[749]
Voice: Can you say that if you are not happy then you are not meditating? Is it a general...?
S: That if you are not happy you are not meditating? Yes, I think you can. But you might be
unhappy if you are meditating too, in some cases, until you get really into it, especially if you are
going through a phase, as they say. But be careful what you mean by meditating. It doesn't
necessarily mean sitting at the same time every day, day after day. It means being in a higher state
of consciousness.
Well, we seem to have come to the end of the questions. What about follow up? What are people
going to do with all their notes and all that when they get back to their non-home?
Voice: Write them up.
S: Write them up, yes, that would be very useful.
Vimalamitra: I was thinking that it might be quite good to choose some bits to be read out during
puja. Maybe even some bits which could be even retranslated.
S: Yes, I think I have to start thinking about that sooner or later. Some of it could be translated - I
won't say better - but much more effectively for our purposes. But of course those who feel called
upon to do so, or who have the opportunity, can perhaps themselves take a study group in this
text with the help of their notes and their recollections. This might be quite useful just to be able
to take a few other people through the text.
Vimalamitra: That would be quite good, especially if other people who'd been on other seminars,
in the next year they could...
S: Yes, well it refreshes one's own memory about the material.
Voice: That's what I've had in mind when taking the notes. I'm not sure what I know, anyway, or
particularly want to write down, or what I want to remember, so I write down anything I think
might be particularly useful to tell other people.
S: And hopefully we will be able to get the whole thing transcribed. Even if I am not able to get
around to editing it, at least it will be transcribed and maybe a few copies of the transcription can
be in circulation even before it is edited and printed and published.
Voice: Yes, it seems to be one of the good ones.[750]
S: No doubt there is quite a bit - or I think quite a bit - in this seminar which isn't of permanent

use and value and in its finally edited form, if we do get around to that, it can all be cut out. But a
lot has come up which is of permanent interest and value within the context of the Movement,
and needs to be put into circulation as much and as quickly as possible.
And also don't be too doubtful of your own abilities, after all the text speaks for itself to some
extent and your notes speak a bit more. And it is surprising what people can pick up and what
they can get from the material despite one's own quite inadequate presentation, or what one might
feel as such.
Voice: I found last year Hridaya and I were taking a study group and for about three or four
months we were doing the Udana. We went through it and people were under the same kind of
effect that we were when we went through it. They were kind of spellbound.
S: Zonked was the word that was used.
Voice: We were a bit worried at first, thinking something is wrong, but then Hridaya was very
good and started to get people to talk themselves, relate to it, and then began to see that it was
really all right. They were just overwhelmed with the material.
S: Just freaking out.
Voice: Yes.
S: Who did you have on this? Anyone we know?
Voice: Richard, who is now Atula ... and you.
S: That's a nice way of putting it Andy.
Ratnapani: I feel that our study groups are a bit different. We can't do what you do - we can serve
up what we've managed to glean from you - and the emphasis that I've been told is better to lay is
more a communication thing. Where material is used in the group as a medium. I mean obviously
we are going to study, to go through it and ask questions about it, but it is not the only important
thing, there is something else as well, which is the communication, which can be as important. Is
that fair enough do you think?
S: Yes, I think fair enough as long as the text isn't lost sight of.
Vimalamitra: That does happen, I remember that happening [751] sometimes; there is a lot of
communication and the text just kind of disappears.
S: So one must always bring the discussion back to the text. Sometimes this needs a bit of skill, a
bit of tact. Give people a long enough rope, sure, let them have their say, but in the end, gently
but firmly, if possible unobtrusively, without them knowing it, bring them back to the text.

Ratnapani: I find with the study that I am in at the moment, although I have only taken a couple,
unless I actually say, "so and so, what do you think about such and such," nobody except myself
said a word. But when Hridaya and I have a good old chat [we] really have a good time.
S: And the others listen in. Who have you then?
Ratnapani: Mike and Dave Macmallin.
S: Dave Macmallin, I'm rather surprised that he doesn't speak up.
Ratnapani: He's very quiet in a group.
Voice: He's quite quiet in our group.
Ratnapani: Usually when he says something it is well worth waiting for but he might only speak
once every two or three weeks. But Hridaya and I got to know each other quite well over the
period of the study group. But I felt there was something a bit missing.
S: Well, you can at least ask people to read so that they hear the sound of their own voices.
Sukhavati seems to have quite a lot of strong silent men, which is not a bad thing in a way.
Ratnapani: You're all right until you discover you have run out of things to say and you've got
another hour and a half to go.
S: Well that's the advantage of having lots of notes from seminars you have personally attended.
Dick: I think it is good in study groups to actually be put on the spot, as it were. What do you
think about it? I find that personally useful as I tend to drift away sometimes in study groups.
Subhuti is very good for that. You have to get into it.
S: How many study groups are there at the moment at Sukhavati?
Voice: Three.[751]
S: What are you studying?
Voice: We're doing the Dhammapada.
Voice: We're doing the Dhammapada interspersed with some lecturing.
Voice: We're doing bits from the (?) which is nice if you know it but I don't.
S: Subhuti was doing that, wasn't he? So he was telling me some time ago.
Voice: He might have been doing it with Hridaya before.

S: And Lokamitra has also been doing it with someone, I think.
Voice: The mitra group at Archway was or is doing it.
S: Very brave of them I must say, it is quite difficult, or much of it is quite difficult. We are
going to do one sutta from the Majjhima Nikaya at the beginning of the Mitra retreat, and that
will be the Ariyapariyesana Sutta, the sutta of the Noble Quest, which is a bit autobiographical.
The Buddha speaks about his own life and his own experience but there is quite a bit of teaching
interspersed. So we are going to study that text first and then go on to others. It is a fairly lengthy
sutta - about ten pages. There is quite a lot of material.
Voice: What do you mean by difficult? The meaning? Or what it was getting at?
S: Well, I think sometimes I think one just needs to know, like, the meaning of words or that
something is dealt with more fully in another place, which flows more like on a more cryptic
presentation in this place; or one needs to be able to relate one thing to another or show the
connections or associations; or place something in a larger context or bring out its practical
relevance. One needs to be able to do all that.
Voice: I'm glad you said that, because I thought I was just shallow but this does particularly
demand it. I could feel there was something missing on that.
S: Or if a slightly different presentation is given in the text from what is usually given you must
be able to point that fact out and if possible say why.
Voice: But that sounds like, if at all possible, to do a seminar or something one has to study with
you.[753]
S: For instance, if you take the going forth. Ananda. Well you need to be able to explain why
Ananda. You need to know that. You can't get it out of the text, however intelligent you may be.
You need to know the facts about Ananda, just a simple example like that. And you need to
know as regards to this particular sutta a little bit about Bimbisara, to fill in the background. So
you need to have read a little bit about ancient Indian history and all that. Not too much, but you
always need more in your mind than you actually need to say or explain to others. To just explain
a little you need to know a lot. So with regard to this sutta you need a little bit of that knowledge,
general knowledge about ancient India, otherwise you can't place the text properly or bring it to
life so well.
Voice: Is there any book you recommend for a bit of background?
S: There is a very old one, it is a little bit out of date but it is still very good. Rhys Davids'
Buddhist India, which we've been having on the bookstall. And of course, Trevor Ling's The
Buddha is very good too. Read those two, first Davids and then Trevor Ling, and I think that will
give you all you need from this point of view. You need not go further unless you are especially
interested.

Voice: So Trevor Ling goes into the historical background?
S: Yes, the historical, social, economic, political background. Very briefly but quite clearly and
capably, and it is bang up to date. It's one of the reasons why we are going to do it on a study
retreat, and it is in Penguin too. Anyway we are having some of our quite high powered people
on it. Lokamitra is going to be on it and Nagabodhi, Manjuvajra. So we should get some quite
interesting questions and lively discussions.
Dave: How about the Dhyana for Beginners? Is that an easy book to do in a study group?
S: It wasn't all that difficult. Was anyone here on that? What did you find? What did you feel?
Voice: During it, it wasn't difficult.
S: Intellectually it wasn't difficult. But you certainly needed to be taken through it and the gaps
filled in. There was quite a bit of filling in of gaps to do.
Voice: Yes, most of my notes bore no relationship to the text. I remember that.[754]
S: That is, of course, now all transcribed and typed out.
Ratnapani: Because Vajrakumara and I did a study group on that at Sukhavati. And as you say
you need to know more than that which you are going to give. I didn't know enough of the gaps
and I needed to know a lot more than I got in my notes. I didn't get everything in my notes and I
was left a bit short.
S: After that study group I was left with a strong impression of needing - when I got round to
editing it - to write a long introduction outlining the teaching which was given in the teaching
and also filling in the gaps and filling in the system.
Ratnapani: More filling in?
S: Yes, more specifically, clearly, and systematically. There is a lot that is mentioned and very
well mentioned and very well explained, but there is quite a lot that is not brought out very
clearly. Maybe there are gaps in the notes of the original disciples (laughing) because it was
taken down in lectures. This is the other text that I would like to get around to editing myself,
after the Bodhicaryavatara. That is quite difficult, no one else could do that.
Ratnapani: The main thing that revolutionized my attitude to growth and to meditation,
specifically. So it wasn't something I could give a study group, the major effect on me... wonder
what on earth I had been doing all that time ...
S: I haven't even had a chance to look at the transcript although I have got a copy with me. It's
quite a bulky one, even longer than the Bodhicaryavatara I think. It could be a five-hundred-page
volume, quite easily.

Ratnapani: We need to get you another twenty-four hours in each day.
S: I thought you were going to say another twenty-four years of life.
Ratnapani: That as well.
S: Well, is there anything else that needs to be said? There is no harm, I think, if we finish a little
early today.
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Transcription of a seminar on the Great Chapter (Mahavagga) of the Sutta Nipata (trans. E.
M. Hare as "Woven Cadences", OUP London 1945; also using trans. Lord Chalmers as
"Buddha's Teachings", OUP 1932) held at Padmaloka in July 1976.
Present: Urgyen Sangharakshita, Aloka, Devamitra, Chintamani, Ratnapani, Vimalamitra,
Phil Shrivell, Dick Meyers, Dave Living, Andy Friends.
Day one
S: All right, so there's the Great Chapter, the Mahavagga of the Sutta Nipata, so before we
begin I'm just wondering if people have got any idea at all about Buddhist literature, that is to
say Buddhist scriptures, and about the place of the Sutta Nipata in that literature, or any idea
about what sort of text the Sutta Nipata is. Has anyone got any idea at all on any of these
topics?
Devamitra: It is one of the oldest sections of the Sutta Pitaka.
S: That's true, yes. But maybe we'd better go back a bit and consider a few points which are
even more fundamental than that - first of all about Buddhist scriptures in general. I use the
term scriptures - although it isn't a very good one - just because of its religious connotations.
But how do we come to have these scripture? What are these scriptures basically? Has
anybody got any ideas about that?
Dave: It is what the monks have remembered. They have passed them on.
S: What monks have remembered. Only monks?
Devamitra: Disciples of the Buddha.
S: Disciples of the Buddha, yes. I think it is important to bear in mind that the Buddha taught
orally, that in the Buddha's day all teaching was oral. Apparently writing was known and
reading was known, but it seems to have been used mainly for commercial purposes, so
anything that was really important was not committed to writing. If something was of real
importance you learned it, you heard it from a teacher and you committed it to memory. You
memorized it, you learned it by heart in the full sense of the term and turned it over in your
mind. You didn't think in terms of writing it down; that would suggest that you might forget
it, and if it was a really important teaching how could you possibly forget it? So you bore it in
mind. So all teaching was oral teaching and the Buddha taught orally, sometimes teaching
individuals, sometimes teaching groups of disciples, sometimes teaching quite large numbers
of people, and they all remembered what he had said, they bore in mind what he had said. [2]
And especially Ananda, we are told, according to tradition, bore in mind what the Buddha
had said, not only to himself but to other people as well when Ananda was present. Ananda
was the constant companion of the Buddha for the last twenty or twenty-five years of his life.
He accompanied the Buddha everywhere, heard virtually everything that the Buddha said
during that period, and he seems to have had a very, very retentive memory. So after the
Buddha's death, after the Buddha's parinirvana, the community of the disciples relied very,
very heavily in fact on Ananda for his recollections of what the Buddha had said, and these
were passed on. Not only Ananda's but the recollection of other disciples too were passed on.
In a sense they were pooled, and later generations of disciples tried to learn as much as

possible of what had been remembered by heart and then passed it on to their disciples. And it
was only written down some four or five hundred years after the Buddha's own time. So for
four or five hundred years there was purely oral tradition. And of course they weren't simply
remembered, they were also - still orally - analysing and classifying and arranging the
teachings so that when they did come to be written down they were already arranged and
organized. For instance, there were a number of, as it were, formal discourses given by the
Buddha and some of these were rather long discourses, others were of medium length, so by
the time the oral tradition came to be written down the disciples had already sorted out, for
instance, long discourses from short discourses. So there was a whole collection, an oral
collection, of long discourses which we now call the Digha Nikaya, the "long collection" in
Pali, and another collection of medium length discourses which we now call the Majjhima
Nikaya in Pali, and in the same way some short teachings were collected and arranged under
different headings according to subject, giving us eventually what is called the Samyutta
Nikaya, translated as the "kindred sayings", kindred sayings on a particular topic, sayings on
the same topic. So in this way, during that period of oral transmission, teachings were being
arranged, classified, sifted, organized into what eventually became books when they were
written down. So there was an immense amount of activity of this sort going on, and monks
were constantly, apparently, meeting together and comparing what they knew, what they
remembered, and tried to pool their resources, pool their recollections, generation by
generation. And of course there were differences. People didn't always remember things in
quite the same way. In fact the Buddha himself might have given a slightly different version
or presentation of the teaching to different people at different times, so they also had to
compare these differences. Sometimes teachings might have been dropped, or particular
versions might have bean dropped. We do have different versions of the same teaching, in
some cases several different versions of the same teaching, all surviving in the existing
Buddhist scriptures. And some scholars of course believe that the monks added little bits of
[3] their own, sometimes explanatory to make the Buddha's own words clearer, but
sometimes it may be the monks or the disciples thought "Well, the Buddha must have said
this or he must have made that particular point," so they included it. This is of course what
modern Western scholars believe. In the East of course, traditionally, every word of the
scriptures that is attributed to the Buddha is believed to have been uttered by the Buddha
himself. But notwithstanding that, we can see that, to take for instance the Pali canon, this
particular collection - or this particular version does contain material which seems closer to
the original sources, closer to the Buddha's own day, closer to the Buddha himself, than other
material. And the Sutta Nipata is one of those books which as far as we can tell is very close
indeed to the Buddha's own teaching, to the Buddha's own words.
This is not to say that the Sutta Nipata itself is completely uniform. Some parts even of the
Sutta Nipata seem older than others. One part, in fact - not the part we are going to study this
week - is so old that it is actually quoted from and referred to by other parts of the scriptures
themselves, and there is even a commentary on it also included in the scriptures, which is
rather interesting. As for where the Sutta Nipata comes in the scriptures, it is part of the Pali
canon. Perhaps I should explain that the Buddha had encouraged people to learn his teaching
in their own language or their own dialect. He was once asked whether his teaching should
not be translated into Sanskrit - this was during his own lifetime - and he said, "No. Let
everyone learn the teaching in his or her own dialect." So he himself seems to have spoken in
different dialects according to where he was in India where he was teaching. And after his
death there were different traditions, different linguistic traditions, of the teaching. There was
one in the language which we now call Pali - though strictly speaking there is no such thing as

the Pali language. There was another tradition in Sanskrit, another in Apabhramsa, another
one in a language called Pisacha. And different schools transmitted the teachings - first of all
orally than as literary traditions - in these different dialects. Now the only complete collection
of these early teachings which we have is the one which has come down in Pali. We only
have fragments of the Sanskrit one. I'm leaving aside the Mahayana sutras, which came later.
We have only fragments of the Sanskrit version of the early teaching, in Sanskrit together
with some translations in Tibetan and Chinese. We have very, very little either in the original
languages or in translation of either the Pisacha or the Apabhramsa linguistic traditions.
So it is important to remember that the Pali canon, which has been edited and translated into
English by the Pali Text Society, represents only a section of that whole vast literature which
was of course originally purely oral tradition. So the Sutta Nipata belongs to that, to the Pali
canon. The Pali canon consists of three great collections. I don't know if you know all this,
you probably do. [4] There was the collection of Vinaya, which is roughly speaking rules for
the monks. We will talk about expressions like monks in a minute. Rules for the monks,
though it is very much more than that. It also contains quite a lot of information about the
Buddha and the history of his whole movement and gives various teachings. So there is the
Vinaya Pitaka, the Collection of Discipline or Basket of Discipline. Then there is the Sutta
Pitaka, or the Collection of Discourses. Sutta means simply a thread. So it is the thread which
goes through a whole sort of talk making it as it were a single uniform lecture if you like. So
this is the sutta, the discourse, and the Sutta Pitaka contains five what are called nikayas. First
of all comes the nikaya or collection of long discourses that I talked about, the Digha Nikaya.
Then there is a collection of medium length discourses. Then there is a collection of
discourses all on the same subject. That's the Samyutta Nikaya. Then there is a collection of
discourses on first of all one thing, then two things, then three things like the Three Jewels,
the Four Noble Truths, and so on. Each chapter going up one, "anga+uttara", so "one higher"
it is called, the one higher collection, the collection that goes up one at a time, one to two, two
to three, I think it goes up to eleven or twelve. Then there is a collection which is called the
Khuddaka Nikaya. Khuddaka means small. It was small originally but it grew. Material that
couldn't be included apparently under the other headings, including some very early and some
very late material, was all included in this Khuddaka Nikaya which is sometimes called the
miscellaneous nikaya. There are fourteen works in this, among them the Dhammapada, the
Udana, the Itivuttaka, the Jatakas, the Apadanas, and this Sutta Nipata. So this is where the
Sutta Nipata comes in the canon. It's one of the books of the Khuddaka Nikaya of the Sutta
Pitaka of the Pali canon. And then you've got the third pitaka, the Abhidhamma Pitaka, which
is regarded by most scholars as an elaboration by the later disciples of certain aspects of the
Buddha's original teaching. That's in seven great books. So this is the Pali canon, sometimes
called the Tripitaka, or Tipitaka, the "three baskets" or "three collections".
So is that pretty clear? have you got some idea now where you stand with regard to the Sutta
Nipata?
Vimalamitra: It comes in the fourth book.
S: It comes in the second pitaka and in the fifth collection of that pitaka, the fifth nikaya, the
Khuddaka Nikaya. You will find all these facts set out, you know, in quite a number of texts
on Buddhism. But the main idea to get is the oral tradition becoming a literary tradition, yes,
and that oral and literary tradition having varying linguistic forms, so that you get different
recensions of the teaching and different versions of the teaching.[5]

Devamitra: What happened to the Apabhramsa and the Pisacha?
S: There were a few bits and pieces translated in the Chinese canon, but we don't seem to
have any originals at all.
Devamitra: Is there any possibility that they were not actually written down?
S: They seem to have been written down, at least partly. There does seem to have been a
general writing down from about the first century BC to the first century AD as literacy
became more widespread and as writing lost its secular association. Some things were never
written down. There is a belief - I refer to this in the Survey [A Survey of Buddhism,
transcriber.]: the more exoteric the teaching the sooner it was written down, the more highly
valued it was the less eager people were to write it down, so that a lot was written down later
not because it was composed later but because it was regarded as more esoteric and therefore
committed to writing much less eagerly.
Devamitra: So that would infer that the Mahayana sutras... (inaudible)
S: Were there as oral and spiritual tradition. (Devamitra: from the beginning?) at least in
principle. This is what I have argued in the Survey, not necessarily in that particular form but
certainly in principle, and the literary sacred writings were written to represent successive
literary deposits from an existing oral tradition, but that can't be argued too strictly, as it were.
No doubt some works were, in a sense, almost written, but there was a background of oral
tradition to everything.
Dick: Are there any schools or traditions which claim to still pass on teachings which still
haven't been written down?
S: Oh yes, especially as regards the various Vajrayana traditions. I mean there are quite a
number of spiritual practices which still haven't been written down but (are) very often
variants upon, you know, well known practices. But this also raises a very important question:
can anything in fact be written down? You see what I mean by this? Can a teaching be written
down? Well we have all these scriptures, words of the Buddha, in languages written down,
but the question arises can a teaching be written down? What is the value of the written, the
place of the written, as distinct from the spoken word? What is the difference between the
spoken word and the written word? This is a very important question.
Devamitra: The spoken word is directly individual.
S: The spoken word is direct to the individual. You always speak to a particular person or
persons. But what value has that, what significance has that?[6]
Chintamani: You make the point in the Door of Liberation seminar that really all the
scriptures are records of the precepts given to the disciples.
Ratnapani: So the words would be appropriate to that person or persons.
S: Yes, right.

Ratnapani: But they might be inappropriate to others.
S: The Buddha didn't as it were speak in a vacuum. He spoke in the context of a very concrete
situation, a situation which consisted of himself and another person or persons, including any
difficulties or problems that that other person or persons might have had. And the teaching, or
at least the form of the teaching, the way in which he put things, was directed to that, directed
to that particular person or persons and the particular situation in which they were. So all
teaching is sort of specific teaching. There are teachings which are applicable to a large
number of people, inasmuch as those people have a certain situation in common. But there
are other teachings which are very specific to certain individuals and perhaps even only to
them. This is why people find, reading through Buddhist texts - let's try and avoid the word
scriptures - reading through the Buddhist texts, very often they feel that this does not in any
way concern me at all, this is not aimed at me or directed to me or addressed to me. They
might feel that on a certain occasion, but on some other occasion they might read through the
same text, the same words, and feel that that really does apply to me, that really hits the nail
right on the head so far as I am concerned at this particular moment. So it becomes very
important to realize that the Buddha's teaching was originally a sort of oral communication,
and that we're, as it were, when we read the scriptures, simply overhearing, overhearing what
the Buddha says to other people. In a sense to us but to us only to the extent that we are in, or
put ourselves in, the same situation as the people he was actually addressing. And sometimes
we may be in that situation, with regard to a particular text, and at other times not. So
sometimes it is relevant, sometimes it isn't. There may be certain portions of the Buddhist
texts which are never relevant to us and will never be relevant. There may be other portions
which are relevant to us for much of the time, or other portions that we find relevant on
certain special occasions, when we are in certain special situations.
Vimalamitra: Then it is very much back to the words and teachings of the Buddha. He is
expressing that state, that higher state, the Dharma itself.
S: It's not only that. It is not only a question of, say, listening to the words of the Buddha and
then passing them on, repeating them, but one does try to understand, one does try to practise,
so later generations of disciples not only had their [7] recollections of the words of the
Buddha; they also had their own experience from which they could speak, so that they can
reproduce the words of the Buddha but out of their own experience. They can also say, "Well
this is what the Buddha means," to make it clearer. And that when written down becomes
commentary. And then of course you can have another generation who has, you know, to
whom the words of the Buddha have been handed on, recollect the words of the Buddha,
recollect the explanations of previous teachers, and then add from their own experience
further comments. These are called tikas. You have got texts then commentary, which is
?pakasana, and then notes on commentaries, which are tikas, and then you have got anutikas,
notes on notes, and in this way it goes on, in this way you build up a tradition and you build
up a school. But where a school tends to harden and ossify is when it, when you reach a later
generation which remembers all that has been said, or has read all that has been said, but has
got no personal experience of it, to fall back upon explaining it to the next generation of
disciples. It then becomes merely a scholastic and bookish tradition.
Dave: They can't speak from their own experience.
S: They can't speak from their own experience. And of course when the tradition has

continued for many generations the situation may be very different, and some teachers may
feel that the whole teaching needs to be recast, to be put in a different form. And then, relying
to a greater or lesser extent on the existing tradition whether oral, oral or literary, and
speaking very much from their own experience, they just give the teaching a new form
according to the actual immediate needs of their disciples. They might, for instance, feel that
the whole of the Abhidhamma is totally irrelevant to their disciples, so they might not talk
about the Abhidhamma or the Abhidhamma teaching at all. They might talk directly from
their own experience once again, just as the Buddha did, virtually ignoring the Buddhist
tradition in a sense, though they are very much in touch with the essence of it through their
own experience. This is what many of the Tantric teachers did and also many of the Zen
masters: they just take from the existing tradition whatever they need for their own purposes.
They don't try to sort of carry on and teach it, communicate it systematically as a whole. In
any case, by this time there is so much of it. By this time there are so many scriptures, so
many schools, so many commentaries. Are you going to expect the unfortunate disciple to
have to master them all? No, you have to select a few texts, a few teachings, and present those
to him in the light of your own experience and illuminated by the light of your own
experience.
This is more or less what the Buddha did himself. He ignored all the existing religious
traditions. He didn't quote from [8] the Vedas or anything of that sort. He spoke entirely from
his own experience. So some later Buddhist teachers sometimes do that. This is why the Zen
people say "A special transmission outside the scriptures". A transmission from what the Zen
master has himself experienced without overt reference to the scriptures, though the essence
of what he says is very much in accordance with the essence of the scriptures because the Zen
master is also Enlightened or has a measure of Enlightenment. So you see the situation? You
see how things develop and how they go on?
Chintamani: ... rehash ... going back to the Buddha's first words... a kind of re-commentary...
(largely inaudible)
S: Are there any queries on all that before we actually come to the text?
Dick: In what way are the scriptures relevant to us today?
S: What does one mean by relevant?
Dick: Thinking in terms of a sort of living tradition, you know, Buddhism.
S: You mean what do we get out of them?
Dick: No, not so much that, but like the directness of the Zen master who re-communicates
the essence of the Dharma...
S: Well it is as I said. It is overhearing. You overhear the Buddha communicating, yes? And
to the extent that you've got something in common with the disciple that the Buddha is
communicating with, to that extent he communicates with you. But if you are too different
from that disciple then nothing comes across to you. The Buddha, as it were, is not speaking
to you. Also, in a way, the more individual the utterance the less relevant to other individuals,
in a way, though sometimes, in a paradoxical fashion, the more individual the more relevant,

or the more individual the more universal. The chances are that if, say, the Buddha, or any
teacher, said something to a particular person which is absolutely specific to that person and
his sort of specific needs, the chances are that that will ring a bell for a lot of other people too,
provided there is no element in that which depends upon merely accidental things, like the
accidents of the historical situation. So the more you speak to one person the more you speak
to all. So when the Buddha is really able to speak to one person - and sometimes you can
speak to a number of people as to one person - the more the Buddha is speaking to one person
the more he is speaking to everybody. If you give a very generalized discourse which is more
or less applicable to everybody, well, it doesn't apply very much to each individual, but if you
speak, as it were, to one person well everybody gets quite a lot from it very often. It might
even be that everyone feels that you are speaking [9] just to him, just to her.
Devamitra: Could you say it also the other way round? Like if somebody really sees
something in themselves and is able to communicate that experience, like for instance
Chintamani's article, especially the first one, which arose very much out of his experience but
it applied to about every other man that I knew to certainly some extent.
S: Because the individual is as it were common. That in a sense is a contradiction in terms,
but that is as it were the situation. When you speak for yourself you speak for all, if you speak
truly for yourself. The more in contact you are with your own experience the more you are in
contact with the experience of all, at least the experience of all who are roughly in the same
situation as yourself. If you speak as a man then what you say will arouse an echo in the heart
of every other man.
But I think, to get back to this really fundamental issue, it is important to remember that all
the scriptures are a record of the Buddha's communication with other human beings, and one
must also remember the purpose of that communication. Well, what was the purpose of that
communication? Why did the Buddha bother to communicate? Why didn't he go on sitting
under the bodhi tree, as he was if fact tempted to, apparently? Why did he speak? Why did he
communicate? What was the purpose of the communication?
Devamitra: To try and communicate the Enlightenment experience.
S: But can one communicate the Enlightenment experience just like that? Well it depends on
how prepared the other person is. It isn't that you literally communicate something in the
sense of handing it over, but depending on the receptivity and sensitivity of the other person
something of the Buddha himself was able to as it were rub off onto them. You mustn't think
of the Buddha trying to communicate his Enlightenment experience as though that was
something distinct from himself, as though that was something he had. No, the Enlightenment
experience was not different from the Buddha himself. The Buddha was Enlightened. The
Buddha was the Enlightened One. The Buddha was the Buddha. So in a sense he was trying
to communicate himself. He wasn't trying to communicate anything, he was just trying to
communicate. So in a sense there is no Dharma apart from the Buddha. The Buddha is the
Dharma. There is no such thing as Buddhism, there is only Buddhists. So the Dharma arises
and the scriptures arise out of the Buddha's attempts to communicate, out of the attempt of the
Enlightened to communicate with the unenlightened. If the Enlightened are Enlightened what
else can they communicate except their Enlightenment? They haven't got anything else. Just
as when you're unenlightened, well, what else can you communicate except your
unenlightenment. If you are ignorant what else can you communicate except your ignorance?

If you are a mixture of the two in varying degrees, what else can you communicate [10]
except that mixture?
So the Buddha communicated because in a sense he couldn't help communicating. It was his
nature to communicate. It's the nature of the Enlightenment experience to share itself with
others. It's the nature of light to illumine. So he went about talking to people. Or not talking to
people. Sometimes communicating in silence. That too he did.
So there isn't a Dharma separate from you which you have to communicate. You can only
communicate yourself, and you communicate the Dharma to the extent you have absorbed the
Dharma, become one with the Dharma. If you just learned it in the sense of, you know,
reading it all up in a book, well, you can certainly pass on that information, but it is no more
than that, a passing on of information, not a communicating, not a teaching, not a sharing of
the Dharma.
Phil: So in a sense it is not being outside yourself alone.
S: In a sense not, nor nothing outside yourself that you can communicate. Not really
communicate. Well you can hand somebody a copy of the telephone directory but that isn't
communication. In the same way you can hand them a copy of the Buddhist scriptures, but
that also isn't communication. You can only communicate yourself actually. When, you
know, you hand somebody a copy of the scriptures and they read, well, they certainly get
something out of that, you get something out of that when you read, but you get something
out of second or third hand the Buddha's communication of himself to others or their
communication of themselves to him.
Devamitra: Well then, for a practising Buddhist the most appropriate way of spreading the
Dharma is by communicating yourself.
S: By communicating yourself and also on the condition that you are keeping up your own
practice. You need not even talk about your practice, though very often it will come round to
that. Someone may want to know what makes you the way that you are and then you will to
just blush and say, "Well I meditate every day." Yes? It's like if someone sees you fine and
healthy, you know, they might say, "Why are you so healthy?" and then you might say, "Well
I do yoga every day," or "I go for a run every day," or whatever. In the same way if someone
says, "Well you're always so peaceful, so happy, never seem to have any troubles, how is
that?" Well then you can say, "Well it's because I meditate every day," or `I try to do this," or
"I try to do that," and to give it all a sort of name, a collective identity. This is what we call
Buddhism or what we call the Dharma, and this is what I am trying to practise. This is what I
am trying to get into. But otherwise what one very often sees is, you know, some professor at
a university with all the texts, all the dictionaries, all the [11] words, and he is completely
remote from it in his life. He just passes on the information to his pupils. That's got nothing to
do with the transmission of the Dharma.
And such people very often, you know, look down on the poor simpleton who actually
believes in Buddhism and tries to practise it. So, also, there is the suggestion here that there is
no Dharma without Sangha, because the Dharma is what arises when there is communication
between two people, one of whom is Enlightened (and) the other not, or one of them is more
Enlightened than the other as it were. So when you come into contact, when you

communicate, when you clash even, well, the Dharma is the spark that is produced. And it
isn't even anything very abstract, but if you really sincerely and earnestly try and
communicate with some other person with complete honesty and authenticity, something
genuine will arise out of that, and that is Dharma. You have communicated. Sometimes it is
difficult to say whether you have communicated to him, or he has communicated to you. The
flash sort of happens as it were when you come together, it's sort of sparked off
simultaneously, so you can't even say who has communicated to whom.
Devamitra: Does that imply that a certain degree of self-transcendence is present?
S: Yes indeed. So also the communication of the Dharma in this sort of way is connected with
non-ego, with anatta, with the Void. You can also say no communication without sunyata, in
a sense, and therefore no communication without karuna, compassion.
Dick: It's relevant to the community... or something to be sorted out which is a need, or
something which arises in response to the need...
S: Yes. So it is very important to get back to the oral communication, and the Dharma in the
context of oral communication, or the Dharma as oral communication. When you are really
trying to communicate with some other person on matters of what one night describe as of
ultimate concern, then whatever arises between you is, one may say, Dharma; whatever sort
of knowledge and understanding you arrive at out of that communication. You can't really
communicate with another person without going outside yourself or going out of yourself to a
certain extent. At the same time, paradoxically, you are more yourself than ever, because the
Buddhist scriptures are not only a record of Buddhist texts, not only a record of what the
Buddha said, but also what the Buddha did, you know. We mustn't forget that. Action also
speaks, and when we come on now to the first sutta in this particular chapter we find that
there is a description in part of what the Buddha did, or what the Buddha-to-be did, before the
actual Enlightenment.
Devamitra: If two people really are in communication with one another, and to that extent
have attained a certain degree of self-transcendence, that therefore must be a transcendental
experience, yes? (S: Yes.) ....that would imply the arising of vipassana in that [12] situation,
which would imply that that was shared by each of the two people in communication.
S: Yes.
Devamitra: They have the same experience... (S: All in a manner of speaking) ...in a manner
(laughter) of speaking? Could you say a little more?
S: Well doesn't one know from one's own experience? I mean what happened?
Devamitra: Well I mean, for instance, I felt to be at times in very deep communication with
somebody else. It's not that I'm accustomed to equate the idea of vipassana with that.
S: Well vipassana can arise in different situations. One mustn't associate vipassana only with
formal meditation in the sense of sitting meditation, and many Zen disciples gained flashes of
Enlightenment, or even Enlightenment itself, in the course of their inter-communication sometimes quite violently - with their masters. So this is a situation - if it is of sufficient

intensity - in which a flash of insight can arise, but also it can be very quickly and easily lost.
I mean these are just as it were flashes of insight, very momentary glimpses, and if there is
not a firm and solid basis, the sort of basis that in the context of meditation is provided by the
samatha practice and experience, then, you know, those sparks or flashes of insight will not
be retained at all. They may not even be remembered, not for very long. So you have got to
have a solid basis as it were, to change the metaphor, in which they can take root and grow.
But if you have had an experience, a real experience of this kind of insight arising, you know,
in dependence upon or within the context of your communication with another person, and if
there is a sort of solid basis within you of a high level positivity, whether deriving from your
meditation or from other sources, then you will not lose that flash of insight, you will not
forget it.
Devamitra: But it could say happen that in a situation that that would be... where that mutual
self-transcendence was reached, that one person could have that basis and the other not, and
therefore it would become a permanent thing for the one person but not for the other.
S: This is also possible. Just as, for instance, two people sitting and meditating in the same
room: both get flashes of insight, one may have a very solid basis of samatha experience and
is able to as it were retain and absorb the insight so that it does modify his whole being. The
other, though having in a sense that same experience, may not have that same basis of
samatha experience and therefore may lose it.
Dave: Is samatha an experience?[13]
S: No, samatha means calm in the sense of the dhyana experiences, which are higher levels of
consciousness, the four dhyanas especially, but which fall short of actual insight.
Chintamani: So extending this out into the spiritual career this perhaps corresponds to the
Path of Vision and the Path of Transformation, that the samatha might be transformation
and...
S: No, No. It's the insight which sort of sparks off the Path of Transformation. The Path of
Transformation is the working out of insight on different levels. But in order to get up to a
sufficiently powerful insight that will have that practical effect you need the strong basis of
samatha. You don't normally get up to an effective insight without a very strong backing as it
were of the energy of the samatha.
Chintamani: So samatha, insight, then transformation?
S: Yes. So therefore you get for instance the sort of standard arrangement, sila the disciplinary
foundation, then the samadhi in the sense of mundane samadhi, samatha. Then insight, then
the extension of that insight into the different levels and aspects of one's being backed up of
course by the energy deriving from the samatha, and in that way one's whole being eventually
becomes transformed. So in that way, to put it technically, sila, samadhi, prajna, prajna, sila,
samadhi.
Chintamani: And so on and so on and so on?
S: Yes, until the whole process is complete. In other words - you are familiar with this triad of

sila, samadhi, prajna; ethics, meditation, and wisdom - if you follow the Path of Regular
Steps first of all you practise ethics, you observe the precepts, where you purify yourself to
some extent on the basis of an intellectual conviction, as it were, of what it is all about.
Practise the precepts. Then on the basis of the practice of the precepts you practise meditation
and samadhi, you experience the dhyana states, so you experience the states of
superconsciousness, you have samatha experience. Then on the basis of that you develop
wisdom, which is a higher or stronger form of insight. Then as a result of that insight all
practical life starts being transformed. In other words your sila, your observance of the
precepts, becomes natural and spontaneous, and then your whole mind is transformed and
your meditation becomes, as it were, spontaneous and natural, a flow, not something you have
to do. So in this way you have sila, samadhi, prajna, then prajna, sila, samadhi, or if you like
sila, samadhi, prajna, sila, samadhi. So the first three comprise... all three can be, you know,
each set of three can be subdivided into eight, giving you the Eightfold Path. And in this way
you get the mundane Eightfold Path, which is [14] prior to your attainment of insight and the
transcendental Eightfold Path, which is subsequent to your attainment of insight. Do you get
this? I've dealt with it in the Survey actually, and there is a chart which we worked out some
years ago and which should be available for all these correlations. Anyway, I hope we haven't
got too far off, or too far away from the beaten track. May be we should come back now to
the Sutta Nipata after that rather extensive introduction. I think you will find that it won't
have been wasted. We will go round the circle reading a few verses at a time and then talking
about them, commenting upon them. So can Ratnapani start, those first four lines.
The Going Forth. Pabbajja Sutta
Ananda: "I'll sing the going forth
Such as the seer went forth,
Such as, on studying,
He chose for going forth:"
S: Why Ananda?
Dick: Couldn't you call him the mouthpiece of tradition?
S: He is the mouthpiece of tradition. Ananda is supposed to be speaking. This is supposed to
be Ananda's recollection. According to one account, after the Buddha's parinirvana the
disciples - that is what we can only call (them) for the time being, the monk disciples - were
gathered together at Rajagriha in a cave, and they recited the Buddha's teachings, and Ananda
took the lead. Ananda said, "On such an such occasion this is what I heard the Buddha say."
He recited it and they recited it after him, and in this way they learned from him whatever he
knew. This is how all Buddhist suttas or sutras traditionally begin, with "evam me suttam" in
Pali. That is "Thus have I heard." This is supposed to be Ananda, the mouthpiece of tradition,
speaking. "This is what I have heard from the Buddha" or "This is what I have heard the
Buddha say," indicating that it was originally an oral tradition. So Ananda is supposed to say:
"I'll sing the going forth
Such as the seer went forth,
Such as, on studying,
He chose for going forth:"
Now this word for going forth is pabbajja, and this is a very important word and a very

important idea, in fact a very important institution, this going forth. Has anyone got any idea
of what it is all about? Pabbajja, going forth.[15]
Dave: It is about the Buddha going forth, getting on his horse and riding out?
S: Yes, this is what we are concerned with here, and the Buddha is clearly observing a
preexisting tradition or pattern, or doing something that others have done before. It is a well
known sort of thing, and scholars have pointed out that in India about the time of the Buddha,
in fact from before the time of the Buddha, you had this quite interesting social and spiritual
phenomenon of people just leaving home and just wandering about, getting fed up with life at
home and just going forth and just wandering from place to place, some of them looking for a
teaching, looking for a new way of life, a different way of life from the old way. They usually
depended upon alms. They went from place to place, they had begging bowls, and they just
used to be supported by the local people wherever they went. So these were called those who
had gone forth, pabbajitas. So pabbajja was this giving up of the home life, leaving your
parents, leaving your wife if you had one, leaving your children if you had children, giving up
your domestic responsibilities your civic obligations, cutting yourself off from your group,
your tribe, your clan, your country, and just going forth; putting on a yellow robe, shaving off
your hair, shaving off your beard, and going from place to place begging for food, living on
alms, looking for a teacher, looking for a teaching, looking for a new way of life. So this was
a very common phenomenon in the India of the Buddha's day, and had been apparently for at
least a few generations. So you mustn't think in terms of people wanting to become monks.
This completely falsifies the whole picture. What happened was that certain people, even
large numbers of people, got fed up with living at home, got fed up with the domestic life, the
traditional domestic way of life, and just left it all and went forth and wandered.
So this presupposes several things. To begin with it presupposes a certain set of economic
circumstances which will enable them to do that. Northern India at that time must have been
relatively prosperous to be able to support quite a few thousand of these people who were just
wandering around, who were not productive in any way, who were not working, who were
not producing food, just wandering around, looking for a new and different way of life.
Looking for a teaching, or even professing a teaching and gathering followers, because some
of these wanderers were better known than others and who had arrived at certain conclusions
of their own and were gathering other wanderers, other people, who had gone forth around
them, and becoming teachers and gurus and forming groups and forming sanghas. So this was
the situation at the Buddha's time. And this is what we find the Buddha doing, and this is
what Ananda is describing. In other words, in this chapter we go right back to the beginning,
the Buddha's leaving home, or the future Buddha's leaving home. This is where it all started.
The Buddha getting fed up with his home life. The Buddha going forth as hundreds and
thousands of other young men of his day and just before had gone forth, [16] disillusioned
with life at home. So therefore Ananda says:
"I'll sing the going forth
Such as the seer went forth,
Such as, on studying,
He chose for going forth:"
Ananda says, "I'll sing". It is not exactly sing in the original. It is more like praise, hymn: "I'll
hymn the going forth such as the seer went forth."

The word for seer is "cakkhuma", the one who possesses the eye, the one who sees, and
sometimes it is said that the Buddha is the one who sees. This is a title given to the Buddha
after his Enlightenment. The one who sees, the one who possesses the eye, the one, or the
individual, with an eye, as if to suggest that others don't have eyes, others don't see. So why
do you think this is? Why do you think the Buddha was given this particular title? Why was
the Buddha said to see whereas others didn't see.
Vimalamitra: Because he had insight.
S: Because he had insight, he saw the truth as it were. So this is one of the titles of the
Buddha. You will find - in Pali and Sanskrit - that there are many titles of the Buddha. We
tend to use just a few: the Buddha, or Bhagavan, or Tathagata, but there are many others in
the Pali and Sanskrit scriptures and this is one of them: cakkhuma, the one who sees, the one
who possesses the eye, the eye of vision. So:
"I'll sing the going forth
Such as the seer went forth,
Such as, on studying,
he chose for going forth:"
So he studied the situation. It wasn't just a matter of impulse. Not only did he study the
situation; he chose to go forth. It was the result of a deliberate decision. And then, why does
he go forth? He gives his reasons, or is represented as giving his reasons. So let's read about
those now, that whole passage. The Buddha is represented as saying what?[16(a)]
Phil: "Cramped is this life at home,
Dusty indeed its sphere;
Open the going forth!"
He saw this and went forth.
Gone forth, he wholly shunned
In body evil deeds,
And rid of wrongful talk,
He cleansed his way of life.
Came to Giribbaja
The Wakened One, besprent
With all the noble signs,
Seeking in Magadhan
Rajagaha for alms.
Him Bimbisara, in
His palace standing, saw
And marked those lofty signs,
And in this manner spake:
S: All right, let's go through that. So the next three lines give the Buddha's reflections. Why
the Buddha left home, why he went forth, and he is represented as saying or reflecting:[17]
"Cramped is this life at home,
Dusty indeed its sphere;
Open the going forth!"

Let me refer a bit to the original text to get the full meaning of that. It is not only cramped it is
bound, confined "is this life at home, Dusty indeed its sphere."
Dusty is "rajassa" which means... "rajas" is both dust and also passion, so sometimes it is
translated as the dust of passion. So one could render this "life at home is dusty, the sphere of
life at home is dusty" or "it is the abode of passion; it is where unskilful emotions are likely to
arise."
"Open the going forth!"
The word for "open" is abbhokaso, which means "open air". It is not just open; it is the open
air. So the Buddha says, in effect, that life at home is bound, limited, confined, it's dusty, you
are liable to unskilful emotions if you stay there. But the going forth is just like the open air.
The going forth is the open air, it's the open life. So you get the impression that the Buddha
felt that going forth as a sort of stepping out of a narrower sphere into a much wider sphere,
stepping out of a sort of claustrophobic situation into a situation which was infinitely
expansive, so that you felt free. Do you get this sort of impression? Again it isn't becoming a
monk in a narrow sort of ecclesiastical sense. So do you think this still holds good? Or what
parallels are there in our own experience and in our own lives? Is the life at home still dusty,
and what is the going forth? What does the going forth correspond to, or what corresponds to
the going forth?
Vimalamitra: Leaving behind all those bonds and constrictions, and going forth open-minded
into a new life.
S: And in practical terms?
Devamitra: Taking refuge.
S: Yes, Going for Refuge. This in a way comes later. This is the giving up of the past, the old,
whereas the Going for Refuge means the finding and the acceptance or the commitment of
oneself to the new, as it were, the New with a capital N. And this is why, to go ahead a bit, in
existing Buddhist traditions, the novice monk - what is now called the novice monk, which
really sounds completely wrong - is the one who has [18] gone forth. The so-called lower
ordination is the ceremony of going forth, and the so-called higher ordination is the ceremony
of the Going for Refuge and becoming a monk, as it is now called. But this doesn't
correspond very well to the actual original tradition and experience. Nowadays you can
become a little novice monk, you know, when you are quite young, even eight or nine, and
you would be led by your mother from home by the hand into the monastery, handed over to
the nice monks who would look after you, and your little head would be shaved and a little
yellow robe would be put on, and you'd take the precepts of a samanera, and you'd become a
novice monk; you'd become a sort of little Buddhist choirboy sometimes. So you see how far
it has got away from the original tradition, which is the going forth. It is the going forth of an
adult man, or young man, from all his previous ties, from the old claustrophobic situation,
going into a much more free and open life, a much more expansive life, taking a bit of a risk.
It is a bit of an adventure. So now it is just, you know, becoming a novice monk and a novice
monk is called a samanera who has taken pabbajja, who has gone forth, and when he is older,
when he is old enough, then he becomes a bhikkhu, he goes for Refuge as a bhikkhu, and he
takes upon himself the obligations of the bhikkhu, he becomes a monk. But here again it has

all become much too institutionalized, where the becoming a monk, the Going for Refuge,
should represent a wholehearted commitment. But in the Buddhist East nowadays it very
often isn't, because even the samanera, the lay person, goes for Refuge, but this is in a very
formal and external manner indeed.
The term for becoming a bhikkhu, by the way, is upasampada, which means full acceptance
into the sangha, into the spiritual community, which should mean in consequence upon your
total commitment. So in our own tradition, in the FWBO and in the Western Buddhist Order,
we have a sort of parallel here. This is why we have the private ordination and the public
ordination. The private ordination represents your going forth: you are leaving the old behind.
And the public ordination represents acceptance into the spiritual community, because having
given up the old, you now commit yourself to the new. You see the connection? So in a sense,
this is a rather distant parallel, in a sense when you take the private ordination you become a
novice monk and when you take the public ordination you become a bhikkhu. Not in the
current, later, as it were, ecclesiastical sense; when you take the private ordination, well, you
give up the old, and then you take the public ordination: you publicly open and accept the
new and are accepted into the spiritual community. Do you see the connection? You see the
significance of it all? So in a way the term upasaka is a bit misleading. [At the time of this
seminar, Order members were styled Upasakas and Upasikas, tr.] This is what it is in terms of
present-day Buddhist tradition in the East, but actually it means a going back to the old days.
So what about this going forth? Do you think going forth must be literal? In the Buddha's
case he literally walked out. [19] According to later traditions he left a beautiful palace and a
whole bevy of damsels and, you know, a wife and child and all the rest of it, but he walked
out. Whether he walked out of a palace, or whether he walked out of a mansion, he walked
out quite literally and he started walking on his own two bare feet, eventually at least, the
Indian roads. But how does that tie up with our experience? What about this literal going
forth? Must it be literal?
Ratnapani: It is a bit chilly in this country, for a start, and you would die of starvation before
very long as well.
S: But how can one be sure that one isn't just reading about it or thinking about it? How can
one know one is really going forth?
Vimalamitra: If one really feels... (inaudible) and it starts to change your life.
S: But how would it change?
Devamitra: Well, your whole way of living would be different. I mean you might be in the
same situation, your physical situation, but your lifestyle would be transformed.
S: But you couldn't probably remain in the same situation, you know, (for) very long, if you
really started changing.
Chintamani: I'm just thinking that this is the sort of a little situation that one can repeat,
because the tendency, I mean even in Buddhism, traditionally, is to become ossified, which
means settling back at home again, and so it is a constant little revolution.

S: Going forth isn't something that you do once and for all and then it is done with and then
you can settle down again afterwards; it is something, you know, that goes on all the time. It
should be a continuing experience of going forth.
Ratnapani: You go forth and stay out and that means constant effort, to actually stay out.
S: Yes, this is the danger of becoming a monk in the orthodox sense, because you think you
have gone forth because you are living in a monastery, wearing a yellow robe, and so you
settle down in the monastery. And it becomes a sort of second home and you're not ready to
go forth from that situation as you should be. So the going forth is really a continuing process,
even though the original going forth, when you left behind all those long-standing ties,
especially the ties with parents and home which are particularly strong, maybe that going
forth will have even more significance and be even more of a revolution than all of [20] the
subsequent goings forth. But still you must continue to go forth.
Aloka: Also remain open to change.
S: Yes. Not just change but to a more open situation. Something even more expanded and
expanding.
Phil: Is the monastic life what the Buddha intended or did he imagine something more
structural?
S: Again it depends what one means by monastic, but certainly in the modern sense one can
say, well, there is nothing of monasticism in that sense in the Buddha's early teaching. You
had these people who were wanderers, who had given up everything, and eventually they
came in contact with the Buddha and his teaching. They committed themselves to that, they
remained as wanderers, that remained their lifestyle, and within that lifestyle, within that
context, they, you know, practised the precepts, meditation, tried to develop insight and do
what they could for other people, communicated with one another, preserved the Buddha's
teaching, handed them on, taught their disciples, but it really distorts the whole picture when
we use words like monk, monastery, even religion, and so on. And this is what we are going
to be getting into when we study, on a later study seminar, Trevor Ling's book "The Buddha".
He goes into this in very great detail and in a very convincing sort of way. And we can see it
from texts like the Sutta Nipata; we come very close to the actual situation as it was in the
Buddha's own day, in the Buddha's own lifetime. So here you see the Buddha just going forth.
And he reflects:
"Cramped is this life at home,
Dusty indeed its sphere;
Open the going forth!"
The going forth is just like the open air. I mean domestic life in England is bad enough, but
probably in India it is even worse, because there are far more people living under the one
roof. You might have twenty or thirty, you don't have any privacy, you can't be by yourself
very easily, there are always people around you, always children, always babies, always
women. It is very difficult to get away to a quiet corner unless you go outside. So to a man
who wants to think, wants to reflect, wants a bit of time to himself, space to himself, it is a
very claustrophobic situation. So when you make your mind up to leave, to walk out, you just

find yourself in the open air; you know, just a few trees, and a few plants. You don't hear any
people speaking, there are no babies crying, no women shouting, no cattle lowing. You think
"good heavens, how free, how open, thank heavens, thank all the gods," you know, and you
walk forth so happily. That in itself is like an enlightenment almost: just to walk out of it all,
to feel so free.
And in those days in India [21] you could. India is a pretty big place and even now there are
some wide open spaces in India, but then it was even more so, you just left behind your
village, you heard the noises of the village growing fainter and fainter behind you. There is
just the vast forest all around you and you are just following the path through the forest and
there would be fruits growing on the trees. You would subsist in that way for a few days and
you'd know that if you carried on walking you would come to another little village sooner or
later, and they would feed you and you would walk on. So what a free life. You probably
wouldn't pass anybody, maybe the odd wanderer like yourself, or maybe the odd tradesman
just travelling from one village to another with his wares, maybe a king's representative, but
you would hardly meet anybody, no main road, no high roads really worth speaking of, just
these tracks through the jungle, just a few main roads connecting the big cities, but you'd
probably avoid those, and you would just have the forest all around you. The whole of
northern India practically was covered with forest called the Great Forest, the Mahabuna, so
you just walked out into that. You become completely free, just leaving everything behind. So
that's the sort of experience and this is the sort of experience that the Buddha had.
Dave: Why do you think it is that the wandering ascetics are looked up to in India, and yet
tramps in this country are looked down on.
S: Well, tramps in India are looked down on too, but people are very tolerant. What nowadays
are called sadhus in India - which correspond to the people who have gone forth though they
are Hindu and not Buddhist - there are all sorts. Some are simply beggars, no better than
tramps, but others may be highly spiritual people. So the Indians respect those who have gone
forth for, as it were, spiritual reasons, and he also thinks that you mustn't judge others. This
chap may look like a tramp to you, but you don't know, he may be a great yogi. Great yogis
are sometimes very unconventional in their behaviour. People know this, so even though a
wanderer, even though a sadhu, may look a real scamp people are never quite sure - it may be
some really holy man. We don't know so give him the benefit of the doubt. This is their usual
attitude. Or they may say, "Well it takes all sorts to make a world, we can spare a bit of food.
If he is a rascal what does it matter? Who does he harm? He only harms himself, never mind.
They don't feel all indignant or all outraged or want to call the police (laughter) or prosecute
him. They just don't bother all that much. "Well bad sadhus? That's the price we have to pay
for good sadhus, never mind, it doesn't matter." They are very tolerant usually in this sort of
way. So if in this country we had had traditionally, you know, quite holy men, friars and
others going around, and people looked up to them, then maybe we would tolerate the tramps
more than we do. You know, tolerate the tramps for the sake of the really holy wanderers.[22]
Vimalamitra: Perhaps in medieval England this country was very much like India.
S: It could have been, especially when the friars came, though they speedily got themselves a
rather bad reputation and were unfortunately, you know, abolished by King Henry VIII. But
you notice the transition here? I think this is the important thing, from a narrow confined
situation to the open unconfined situation. It is very important to keep that sense and that

feeling all the time, of going to a more and more open situation, into a wider and wider
context. We must be very careful not to lose that, especially when we get involved with the
so-called organizational activities. You can have your sense of openness and expansion even
in the midst of, you know, activity, but you must be very careful you don't gradually, with the
best of intentions, sort of tie yourself down in a negative way. This is quite a distinct thing
from accepting in a positive spirit a certain responsibility and discharging that faithfully over
a number of years. You can do that and, you know, still keep your sense of expansion, but
you must be careful to feel that you don't... careful that you don't feel that you are trapped in
that situation even though objectively it is quite a good one for you to be in. You must retain
your inner sense of freedom and expansion at least.
Vimalamitra: What happens if you do find yourself in that situation?
S: Well, you have to go forth in one way or another, either externally or internally or both.
Dick: Or you use the external to spark off the internal.
S: Yes, but if it is a situation, you know, the more expanded situation into which you walked
or into which you'd gone forth voluntarily, if you start finding that or seem to start finding
that a bit constricting, then you must ask yourself how has it all come about? Is there not
something in you which is making you feel that? You know, irrespective of the nature of the
situation objectively. But it important to maintain this sense of, you know, going forth, the
widening perspective.
Chintamani: Perhaps in this context of leaving home for us... be assured of success and
leaving home is when you don't know whether you are going to be successful or not.
S: And that too. You are able to leave home because you feel confident within yourself. You
are self-dependent. You are not dependent on the support that you usually get from home and
all that that represents.
Devamitra: I would have thought that a very good balance to feeling constricted in a situation
where you have, say, a number of responsibilities is just to insist and [23] make sure that you
do have, you know, your annual solitary retreat... or however frequently that is, whether for a
month, two months, three months, or however... I'm sure...
S: That's true, yes, because that again is a going forth. I have often said that it is a very good
sort of combination to have the periodic solitary retreat, or even just a retreat with a few other
people alternating with activity and responsibility within the context of a centre or community
and so on. I mean in this country externally you can't sort of go forth indefinitely. You have to
come back, but you come back not into as it were the preexisting situation but you come back
into a situation which you are helping to create, because the centre or community where you
are, you know, within which you function, should in itself be an expanding thing in all senses.
You are creating that so it is part of your process of expansion, but none the less you do need
to go forth even from that from time to time and be perhaps on your own or with just a very
few very like-minded people.
Vimalamitra: I've noticed that people are a bit cautious about taking a solitary retreat. It is
almost like they have got so much to do that they haven't got the time to go and be on their

own.
S: I think that one has to be very careful about that. If one really objectively weighs up the
situation and comes to the conclusion that you cannot be spared, well fair enough, but if you
have got so involved with organizational things that almost instinctively you shrink from the
idea of a solitary retreat, then you should be very, very careful. Sometimes your good friends
need to get together and almost forcibly relieve you of your responsibilities and pack you off
on a solitary retreat and see that you stay there for a month or two, if not longer.
Phil: The jungle that the wanderers went forth into, was it very dangerous, you know, full of
lions and tigers?
S: It seems not to have been all that dangerous. There is a belief or tradition that, you know,
wild animals don't harm holy men. You never hear... I don't off hand recollect any instance in
the Pali scriptures of any monk being attacked.
Ratnapani: Surely in the Udana there is a "nearly become a disciple" I think, and he got killed
by a bull or something.
S: That's right, a bull, a domestic animal, an animal that has some association with men. But
you don't hear of a monk being attacked by a lion. But there were lions around, or tigers, or
rhinoceroses. They had all these beasts, or even snakes. It is a bit odd. But you notice here,
and I want to emphasize this point, how far we are from a sort of formal "becoming a monk".
It is a going forth. It is a going forth from the narrower to the [24] wider context. It is a
process that we have to keep up all the time. We must have that sense of expansion all the
time because it isn't easy to reconcile that sometimes with, as it were, organizational
responsibility. But if one does have a periodic solitary retreat then one can get along pretty
well, and then one can return to the organizational situation with renewed zest and
enthusiasm and make that situation itself expansive. If you are, as it were, trapped within it
indefinitely it becomes less and less expansive, you become less and less expansive, and you
can, you know, make that situation less and less expansive. You can less and less make it
expansive. You see what I mean?
So what did the Buddha, or the future Buddha, do once he had gone forth? Gone forth, or
having gone forth, "he wholly shunned in body evil deeds".
And especially for the one who has gone forth the thing to be stressed above all is not doing
harm to other living beings - in other words the first precept.
"he wholly shunned in body evil deeds,"
He was not a source of harm or violence to any other living being, nor of course did he take
anything that didn't belong to him. And of course the one who has gone forth goes forth on
his own. He doesn't take his wife and children with him. Occasionally people did, there are
one or two references, but only one or two references, in the Pali scriptures, to married
pabbajitas, but this was of course before the Buddha's time and not within the context of the
Buddha's disciples. The Buddha apparently did not permit that. You went forth on your own
and you left your wife and family behind. If she wanted to go forth she could, but on her own
and in a different direction. (laughter) So:

"Gone forth, he wholly shunned
In body evil deeds,
And rid of wrongful talk,
He cleansed his way of life."
This is quite important: "He cleansed his way of life." And this is a literal translation, ajivam
parisodhayi - he cleansed his way of life, [25] he purified his lifestyle - which harks back to
what we were saying a little while ago about a change in lifestyle. But why do you think the
Buddha, or the future Buddha, or anyone who goes forth, hadn't done this before?
"Gone forth, he wholly shunned
In body evil deeds,"
Why didn't he shun evil deeds before? Did he have to go forth in order to be able to shun evil
deeds?
Vimalamitra: It is much easier when you are starting again.
S: It is as though the ordinary secular way of life inevitably involves you in certain evil deeds
or wrongful talk, and you can only shun those by disassociating yourself from the whole
situation.
Devamitra: But it also suggests a certain lack of vision too, and it also suggests a certain lack
of vision in a previous situation.
S: Yes, right. You'd no inspiration to shun those things, as it were. No reason.
Devamitra: And until that arises then there is nothing to push you.
S: You just feel yourself stagnating. Though at the same time you may be very busy but, you
know, in human terms, terms of the higher evolution, in spiritual terms, you are stagnating.
So:
"Gone forth, he wholly shunned
In body evil deeds,"
At last he had the opportunity to stop doing unskilful things that he had never been happy
with and he was able to get rid of wrongful talk. At home it was always talk about this, talk
about that, you know, all sorts of worldly talk about everyday, practical, mundane matters, all
sorts of useless talk and idle gossip. So he was rid of all that. He cleansed his way of life so
one can say. This really is the consequence of going forth: you are able to cleanse your way of
life. And in a way this is the proof that you have gone forth: your way of life is cleansed, you
don't do harm to other people, you don't do harm to other living beings, you don't
misappropriate, you don't waste your time in idle talk, you cleanse your whole way of life.
And of course, in the case of the one who had gone forth in the Buddha's day, he was not
allowed to - I won't say gain his livelihood, it is not quite like that - but he wasn't allowed to
support himself in certain ignoble ways. For instance, some wanderers in the Buddha's day,
since they were not living at home and cultivating their own fields for instance, or working in
any other way of that kind, they resorted to palmistry [26] and astrology, and as they passed

through the villages they just made a bit of money in that way and in that way supported
themselves, so this is regarded as improper by the Buddha for one who has gone forth. So in
the modern context if one goes forth very often one will still need to support oneself. So if
one does that then it must be strictly in accordance with right livelihood. So you can still be
following right livelihood and even be supporting yourself and be gone forth at the same
time. But that means a very careful choice of means of livelihood. And this is why, you know,
apparently in the Friends we are giving a lot of attention to this question of livelihood so that
as many people as possible can be, as it were, employed within the Friends on various
projects and be provided with the right means of livelihood or means of right livelihood,
preferably part-time so as to leave them time for quite a few other things as well. So:
"Gone forth, he wholly shunned
In body evil deeds,
And rid of wrongful talk,
He cleansed his way of life."
So the going forth produces all these changes. It gives you an opportunity to revolutionize
your whole way of life. This is what it means. You can make a fresh start, make a fresh
pattern, a new pattern, be a new man living in a new kind of way, though you haven't yet
committed yourself. But you're free to commit yourself.
(408) Came to Giribbaja
The Wakened One, besprent
With all the noble signs,
Seeking in Magadhan
Rajagaha for alms.
(409) Him Bimbisara, in
His palace standing, saw
And marked those lofty signs,
And in this manner spake:
This seems to introduce us to a little bit of ancient Indian geography. Have you any idea
where Magadhan was? Have you any idea where the Buddha was born? This will come in
towards the end of the chapter but let us mention it now.
Voice: Nepal.
S: Yes, in what is now Nepal - actually southern Nepal - very near the Indo-Nepalese border
at the place called Lumbini. So that was within Sakya territory, so he was born [27] among
the Sakyas at the foot of the Himalayas, and the Sakyans at that time seem to have
acknowledged the overlordship of the kingdom of Kosala which occupied roughly
north-western India up as far as Delhi. And the kingdom of Magadhan was in north-eastern
India, so you got these two great kingdoms in north-western and north-eastern India
practically side by side, and in the Buddha's day the great political question was which one
was going to swallow up the other. Each was becoming more and more powerful, each was
absorbing smaller kingdoms and republics, and Magadhan at that time was ruled by
Bimbisara and Kosala was ruled by Pasenajit. And after his Enlightenment the Buddha was in
contact with both of these rulers. Both, according to Buddhist tradition, became his disciples,
but Magadhan was the more important of the two - or at least eventually became the more

important of the two - and eventually the Magadhan empire as it became swallowed up
Kosala and all the other states and kingdoms, and by the time of Chandragupta and Ashoka
the Magadhan empire extended practically over the entire length and breadth of India.
Vimalamitra: So that's what Ashoka was the king of, Magadha?
S: Yes. He extended the frontiers even further by his conquest of Kalinga, but that of course
you may remember upset him very, very much, and as a result of that experience and seeing
all that slaughter, and repenting, he became a Buddhist, or at least a more sincere Buddhist
than he had been before. So that was the situation. Here you have the Buddha leaving home,
that is, leaving his family home among the Sakyans, coming down from the foothills of the
Himalayas or from the plains at the foot of the Himalayas, coming down south-east into the
kingdom of Magadhan and wandering from place to place; we are not given all the details.
Elsewhere in the scriptures we are given the details, you know, what happened to him during
those years, but this text comes straight on to his arriving at Rajagaha. Rajagaha was then the
capital of Magadhan. So in other words the Buddha has come down from his country, he has
left his own country. He is now in a foreign country really. He is in the kingdom of
Magadhan. He has come to the capital which is Rajagaha as it is now known. It is a very
interesting place. I have been there a number of times. I have described it by the way towards
the end of my memoirs. I expect some of you have read that description. There is this great
circle of hills with the old city of Rajagaha, or what is now the ruins of the old city in the
middle now overgrown with jungle. But in the Buddha's day that whole area was filled with a
very busy and popular city and the royal capital was there but it was moved to Patna. The
Buddha very often after his Enlightenment visited Rajagaha, and he sometimes used to stay
up on these mountain peaks, especially on the Vulture's Peak, where he is supposed to have
taught many disciples, and he had another vihara just outside the south gate which was the
famous Bamboo Grove vihara, the Veluvana vihara. He paid many visits. This [28]
apparently is his first visit. So:
"Came to Giribbaja." That is one of the peaks of, or rather mountains surrounding, Rajagaha.
"Came... the Wakened One." He is called the Wakened One in anticipation because he hasn't
yet gained Enlightenment. "... besprent with all the noble signs." What are these noble signs?
Do you know about these?
Voice: There are thirty-two.
S: Yes. Later traditions draw up a list, but they are the signs of a remarkable man, a man who
may go in a worldly or in a spiritual direction, these marks or signs. The list is quite a strange
assortment by this time. These marks or signs show that he is a very extraordinary man, a
mahapurisa, a great man. A superman. He is quite different from other people. What do you
think this is all about? One can't take these signs literally, in fact it is quite clear from some of
the texts that the Buddha didn't literally have all of these. For instance, elongated ear lobes,
webbed fingers, and quite strange things of that sort. So what do you think this tries to
convey? No one knows how it all started. There is no record in non-Buddhistic literature of
these signs.
Voice: (inaudible)
S: It is something of that kind, that there is something quite unusual, quite extraordinary

about him that later tradition tried to particularize in this list, which has been got from heaven
knows where, as signs of the superman. They are called mahapurisa laksana, signs of the
mahapurisa, which is quite literally the superman. So the Buddha was recognized as a
superman, and the superman could either turn in the worldly direction and become a great
ruler, or in the spiritual direction and become an Enlightened being, though the potentiality
for both was there. So anyone, any intelligent person, seeing the Buddha before even his
Enlightenment, could see here is an extraordinary man. And Bimbisara, the king of
Magadhan, then a young man about the same age as the Buddha, was by all accounts a very
extraordinary person himself. So the text says that when the future Buddha came to Giribbaja
- came to these hills surrounding Rajagaha, covered with all these noble signs and looking
very much the superman - when he came to the kingdom of Magadhan, when he came to the
city of Rajagaha for alms, Bimbisara standing in his palace saw him, saw those noble
characteristics, saw those signs as it were of the superman, and then he spoke. So you can
imagine the scene. The [29] Buddha comes in through the gate. As I mentioned Rajagaha is
surrounded by a circle of hills and there is an entrance into the area within these hills through
the openings between the different ranges and there were gates there and there were guards
there. So in the Buddha comes, walking along the streets begging, and apparently Bimbisara's
palace was in the middle of the town, in the middle of the city, he must have been standing at
a veranda or at an open window and looking out, well perhaps he often did that, just looked
out to see what everyone was doing and he saw this strange ascetic, this strange gone forth
figure just going around for alms from door to door, and he at once noticed that there was
something extraordinary about him. He wasn't an ordinary person. So this is the sort of scene
one must imagine. So what does he say? He says to the people surrounding him.
(410) Bimbisara: "Note ye, good sirs this man,
His beauty, majesty,
How fair and full his gait!
But plough's length far he looks
(411) With gaze cast down, alert;
Not from low clan his like!
King's messengers send out
And see where goes the monk."
S: Let's just consider that bit. "Note ye, good sirs, this man." He says to those around him,
"Just observe that man." So in view of these subsequent lists of characteristics it is rather
interesting what points Bimbisara draws attention to. First of all his beauty. I wonder what the
word for beauty here is. Let's just ... abhirupo, yes, of superior form, or one could say
beautiful, of lofty form. So this is the first thing that Bimbisara notices, his physical
perfection and then majesty. What do you think majesty conveys? Braha in Pali.
Voice: His air of nobility.
S: His air of nobility and dignity. "How fair and full his gait!" Just the way he walks, look! He
walks with a sort of majestic pace, "But plough's length far he looks with gaze cast down,
alert." [30] This is considered very proper for those who have gone forth. Even now in
Buddhist countries bhikkhus very often, as it were, imitate this sometimes in an artificial way.
You are supposed when you're walking not to look from side to side, just fix your eyes just
six or seven feet in front of you on the ground, but at the same time the Buddha or the future
Buddha looks alert. He doesn't - I mean just because he is keeping his eyes down - doesn't

look downcast or depressed. He is alert at the same time. So Bimbisara clearly impressed by
this figure. He says, "Look, look at that man! I mean look how handsome he is, how majestic
he is. Look at the way he walks, so noble, so majestic, and look how he keeps his eyes down,
at the same time he is alert he is wide awake."
Then what does he say? "Not from low clan his like!" He seems to come from a very superior
family. Seems to belong to a noble family. "King's messengers send out and see where goes
the monk. Follow him, see where he goes!" The word he uses is bhikkhu, which means one
who lives upon alms. It doesn't mean monk in the modern Western sense. So this is
something that is mentioned quite often in the Pali texts, the Buddha's physical appearance.
The Buddha is constantly referred to as extremely handsome, well spoken, well built, athletic,
dignified, majestic. You get all of these qualities brought out in the traditional figure of the
Buddha - the Buddha image. Do you think that this has got any particular significance? The
Buddha was apparently, the historical Buddha, was a person of this kind.
Vimalamitra: It suggests that he was a very healthy human being.
S: Yes, right. It very much suggests that. This as I said is mentioned throughout the Pali
scriptures. He is described, even by his enemies, as tall, well built, self-confident, powerful,
even handsome, dignified, measured in his speech, et cetera, all these sort of qualities, as
though, as you said, the Buddha was a healthy human being to begin with, even a perfect
human being on the ordinary human level, before there was even any question of
Enlightenment, in a way almost a sort or classical figure, classical in the Greek sense.
Chintamani: I also get this idea of a principle reflecting itself in the physical appearance.
S: Yes. You get the spiritual perfection, or at least the incipient spiritual perfection, as it were
reflecting itself on the physical level. This is quite important. I had a friend in Bombay many
years ago who was quite well known, and when I knew him he was quite well known as a
religious teacher, he had a little group of his own, and he told me how it all started. It is very
interesting. He started as a body builder, believe it or not. [31] He was a Parsi by birth. Parsi
means a follower of the Zoroastrian religion. There was a Parsi minority in Bombay. They
had all emigrated from Persia centuries ago. And as a young man, as an adolescent, he was
intensely interested in body building and weight lifting and weight training. He did this
practically all the time and he became very famous in Bombay. He was known as the Parsi
Apollo because by the time he was eighteen, nineteen, or twenty he had such a magnificent
figure, and he used to give exhibitions of classical poses on the stage and things of this sort,
and he was proud of his beautiful physique, et cetera. So he told me that one day he thought
to himself "Why stop with the body?" It is not just a question of physique, that's all right but
why stop there? And he started studying medicine. He thought it is not only important to have
a handsome well-built body; you've got to be healthy. And he wasn't attracted by allopathy.
He took up naturopathy and he studied anatomy, physiology, and all the rest of it on his own
and eventually became a naturopathic doctor, and a quite famous doctor. He was very well
known throughout India and was one of Mahatma Gandhi's two doctors, and he managed
several of Mahatma Gandhi's fasts. He has a nature cure clinic in Poona where Mahatma
Gandhi always used to stay when he was in that area and where I stayed myself a number of
times. So he became a famous nature cure doctor. Then he thought, "Well this isn't enough.
What about -in his terminology - the soul, what about the spirit?" So he took up yoga, he took
up meditation, and eventually became a yogi, and even that wasn't enough, and he used to go

even deeper and deeper into things, and by the time I met him he wasn't even satisfied with
being a yogi. He was very interested in Buddhism, especially sunyata and the Perfection of
Wisdom. He always wanted to go a bit beyond as it were, and so he told me that, "This was
my quest, from physical perfection to mental and emotional perfection, to spiritual
perfection." This is how it all started. Again by the time I knew him he was an enormous
bloated figure and he was no longer the Parsi Apollo, he was about fifty-five to sixty when I
knew him and I knew him over a number of years. I always used to stay with him in Bombay
and there would be framed photographs of himself as the Parsi Apollo in his younger days.
His wife would sometimes show me these and he - you would never recognize the same man
- he said, well, "I don't care about the physical side of things any more; I'm completely into
the spiritual side." I personally think that that is a bit of a mistake. He took no exercise. He
just sat on his seat the whole day getting stouter and stouter and talking about yoga and
meditation, and giving discourses and so on. Now he is in Delhi incidentally. I still hear from
him sometimes. But it is quite interesting this beginning of physical perfection then going on
gradually to the mental and even the spiritual perfection. It is not that you leave the one
behind and neglect it when you go on to the next in the scale, or up the scale as it were. I
think ideally one should be as perfect as possible on every level. So this is [32] why I say,
within the context of the Friends, I don't regard it as unspiritual if one is devoted to
developing a measure of physical perfection or developing one's physical health and strength.
I think this is, as it were, a sort of image, a sort of reflection, or should be a sort of image or
reflection, of a higher kind of perfection, and it bodies it forth on that particular level. So I
think by all means devote some time, some energy, to these things.
I think it is also good, even from a spiritual point of view, because if you are into things like
physical culture, and physical activity, even sports, it takes a lot of pressure off the emotional
side, especially your more neurotic emotional side. You notice that people who are never into
anything physical or into sports or games or anything of that sort have usually got far more
mental and emotional problems than those who aren't. Those who are physically healthy,
other factors being equal, tend to be mentally and emotionally healthy too. I think that is quite
important. So it is maybe no accident really that the Buddha did have this sort of appearance.
That he was handsome, that he did have a good physique, was dignified, he did impress the
people. It is very fortunate for Buddhism in a way, very fortunate for later Buddhists that the
Buddha was originally of this kind, that there was this image of perfection reflected even at
the physical level. All right, let's read on.
(412) Bidden, those messengers
Pursued hard after him:
"Where will he go?" they thought,
"Where will his dwelling be?"
(413) Faring from house to house,
Sense-warded, well restrained,
Swiftly he filled his bowl,
Mindful and self-possessed.
(414) His alms-round made, the sage
Turned from the city and
Ascended Pandava,
Here would his dwelling be.
(415) They saw him enter there,
Those messengers, and paused;

And one unto the king
Returned, relating thus:
S: Yes. So "Bidden, those messengers pursued hard after him." The king's messengers
followed after the future Buddha as he fared from house to house in [33] quest of alms.
"sense-warded". What do you think "sense-warded" means? Or guarding his senses?
Voice: Mindful?
S: Mindful with regard to the senses? What does that mean?
Voice: Guarding the gates of the senses?
S: Guarding the gates of the senses. Well what does that mean?
Aloka: Being aware of what he is doing.
S: Not only that. It means mindful with regard to the sense impressions that are coming in so
that they don't take you off your guard and cause you just to react involuntarily.
Voice: In a sense self-possessed.
S: Self-possessed. Yes. For instance, all the time impressions are coming in from the outside
world, but usually we react to them automatically, we just react. But if you are mindful you
experience certain sensations and you decide whether to react to them or not. So if you
decide, it isn't a reaction in the ordinary sense, but usually we don't decide because we are not
mindful. So one is supposed to be mindful of all the impressions coming in through the eye,
impressions coming in through the ear, in other words sight and sounds, and as it were just
stop and ask yourself, well, you know, am I going to react or not? Is it proper to react? Is it
skilful to react? Like someone, say, puts a glass of beer in front of you, well, your hand sort of
automatically goes out. You don't think, and you drink it. But if you're mindful you think,
well, here is a glass of beer, you know, you see the glass of beer, so is it the skilful thing to do
to drink it or not to drink it? You don't automatically drink it because it is there.
Vimalamitra: It is a bit like that at meal times at Sukhavati. You hear the bell and... (laughter)
S: Well, we know all about ringing bells and salivating dogs don't we? (laughter) But it
mustn't be that you see. It doesn't mean that you shouldn't eat. Or it doesn't mean that you
have got to become self conscious about it, but just be a bit mindful. I mean just watch the
sensations as they come, let there be a little break, a little interval. Don't react immediately
because that will mean automatic reflex action or reaction, and we are being bombarded with
these sorts of impressions all the time. So we just have to sort of allow ourselves to step back
from them and as it were decide which ones we are going to let through, you know, which
ones we are going to react to or rather respond to [34] and which we are not, which we are
going to keep out. Because in the Buddha's day it was much easier than it is nowadays,
especially for the one who had gone forth. Because there is not much harm in the blue sky,
white clouds, and the green trees, but if you are living in the city and every step there is, you
know, advertisements for this and advertisements for that, well, it is a very different sort of
situation; you need to practise this guarding of the senses very much more. If you could

possibly walk through the streets of London with your gaze fixed on the ground six feet ahead
of you it probably would be a very useful thing to do. Probably be even more useful to wear
blinkers like a horse (laughter) and shut out, you know, all the impressions. Sometimes we
are over fed with impressions aren't we? So many of them are coming in all the time, whereas
in the country it is a bit different. Well you do get impressions but they are much more of a
sameness and they are much calmer, they change less rapidly so there is less stimulation
therefore less craving. So this is warding the senses, or guarding the gates of the senses as it is
also called. Each sense is supposed to be like a gate, and you're supposed to stand at the side
of this gate and watch who comes in or who wants to come in. Not just to allow everyone in,
not allow every sense impression to enter into the mind and affect it. Keep it at a distance.
Just observe it and not react to it. Just see it or hear it or smell it as the case may be but don't
necessarily react. Even sort of accustom yourself to not reacting at all sometimes.
Chintamani: That is very difficult to, to... if an emotion comes up in response to something,
automatically it is not something one can rationalize and say, "I don't feel that," because it is
there.
S: But who says you shouldn't feel it, or says that you say that you don't feel it? You just have
to acknowledge that it is there but you don't act upon it.
Chintamani: Well yes, but it is still there.
S: If it is there, I suppose it is there, but the important thing is as it were don't look, if looking
is going to give rise to a certain experience and you are going to respond to that automatically
in a certain way which is unskilful. Sometimes you just have to avoid those sorts of
situations. If you are trying to give up smoking, well, avoid all those ads for this brand and
that brand of cigarette, otherwise you are constantly reminded of it, which you just cannot
allow our self to be.
So, "Sense-warded, well restrained, swiftly he filled his bowl." What does that suggest?
"Swiftly he filled his bowl."[35]
Ratnapani: People responded to him.
S: People responded to him. Yes. Maybe he requested, maybe he didn't. The Buddhists later
on, and the Buddha himself at this stage, they just stood there and everybody knew what they
were there for. But swiftly, yes, I mean, people were very pleased to give to him.
Mindful and self-possessed.
(414) His alms-round made, the sage
Turned from the city and
Ascended Pandava,
He started climbing up the Pandava Hill, one of the hills of the ranges encircling the city.
"Here would his dwelling be." This was the Buddha's practice apparently, before as well as
after his Enlightenment. He didn't sit down in the city and finish off his meal. Once he had
made his almsround, once he had collected his food, once he had collected enough, he made
his way out of the city. Sometimes he would go to a nearby mango grove or sometimes, as
here, he would climb up into the surrounding hills. He ascended Pandava.

Here would his dwelling be.
They saw him enter there,
(415) Those messengers, and paused;
And unto the king
Returned, relating thus
So they followed the Buddha, tracked him, and one of them goes back to tell the king where
he is. The king apparently is very interested by this wanderer who has suddenly appeared. No
doubt he has attracted his particular attention. So he wants to know what he is doing and
where he is gone so the men have returned to tell him that.
I think we had better stop there because time is up. Or at least spend a few more minutes just
going over perhaps general points. So what sort of impression do you get so far? Do you get
any definite impression from the text so far?
Voice: It is a bit archaic.
S: It is a bit archaic. Actually the Pali language is a bit archaic.
Ratnapani: It would have this sort of flavour in the Pali then?
S: Oh yes, yes, perhaps not quite in the same way. The "thees" and "thous" are not [36]
archaic in quite the same way as the Pali equivalents are archaic, but it is an archaic language
in parts, more archaic than most of the other Pali texts. It is a richer language, more varied,
flexible. So you have got this picture of the Buddha, this going forth and all that implies, and
travelling, travelling through the great forest to the kingdom of Magadhan and to Rajagaha
and going for alms, attracting the attention of the king to such an extent that the king sends
messengers just to track the Buddha, to follow him and tell him, the king, where the Buddha
is. So even in those days before his Enlightenment he must have been quite an impressive
figure. We don't know how old he was since many texts say that he was 29 when he left
home, but as we will see later on the suggestion is that he is even younger than that because
he is referred to as a youth and in the prime of life which suggests, almost, his early twenties,
especially in India. So he may not have left it as late as 29 before going forth. He may have
gone forth much earlier than that.
Ratnapani: Leaving a wife and was it one child?
S: One child.
Ratnapani: This would suggest that he would have had more than one child before 29.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: He married at sixteen.
S: According to some accounts, yes, sixteen. So he could have gone forth even before he was
20, that is quite possible, though later tradition does say 29, or there is one quite old text
which does say 29, but we don't really know. I mean texts like this point to a much younger
age. What do you think the important points are that have emerged this morning so far?

Ratnapani: The simple spirit in which it was done so far has come across. The simplicity of
this, the authenticity as I can judge it, and the almost uncomplicatedness of it all.
S: There is no question of an ordination or becoming a novice. You just go forth. You
become a pabbajita, one who has gone forth.
Ratnapani: You don't go through ?Arika, Gestalt, drugs, women, and all the rest of it
beforehand it would seem.
S: Well the Buddha, according to some accounts, had gone through quite a lot, including
those four sights and various mansions and singing and dancing girls et cetera before he went
forth. But the very early accounts just, you know, represent him as going forth [37] from a
very comfortable upper-class sort of life. You know, quite comfortable and happy on the
family level and on the social and political level too, economic level, quite well to do,
prosperous, had everything, but wasn't satisfied by that, didn't find it enough, found it rather
stuffy, rather claustrophobic, so went forth. In later accounts they represent him as giving up a
great kingdom, an empire, but that is just later poetic elaboration, but quite clearly he went
forth from what was in those days considerable prosperity. He had, in ordinary human terms,
everything; had social position and happy family life, had friends, relations, had a future
politically. Father was the head of the community.
Ratnapani: In fact it would seem that it could have gone either way, either to worldly life or to
the spiritual.
S: It could have gone either way. This is something that Trevor Ling points out. You know, it
is a very fine sort of distinction. You can go either this way or that, especially when you are
young. Your energy can go quite easily into quite a successful worldly life or into a spiritual
life, which is ultimately much more satisfying. So in the case of a highly gifted person like the
Buddha, well, it could be the alternatives of becoming a great ruler or of becoming a Buddha.
Maybe this is one of the reasons why Bimbisara maybe felt a sort of an affinity with the
Buddha. He had made his choice in a way, or perhaps in a way he hadn't, perhaps he hadn't
seen the other alternative, but perhaps there was some really great potentiality there. Maybe
he was a man, you know, not unlike the Buddha in a way. He was a very commanding
personality, a very noble person, a very good king, very conscientious, very honourable. This
all comes out in, you know, other Pali texts, and the Buddha and Bimbisara remained in
contact throughout the remainder of their lives which was another forty years. They remained
in a sense friends, they saw one another quite frequently, and there are passages in the Pali
scriptures or Pali texts which, you know, deal with their various encounters and the things
that they said to each other. They seem to have known each other rather well.
Ratnapani: I got the impression from this (that) "There's a chap I would like to talk to, there's
someone who I would like to spend some time with."
S: Right. And they are both young men. They are both in the prime of life. They are about the
same age. There is the young king and the young man who could have been a king but who
chose not to be. He went forth. Clearly the one is fascinated by the other, you get this. I have
noticed this myself, that very successful worldly people are sometimes quite fascinated by
spiritual men, or people following a spiritual path. They have got a certain [38] amount of
energy and vigour themselves, it's almost as though they could have done it too if their life

had taken another turn or, you know, they had a certain opportunity which they happen just
not to have. So very often the successful worldly people have quite an affinity with the
spiritual people, especially those who have done rather well.
Ratnapani: The (unclear) people, but who have got no comprehension of it, the very, very
ordinary.
S: Yes. So one can really imagine, or visualize even, Bimbisara, you know, as a young king
looking out from his palace and seeing this young sramana and really feeling attracted by him
and wanting to get to know him, wanting to go and see him as we shall see this afternoon
later on in the sutta. Perhaps, you know, we shouldn't think of their later relationship too
much in the sort of orthodox or traditional Buddhist terms of Bimbisara becoming a lay
disciple, the Buddha being the teacher. It seems to have been a lot closer than that. They seem
to have had what we can only describe as a heart to heart chat from time to time about this
and that, and this comes across very clearly in some of the scriptures. For instance, there is
one little episode where the Buddha and Bimbisara are apparently seated together by the
roadside of all places and a party of sadhus go by, about five or six sadhus, and as they pass
by Bimbisara politely salutes them, then he says to the Buddha "Do you think those sadhus
are Enlightened or not?" So the Buddha says, "It is very difficult to know who is Enlightened
and who is not, Bimbisara." So Bimbisara says, "Well, it is interesting you should say that.
Actually they are spies of mine, they are CID men, I just send them around the country just to
gather reports, just to gather information. Actually they are not sadhus at all. I saluted them
just to keep up the game so as to keep them happy. I wondered whether you would know."
(laughter)
So there are little episodes like this, you see, between the Buddha and Bimbisara. Bimbisara
is almost testing the Buddha. "Well will he know that these are not genuine sadhus?" So he
asks, "Do you think they are Enlightened or not?" But the Buddha can't be caught. He
apparently senses that there is something wrong or that they are not really all that they seem
to be, despite Bimbisara's action in saluting them as they pass. So there are little episodes of
this sort, and then they both grow old, as it were, together and they are both old men of
eighty, and they have got their various troubles. The Buddha has Devadatta trying to kill him
[i.e. the Buddha, tr.] and to take his place. Bimbisara also has his own son imprisoning him
and usurping the throne. So they are very sort of parallel situations in a way. So you get these
two men remaining in fairly regular contact as quite good friends over a period of some
thirty-five, forty years. It is quite an engaging picture that emerges from the Pali scriptures
that you can piece together, and here is their first meeting. Bimbisara sees the Buddha
wandering the streets of his [39] capital.
Ratnapani: That certainly knocks on the head the idea that you need to be a worldly failure to
get into the spiritual life, or only worldly failures do.
S: I think this one of the great disservices that Christianity has done, as opposed to the
classical tradition. Christianity seems to address itself to the miserable and the poor, the
hopeless and the lost, as though they had some sort of special virtue which the others haven't
got. It addresses itself to the failures, not to the successes, broadly speaking. Some of the
successes were attracted too, admittedly.
Devamitra: I just want to say that Lawrence goes into that at great length in the Apocalypse.

S: He does indeed. It is worth reading from that point of view. And also Christianity tended to
appeal to the resentful and the jealous and the envious, whereas Buddhism just didn't have
that sort of appeal. It appealed if anything to those who were already successful but for whom
success was not enough, who were young, who were strong, were healthy, were well to do,
who had a good life ahead of them but who didn't think much of it all, who wanted something
more than that.
Devamitra: Do you think Marxism carries on where Christianity left off?
S: Ah! In a way it does I'm sure, the way it stirs up envy and resentment and hatred, very
much so, which is really deplorable.
Devamitra: Is that what you mean when, I think you say in one of your lectures, the basis of
Marxist ethics are Judaic?
S: I don't remember saying this, but it is I think broadly true.
Ratnapani: So you might call it the opium of the people.
S: Any other points emerge? Important points? Where there is the going from the narrower to
the broader context I've spoken about this at the beginning of the lecture on Buddhism and
Art, the one that was produced as a booklet, do you remember? I've quoted Plato's parable of
the cave and also Vivekananda's parable of the well frog and the ocean frog. And this reflects
the general sort of - or these two examples reflect, you know - the general expansive
movement on which the spiritual life is based. I think this is something I don't bring out so
much in "Mind Reactive and Creative", but the creative mind is also an expanding mind, an
expanding consciousness. Meditation is an expanding consciousness. So when you feel well,
when you feel happy, really positive, you feel as though you are expanding, don't you? When
you feel miserable, unhappy, depressed, you feel all sort of contracted [40] and within
yourself. So to be happy and positive is to radiate, to be unhappy and negative is to contract.
Have you noticed this? Even physically you feel it, as well as mentally and emotionally. So if
you are radiating you are on the right path. Shall we finish off with a quiet cup of tea?
Ratnapani: Do you want that recorded?
S: (laughter) I shall be doing the final editorial work and if I consider that comment
inappropriate to this sublime context... No cut it off now.[41]
All right then, we have seen how the Buddha arrives in Rajagaha, how the king sees him and
sends messengers in pursuit, and how they then return to tell the king what they have seen,
where he is. So let's continue reading the messengers' speech.
(416) "This monk sits at the east
Of Pandava, great king;
A very tiger, bull,
A lion in hill lair!"
(417) The noble heard his tale
And in his goodly car
With utmost haste set out

Towards Mount Pandava.
(418) Along the road he drove,
Then getting from his car,
On foot the noble went
And, drawing near, sat down.
(419) Sitting, the king did greet
Him customarily
And compliments exchanged,
Then in this manner spake:
S: All right let's deal with that. So the messengers report: "This monk sits in the east." The
word they use for monk is bhikkhu, I think. Let me just check that. Yes, bhikkhu, or bhikshu
in Sanskrit. There is an interesting point in connection with this that I'll mention briefly now,
though we are going to deal with it in some other seminar quite exhaustively. Trevor Ling
points out that the word bhikkhu can also be derived from the word bhaga meaning a share.
Bhikshu is usually derived from the word meaning to beg but it can also be derived from the
word bhaga which means a share. So taking it to mean that a bhikkhu or bhikshu is one who
has a share, what is meant by that? It is as though there is a surplus, people are producing but
they produce more than they need for themselves, there is something left over, so the
wanderer can claim a share, he can claim his share as it were. Do you get the idea? A share of
the total produce, because there is enough left over to support people who aren't themselves
actually producing.
So the idea therefore seems to be that someone who is leading a spiritual life - which in
Indian tradition is believed to be in the direct benefit [42] of all - even if he is not actually
doing anything for them in the way of teaching and preaching, such a person has a right to
claim a share of the total wealth of the community for his support, and such a person is a
bhikshu, not merely someone who begs. So it has been suggested by Trevor Ling that this
word bhaga, or share, gives us a truer clue to the meaning of bhikshu than the derivation from
the word meaning to beg, because especially in Buddhist countries nowadays and throughout
Buddhist history the bhikkhu didn't beg but he was given his share as it were. He had a right
in a sense to his share because of the life that he was leading and the example that he was
setting. So in a way, you can say, we can apply this to those within the Friends, especially
those within the Order, who are supported out of the resources of the Movement, because this
means that they, on account of the work that they are doing, are claiming their share, or taking
or receiving their share. Do you see the connection? So therefore one can say that those
within the Movement who are working full-time for it and being supported are "share men" or
bhikshus in that sense. So the Movement, that is to say the FWBO, fulfils the function of the
total community in India in the old days. In other words it is a sort of traditional community
within the much larger secular community which nowadays is quite indifferent to things like
shares and sharesmen and bhikshus and so on. So if one wants to look for an equivalent of a
bhikshu in that sense within our own movement it is the full-timer who is supported and who,
as it were, claims his share of the total resource of the Movement just as in the old days in
India, in the totally traditional society, the bhikshu claimed his share of the total resources of
the whole community.
Aloka: Is it like being on the dole, or is it different?
S: In a way it is, except that this is a dole that is willingly given, yes. And in the case of dole

you are supported because you are out of work and have no work until such time as you are
able to get work, but here you are supported because you are doing work. And the idea is that
you should be able to continue doing it. Your work of course may be meditating. Your work
may simply be doing nothing, in a way. Your work may simply be being your own inimitable
self and not doing anything of any apparent value at all. That may be your work. This is the
point I sometimes make: that in Buddhist countries in the East, even today, the bhikkhu, the
monk, so-called, to use that word for a while, is not expected to do anything, for anybody,
especially in the Theravada countries, and this is a very important point. The fact that he is
bhikkhu is enough. Whatever he does is undertaken quite voluntarily and spontaneously. He
does not have to do anything. He does not have to teach, he does not have to give lectures, he
does not have to write books, he doesn't even have to meditate, in the eyes [43] of the
ordinary Buddhist. The fact that he is just a bhikkhu and leading that kind of life is quite
sufficient. The fact that he has gone forth, that he hasn't a home, hasn't a wife, hasn't got
children. He's cut himself off from that sort of thing. He is just living as it were on his own, or
with a few other monks in a similar condition. This is quite sufficient, that he is living that
sort of life. He doesn't have to justify his existence or do something to make himself useful.
So obviously this can be taken in the wrong sort of way and you get sort of lazy monks in the
East. But most monks, most bhikkhus, like to do something, but what they do is done
spontaneously, because they want to do it, not because anyone expects it of them. They are
not under any obligation to make themselves useful. If they do make themselves useful it is
just because of their own inner urge to do so, they don't feel under any sort of pressure to
make themselves useful. And that's a very important point: as a human being, you don't have
to justify your existence, or rather, you justify it by being human. And being human also
means trying to be more than human.
Anyway that is just a little by the by. So this messenger says, "This monk sits in the east".
This bhikkhu, this almsman, or sharesman, sits in the east... "of Pandava, on the eastern side
of that mountain great king; a very tiger, bull, a lion in hill lair!" What do you notice about
these epithets? Do you notice anything in particular about them? The Buddha is described as
a veritable ... or the future Buddha even, is described ... as a veritable tiger, a bull, a lion.
What's noticeable about that?
Voice: Strength.
S: Strength.
Aloka: It's one of the things I noticed in Wales that really struck home. All the farmers were
putting the bulls out in the fields with the heifers and they really stand out, quite remarkably,
very, very much indeed. From the point of view of strength they have an incredible presence
about them.
S: So what does all this suggest? That the Buddha, even in the days before his Enlightenment,
was described by people who just saw him from a distance in these sort of terms? What does
it suggest?
Vimalamitra: A very powerful personality.
S: A very powerful personality. But what kind of powerful personality?

Devamitra: All very radiant and strong.[44]
S: Radiant and strong. He is not described as dove-like, or like a lamb, or anything of that
sort. He is described as someone who is very powerful, heroic, even a dangerous animal. So it
suggests tremendous strength and energy, sort of heroic qualities, suggests that very strongly
indeed. So these epithets are applied to the Buddha throughout his career, after his
Enlightenment as well as before.
"The noble heard his tale." The noble being of course the king, "And in his goodly car with
utmost haste set out towards Pandava." His car is of course his chariot. So at once he calls for
his chariot, and he whips up his steeds, so off he goes in haste, with utmost haste. So what
does that signify? He is very, very keen to meet this stranger, this strange bhikkhu who has
appeared.
Along the road he drove,
Then getting from his car,
On foot the noble went
I am not quite clear where exactly the Buddha was staying, which particular mountain this is:
Pandava. None of the mountains at present in those ranges, as far as I know, is known as
Pandava, but when you go up to the Vulture's Peak where the Buddha also stayed, you notice
that there is a made up road going a certain distance and after a while you come to a sort of
little monument at the side of the road, and it is said, according to tradition, that when King
Bimbisara used to go and visit the Buddha, and when the Buddha was staying at the Vulture's
Peak, he would drive his chariot up to that point and then he would dismount and walk the
rest of the journey on foot, partly because it was difficult to drive a chariot any further, but
partly also as a sign of respect. So there is this to be noted here too. He drives part of the way,
then he dismounts from his chariot and he goes forward on foot. It was also said subsequently
that after the Buddha's Enlightenment that when Bimbisara used to go and see him he would
not only leave his chariot, but he would leave all his attendants, he would leave his sword and
his turban behind. In other words he would divest himself of the insignia of royalty and just
go to meet the Buddha as he was. So what does that signify?
Vimalamitra: He was going to see him as a teacher.
S: Yes, he is not going to see him as a king, himself that is, but he is just going as a human
being if you like. So he is discarding all those signs of outward rank and position just as the
Buddha himself did when he went forth, when he cut off his hair and beard and [45] gave up
his princely robes.
Dick: Doesn't all this imply that Bimbisara is acknowledging the superiority of the Buddha?
S: Yes, yes it does. So:
.... getting from his car,
On foot the noble went
And, drawing near, sat down.
(419) Sitting, the king did greet
Him customarily

And compliments exchanged,
This again is just ordinary Indian etiquette. This is just the way you behave. There are many
examples of this in the Pali scriptures. Everybody seems to be very well behaved, very well
spoken, very well mannered. Do you ever notice this, those who have read the Pali texts very polite, very meticulous? So the king observes the customary etiquette, he draws near, he
sits down. You sit down first and then you just enquire after the visitor's health, he enquires
about yours, a few polite remarks are exchanged, and then you start the conversation.
"Then in this manner spake." All right. Let's read what Bimbisara says.
(420) Bimbisara: "Tender art thou and young,
A youth in heyday-prime
With finely moulded form,
Like high-born warrior
(421) Adorning armed array
Before assembled chiefs!
Enjoy the goods I give,
And prithee, tell thy birth!"
S: This is quite interesting in a way because from this text at least, or according to this text,
the Buddha is quite young, even though perhaps he has gone forth for several years. As I
mentioned this morning the generally accepted tradition is that he left home at the age of 29,
and this would now make him perhaps in his early thirties, even approaching 34 or 35.
According to tradition again, he gained Enlightenment at the age of 35, but Bimbisara is
clearly describing him as quite a young man, or even a very young man. So we can't be quite
sure what the position is. Whether he was 20, or early 30s, or whether in fact he was 30.
Maybe he looked younger than he actually was, who knows? [46] But we are not told that.
"Tender art thou and young,
A youth in heyday-prime
With finely moulded form,
Like high-born warrior
Adorning armed array
Before assembled chiefs!"
He looks just like a young warrior, in the midst of other young warriors who have drawn up
for battle as it were. "Enjoy the goods I give." Perhaps he had brought offerings with him,
which he is asking the Buddha to accept and make use of - foodstuffs, something of that sort.
Or it might mean "enjoy whatever goods I am willing to give you". In this connection there is
a very interesting later account, which gives a more detailed description of Bimbisara's
meeting with the Buddha, or the future Buddha, apparently on this occasion, or just
afterwards: Bimbisara was so impressed by the Buddha-to-be that he offered to share his
kingdom with him, but the Buddha refused, saying that already I have given up, already I
have gone forth from whatever I had, so I don't require any portion of your kingdom. So then
Bimbisara said, "When after you have gained Enlightenment, after you have found what you
are searching for, please come back and teach me." So the Buddha made that promise, that
when he himself had found the truth, he would come back and teach Bimbisara and according
to the Buddhists texts he did that some years later, and in that way, Bimbisara became a

disciple. So it may be there's a little allusion to that here when Bimbisara says, "Enjoy the
goods I give, And prithee tell thy birth!"
Why do you think he us asking about his birth? There is also a suggestion of caste here of
course. It is just the Indian custom, you want to know where people have come from, who
their father was, what tribe they belonged to, what their caste is, et cetera. In India, still, they
have this sort of curiosity. They want to know this sort of thing. So what does the Buddha
say?
(422) The Master: "On Himavant's snow-slopes
Yon dwells a people, king
Of wealth and energy,
Settlers in Kosala,
(423) Lineal kin o' the Sun,
Sakyans by birth; gone forth[47]
Have I, king, from that clan
And pleasures covet not.
(424) In pleasure I see bane,
And in renouncing them
I see security,
And I will go to strive,
Therein my mind delights."
S: So this is the reply that the Buddha gives. (pause) I'll just read the Pali so that you can hear
what it sounds like. The Pali metre is very vigorous in this particular small sutta; the English
translation doesn't give one any idea of that at all, it's rather halting. But what the Buddha
says is,
"Uju janapado, raja, Himavantassa passato
dhanaviriyena sampanno, Kosalesu niketano,
Adicca nama gottena, Sakiya nama jatiya;
tamha kula pabbajito (raja) na kame abhipatthayam
kamesu adinavam disva, nekkhammam datthu khemato,
padhanaya gamissami; ettha me ranjati mano' ti."
This is what the Buddha says in Pali. This sounds much more vigorous. So it is a very
vigorous, bold sort of metre, a definite sort of march in it. It sounds very, very vigorous. Not
quite like the translation, but still the translation is quite good. So the Buddha says, "On
Himavant's snow-slopes," That's not quite literal, it means adjacent to the Himalayas. There is
a district, there is a people "of wealth and energy." Dhana and viriya. Dhana is "grain"
literally, that comes to mean wealth for obvious reasons. A people and a country of wealth
and energy. It is quite interesting to see the Buddha's characterization of his own country and
his own people. What he considers remarkable about them, that they were rich, prosperous,
not in modern terms, but they had plenty to eat, they had plenty of corn, plenty of grain,
plenty of fruit, plenty of vegetables, plenty of meat, plenty of butter, plenty of cheese. They
had well-built houses, they had cloth, they had all these sorts of things. They had earthenware
and brass utensils, they had ornaments of gold and silver, they were a prosperous people. At
the same time they were energetic people, they had plenty of energy, plenty of stamina, plenty
of strength. This was the Buddha's personal background. Other people in the India of those

days considered the Sakyans, that is, the Buddha's tribe, to be proud. They had a reputation
for pride and arrogance. But this might have been just their natural self sufficiency and
energy, determination, which other people thought were pride and arrogance. But they did
have this reputation. So there
"dwells a people, king,[48]
Of wealth and energy,
Settlers in Kosala,"
Literally it is just dwellers in Kosala because that whole part here acknowledged the general
overlordship at this time of the kingdom of Kosala, so you could include that territory in the
kingdom of Kosala.
"Lineal kin o' the Sun," What is that? Sun here is adicca. Adicca nama gottena. Belonging to
a gotra called the solar. All kshatriyas, all nobles, all the nobles and warriors of India,
traditionally even down to the present day, trace their lineage back either to the sun or the
moon. So [there's] the suriyavagsi, those who belong to the solar dynasty, and the candavagsi,
those who belong to the lunar dynasty. So the Buddha is claiming here that his particular tribe
among the kshatriyas traces his lineage back to the sun. Other Pali texts give a elaborate, very
lengthy lineage for the Buddha going right back hundreds of generations. This may be so or it
may not be so. But clearly here the Buddha as a young man before his Enlightenment is quite
proud of his birth in a positive wholesome sense, quite proud of his lineage and his origins.
He comes from a gotra which is a solar gotra... (reading from the Pali text)... His caste is that
of the Sakyas, his birth is that of the Sakyas. The word jati means both birth and caste. You
can see the connection: "Gone forth have I, king, from that clan."
So he describes his country and his people and clearly he thinks well of them, he gives a good
account of them, but he has gone forth from them. Let there be no mistake about that. He has
given them all up. He has left them behind. "And pleasures covet not." This is perhaps a
reference to the offerings that the king has made him. When the king made his offerings he
said (Pali text...). Bhuja is something to be enjoyed, an object of enjoyment. So the king is
saying, "This bhayas which I am offering, or willing to offer... bhunjassu which means "enjoy
it". So the Buddha is saying, "I have gone forth from that clan and I do not covet pleasures."
kamesu adinavam...(Pali text) (pause) Covet. Covet means to hanker after. He says, "I have
gone forth from that clan and I have no wish for any further objects of [49] enjoyment..." "In
pleasures I see bane, I see harm and suffering eventually in pleasures. And in renouncing
them I see security."
The word for security here is nekkhammam. Nekkhammam means a sort of renunciation, and
khema is a sort of peace and security. So he is saying "I have gone forth from that clan, I don't
covet pleasures any longer, I see, in fact, pain and suffering in pleasures. I am looking for a
higher security."
And I will go to strive,
Therein my mind delights.
What do you think he means by striving here? The word is padhana. It's a very strong word. It
means making an effort to evolve, an effort to develop. This is what I really want to do. This
is in which my mind delights. So you can see here the Buddha gives an account of his

country, his people, and himself. So what do you think you learn about the Buddha at this
stage of his career from his reply to Bimbisara?
Voice: Vigorous...(garbled)
S: The metre, the way in which he speaks, is so vigorous.
Vimalamitra: It is also quite clear.
S: Yes, it is very clear, very straightforward, decisive, very direct.
Devamitra: Tremendous confidence.
S: Tremendous confidence, yes.
Ratnapani: I like the way he strives and delights at the same time.
Chintamani: He is taking the vigour of his people and applying it to the spiritual life, as if he
is accustomed to behaving like this.
S: Yes, a very decisive, almost commanding sort of manner, except here he is commanding
himself. If one was to sort of paraphrase this in prose, one might represent the Buddha as
saying, "Adjacent to the Himalayas, there is a country and there is a people, wealthy and
energetic. They are dwellers in the kingdom of Kosala. According to tradition, they are
descended from the sun. Their caste is that of the Sakyas and I have gone forth from that clan.
I do not [50] covet pleasures, I see pain and suffering in pleasure. I have given them up. I am
looking for something higher, something further. I intend continuing to make an effort and
my mind delights in making that effort." This is what the Buddha is saying.
Devamitra: There is that emphasis on vigour and confidence and what have you. But it is
interesting that also Bimbisara says to the Buddha, "Tender art thou," so that you get the other
side of it too, I mean that contrast between the tenderness and the warrior-like quality don't
normally go ...
S: What did Bimbisara mean by tender? Let's look at the word for that: daharo, actually the
text has young and tender, not tender and young. Young and tender.
Devamitra: I was taking it to mean that his general mien was sort of tender.
S: Look up and see what other meaning daharo has. It can mean delicate. It is pertaining to
what is small, young, and boy-like. Therefore tender, delicate.
Devamitra: Not sensitive, or is that implied?
S: No it doesn't imply that. You are young and tender, delicate. You've clearly been brought
up in a good family. You are not accustomed to hardship, to roughing it. There is this same
word, as far as I can recollect, used in the Ariyapariyesana Sutta, where the Buddha says, "I
was delicately brought up." So quite clearly the Buddha has not been brought up in a rough or
difficult sort of way. He had good upbringing. He looked not only young but young and

delicate, as though he hadn't done any hard manual work. His hands weren't rough or anything
like that. But at the same time there is the finely-moulded form, and he looks like a high-born
warrior wearing his battle gear along with the other chiefs all drawn up for battle. So there is
that sort of combination. There is a certain tenderness and delicacy but at the same time there
is strength, energy, and vigour. So it is the vigour that comes out in his reply. So it seems
from this that the Buddha perhaps was considerably younger than is generally supposed when
he went forth. In the light of this passage it seems unlikely that at the time he was in his early
thirties, bearing in mind than in India people tend to age much more quickly than they do in
the West. Anyway this sutta is quite a good opening for this whole chapter.
Dave: According to ancient tradition the peak of youth is sixteen, what is the peak of
manhood?
S: I don't know that one is given.[51]
Dave: I know in the West it is 35.
S: Well that is halfway through life you see. If you have got your three score years and ten, 35
is half way through. According to tradition the Buddha gained Enlightenment at 35, but this
may, as it were, suggest the median point. It may have symbolical significance, not to be
taken literally. Though again the middle of life is very important. Buck, in his "Cosmic
Consciousness" analyses the lives of so many famous teachers and mystics, and the middle
years are quite important. The early middle thirties up to the late thirties, that whole median
period of life.
So what sort of picture do you get of India in those days from this sutta, the religious and
spiritual life of India in those days, from this exchange between Bimbisara and the future
Buddha?
Devamitra: Obviously the spiritual life was something held in high regard.
S: This is very clear. You are using this term spiritual life, which is the term that we use. How
do you think people saw that in those days? Especially going by this particular sutta, when
they respected what were they respecting?
Devamitra: The individual?
S: The individual, yes.
Chintamani: Something on an equal level with and greater than a warrior or fighter, or hero.
S: Yes. You notice there are no religious connotations in a sense.
Vimalamitra: It is almost that it is completely ordinary to do that.
Voice: It doesn't presume, though, that he is such and such or attached to any particular ism.
They are just wanderers who wander and it's presumed that they're seeking truth. They are not
presumed to be anglo-what-do-you-call-thems?

S: Not assumed to be escapist. Hardly running away from their responsibilities.
Dick: It is almost as if there is an unstated acceptance of the fact that really this is one's real
responsibility and that in fact everyone else is shirking from it.
S: One can feel a sort of admiration on Bimbisara's part, and he is admiring the Buddha, or
the future Buddha, for his obvious human qualities and all his heroic qualities. Has anything
else become obvious or evident about the India of those days and the spiritual life of India in
those days?
Phil: It is not at all institutionalized.[52]
S: It is not at all institutionalized.
Vimalamitra: There is no name for it.
S: Well, in a sense there is. The word bhikkhu is used isn't it? The almsround. This appears to
have been a well-recognized institution. Also, you notice, that Bimbisara sends the king's
messengers to follow the Buddha [-to-be], but it is quite clear they keep a sort of respectful
distance. They don't harass him. They just keep him under observation. Just see where he
goes and then, you know, one of them goes back to tell the king. They are quite respectful in
the way that they treat him... (pause)
Devamitra: There is a very youthful feel to this whole passage too - the enthusiasm and
eagerness. I know that they are both young characters but I almost feel it has got nothing
specifically to do with their age. The vitality of it comes above their youthful vitality.
S: Yes.
Chintamani: There is the contrast between that sort of attitude and that sort of ... well one
young man's appreciation of another really contrasts with the attitude of today, sort of
[unclear] cynicism.
S: Yes, right. This is again noticeable: that in the Pali texts there is no trace of cynicism, as
far as I recollect, on anybody's part. Cynicism seems to be a disease of modern man. (pause)
Voice: Would you say modern Western man was this modern man?
S: I mean that is the same thing. Modern Western man because, you know, all over the world,
when you become Westernized you become modernized, when you become modernized you
become Westernized. You tend to adopt this cynical attitude, this attitude of debunking and
deprecating everything.
Voice: It is innocent.
S: It's innocent, yes. Again it is very Hellenistic. When reading some of these more archaic
Pali texts one definitely gets much the same feeling that one gets say reading some of the
Dialogues of Plato - very much the same sort of atmosphere. Very youthful, very earnest, very
eager, not religious in our modern, or rather our Western, Christian sense. It is a quite

different sort of atmosphere. It is a much more open-air atmosphere, much more healthy.
Vimalamitra: More real.
S: More positive, more real.[53]
Devamitra: You also have a tremendous feeling of the outdoors too.
S: As you do with Greek literature, Greek life. There is more space.
Chintamani: It's definitely a modern trend to equate the innocent with the foolishly naive.
S: Maybe we ought to ask Devamitra to read through the whole thing as well as you can. Just
read it all through aloud, just so having studied and discussed it we can go back to it and get
maybe a more vivid impression, bearing in mind everything that has been said about the sutta.
Maybe? Don't follow the text just listen to it because this is what it originally was. Not
something to be read but something to be heard.
Devamitra: [reads the entire sutta again]
S: It is quite dramatic isn't it? You notice that it has no literary pretensions but at the same
time it is very, very effective. It moves very swiftly. It doesn't waste any time, doesn't waste
any words. Things happen quickly and are told with a minimum of words, or described with a
minimum of words. So you get a very vivid picture in this way. Anyway the Buddha [-to-be]
doesn't stay at Rajagaha. He goes on, we know from other sources, and in the next sutta we
find the Buddha on the banks of the Neranjara at the time of his Enlightenment, and he
himself is describing what happened. Obviously nobody else would know. So quite logically,
chronologically also, this sutta follows after the previous one. Can we go round the circle?
Can someone read what the Buddha says?
The Striving - Padhana Sutta
(425) "As by the stream Neranjara I strove
Self-resolute, in ardent musing bent
To win security moil, approached
Namuci, speaking words of pity thus:"
S: All right. Let's go into that. First of all the sutta itself is called the Padhana Sutta, and you
notice in the last line of the previous sutta the Buddha says "padhanaya gamissami," which
means "I shall go to struggle." So padhana is struggle, effort, striving. So the Buddha says:
[54] "As by the stream Neranjara I strove." He has come now to what we call Buddha Gaya
on the banks of the river Neranjara where, according to tradition, at least later tradition, under
the Bodhi tree, "As by the stream Neranjara I strove self-resolute, in ardent musing bent,"
Now here we come across this "musing". Let's see what the text actually says: jayantam
yogakkhemassa pattiya. (pause)
Musing? We have gone into this before. You are familiar with the four jhanas or dhyanas?
You have heard of those? The four states of superconsciousness, which are illustrated by
those four similes of the water and the soap powder, the subterranean spring, and so on. So

usually we have jhana, which is Pali, or dhyana, which is the Sanskrit equivalent as a noun.
But in Pali very often it occurs as a verb and that gives great difficulty to the translators. You
can translate dhyana as meditation or even superconscious state, but how are you to translate
the verb jhayati? It isn't quite "to meditate", it is more like "superconscious-ize". You have to
invent some such word as that. So what the translators usually fall back upon is "muse" - to
muse - which gives a totally wrong and totally misleading impression, that the Buddha was
just musing, ardently musing. How can you ardently muse? When you muse you are not
ardent. So ardently cultivating, developing these superconscious states. This is what the
Buddha was doing.
Chintamani: I remember in the Udana you connected ardent with vipaka.
S: Yes, let's see if there is a reference here of that sort. No. [It's] viparakkama, this means
more like, not ardent in that sense, but more like very energetically, vigorously, practising
jhana, cultivating jhana, achieving jhana states. (Pali phrase) ... bent upon, gaining the state of
yogakkhema, which is something like security, deliverance. It is translated by Hare "in ardent
musing bent to win security from moil." One could paraphrase and say, "As I strove, self
resolute by the River Neranjara vigorously meditating, vigorously achieving higher states of
consciousness, in order to gain ultimate deliverance, then approached Namuci, speaking
words in pity thus."
So who is Namuci? Namuci is Mara. It is another name of Mara. So he approached speaking
words in pity thus. Karuna. Yes, compassion, karuna. The word which is translated as pity is
karuna.
But just imagine the scene. Here is the Buddha, or the future Buddha, sitting by the [55] side
of the River Neranjara. He is vigorously practising meditation. He is achieving, he's
experiencing, higher states of consciousness. He is striving to gain what was subsequently
called nirvana. He was striving to gain Enlightenment. And then he [is] approached [by]
Namuci. He is approached by Mara the evil one, who speaks words of pity. Mara feels very
sorry for the future Buddha because he is struggling so hard, he is undergoing all this effort.
He is troubling himself so much. So what does he say? We will deal with Mara's motives a
little bit later on. What does Mara say?
(426) ""Lean art thou, pale, and nigh thee hovers death;
(427) Thy life's a shred, a thousandth part is death's:
Live, sir, better is life! Alive, thou canst
(428) Work merit. As thou farest godly faring
And feed'st the sacrificial fire, heaps up
Abundant meed; by striving what is wrought?
(429) O hard is striving's way to tread, t'endure!"
These verses Mara spake, standing beside
(430) The Wake. To these the Master thus replied:"
S: So what does he say? "Lean art thou, pale, and nigh thee hovers death." So what has
happened? According to some, or even most, traditions, the Buddha met Bimbisara at
Rajagaha shortly after he left home, but after there was a long period of quest with various
teachers. He also practised extreme self mortification, extreme asceticism, and suffered
physically very much in the process. Then, according to most accounts, after a period of six

years, that is to say six years after leaving home, he came to this particular spot which we
now call Buddha Gaya. So he wasn't perhaps the blooming youth that Bimisara had met. He
was lean and pale because he had been struggling and striving so hard and leading the life of a
mendicant, living on alms. So, according to Mara he had come very near to death. He was in
danger of death from his extreme way of life. So Mara says, "Lean art thou, pale, and nigh
thee hovers death; Thy life's a shred, a thousandth part is death's." I'm not quite sure what that
means that "Thy life's a shred, a thousandth part is death's." It looks as though death has much
more than a thousandth part, if his life is only a shred. The general meaning seems to be that
the Buddha is in danger of death, so Mara [56] thinks anyway.
"Live, sir, better is life!" What is that in Pali? Jivitam. In Pali it is very soft and gentle, very
persuasive, very sweet. It is a very respectful way of address. "Jiva, bho! Jivitam seyyo; jivam punnani kahasi" - Live, sir, life is best. This is what Mara is saying.
"Alive, thou canst Work merit." What is the use of dying? What is the use of sacrificing your
life in this way? Go on living, come back to life, if you remain alive you can work merit!
Now what did Mara mean by this?
"As thou farest godly faring
And feed'st the sacrificial fire, heaps up
Abundant meed; by striving what is wrought?
O hard is striving's way to tread, t'endure!"
So what is Mara's temptation? What is Mara tempting the Buddha to be, to do?
Vimalamitra: Get back on the wheel again.
S: Get back on the wheel. He doesn't put it quite so crudely as that.
Vimalamitra: Accumulate merit.
S: Accumulate merit. "Alive, thou canst work merit. As thou farest godly faring." We will
come to this word in a minute, brahmacariya. "And feed'st the sacrificial fire, heaps up
abundant meed." What is this sacrificial fire? Why does Mara refer to it?
Vimalamitra: It is what the brahmins usually do.
S: It is what the brahmins usually do. It is the sacrificial fire of the householder. When the
brahmin householder gets married this fire is kindled in his house and he keeps it constantly
alive and he makes offerings. This is the sort of simple Vedic tradition.
So it suggests domestic piety, the sort of religiosity which is centred upon the home and the
family. In other words it signifies almost ethnic religion. So what [57] Mara's temptation is
that he is tempting the future Buddha to be "good" in the religious sense, in the conventional
sense, rather than be a spiritual person and to try to evolve. Yes? "To struggle and to try to
evolve, that is difficult. It's better to fall back upon conventional, family-centred,
family-based religion, and heap up merit and gain a good rebirth; go to heaven!" This is what
Mara is saying. So here you can see the good is the enemy of the best. Mara is much too
subtle, much too cunning, much too clever to say, "Well, look, give it all up! Have a good

time! Enjoy yourself!" No, he's much too clever to say that. He says, "What is the use of all
this striving? Lead a good life. Lead a conventionally religious life. Worship the family gods.
Keep the sacrificial fire burning. Make offerings in that. Heap up merit. Go to heaven." The
temptation is to be a good religious person in the conventional sense. Do you see that? Do
you see the difference between the two? "All this struggling, all this striving to evolve, this is
much too difficult!"
"These verses Mara spake, standing beside
The Wake. To these the Master thus replied:"
Do you see the contrast between the two? Do you see what I mean by this sort of
family-centred, or home-centred, religion? Do you see what I mean by that?
Well perhaps we had better go into that a bit more, because it's something we've come up
against a little bit, you know, even within the Friends from time to time. What do you think is
the sort of basic characteristic of what I call this - what seems to be exemplified here - this, as
it were, family-based religion, or family-centred, home-based, home-centred religion?
Devamitra: It's elevating the family life to the spiritual level, whereas it's just on a much
lower level altogether.
S: Hmm. Yes.
Chintamani: It exists to keep the family together.
S: Hmm. Yes.
Dick: Just to be respectable.
S: Just to be respectable, yes. It is also group-oriented.
Devamitra: But it's a very, very strong sort of micchaditthi, actually.
S: Indeed it is.
Devamitra: Even in the Order with some people.
S: Right. Yes.[58]
Vimalamitra: Well, how does it manifest?
Devamitra: Well, people giving priority to their domestic situation.
S: And not only that, but justifying it in pseudo-spiritual terms, yes? I mean this is the great
crux. This is exactly what Mara says, yes? That, I mean, for instance, to give a crude example,
someone says, "I can't come to the meditation class. Why can't I come? My wife wants to go
to the pictures and I've got to take her. So, being a good Buddhist, I've got to be very
unselfish, so... I really would love to come to the meditation class. I don't want to take my
wife to the pictures. I am going to sacrifice my own desire to go to the meditation class. I'm
going to take my wife to the pictures, and in that way I'm going to be a real Buddhist and a

real Bodhisattva." Do you think this really rings true?
Devamitra: Oh! (laughter) It rings true in what sense?
S: Well, when the person says it. Do you think he...?
Devamitra: Oh, no, no.
S: ...within the range of your experience, someone who says this sort of thing is really being a
Bodhisattva?
Devamitra: He's just rationalizing away.
S: He's rationalizing his own attachment to his family, his wife, and maybe the cinema too.
But this is the way he puts it, yes? But it's very difficult to get around this, because basically,
what really matters for him is his family, his wife, the cinema, and what-not, yes? But he is,
you know, trying to make out that his attachment itself is a sort of, you know, spiritual thing:
this is what it comes to.
Chintamani: One of the interesting things I've noticed in this sort of case is that the people
who cling to their home life usually indulge in sort of very... Well, they tend to get involved
in the more sort of higher teachings, and sort of armchair philosophize - talk about sunyata
and this, that, and the other.
S: Well, for instance, someone wrote to me in a letter some months ago - I was rereading it
recently - that, "I have to be unselfish and get on with my work at home. I can't afford the
luxury of a retreat." Yes? As if to say, I mean, "those who go on retreats are being really
self-indulgent because they are doing what they want to do, very selfishly, whereas we who
stay at home with our wives and families are really unselfish; we are not doing what we want
to do." But of course the truth is that they are, you know, they can't leave, they can't give up.
But they rationalize it in this way. [59] They try to present it as a sort of religious thing when
it is just their attachment. That's exactly what Mara says.
Devamitra: The thing that bugs me most, actually, is that with certain people there's a very
definite air of martyrdom about it, you know. (laughter)
S: Well, again, this is that it's good to sacrifice - "Look how I'm sacrificing myself!" Well,
you ought not to be sacrificing yourself, not in that sort of, you know, that sort of martyred
manner.
Ratnapani: It's more of with the Christian ethic, even, isn't it?
S: Yes. Yes. Right. But this is very difficult sometimes to deal with.
Devamitra: Well, I think actually it's only very recently, even in the Order, that that whole
thing has been smashed through, at least by some...
S: Well, I don't think it has been smashed through.

Devamitra: Well, I think it has been with some of us! I mean...
S: Well, some people have smashed through it, you know, in themselves.
Chintamani: Only the people for whom it matters, i.e. the married people, haven't smashed
through it!
S: For instance, you know, when one is asked - as sometimes one is, you know - for a
Buddhist wedding with full spiritual paraphernalia, to suggest, as it were, that the coming
together of those two people in that particular way is something wonderful and spiritual,
whereas it's just a quite normal, possibly even quite healthy - attraction of two people of the
opposite sex and nothing more. You don't have to bring Buddhism into that. Yes? But one is
expected, you know, to sprinkle lots of holy water and, you know, recite and chant suttas as
though, almost, it's practically sort of people gaining Enlightenment in that way, you'd almost
think, sometimes. Yes? But what does that mean? That attention is diverted from what
actually does lead you to Enlightenment, yes? If someone says, "Well, look how unselfish I
am being, you know. I am taking my wife to the pictures instead of coming to the meditation
class." He's not practising unselfishness; he's afraid of losing his wife, actually. He doesn't
dare to come to the meditation class; she might get somebody else to take her to the cinema
perhaps. So he's afraid of this, but he doesn't want to admit it. So there's this veneer of
unselfishness, which means he isn't able to practise real unselfishness. He kids himself that
he's being unselfish, but actually he isn't. So a possibility of progress is blocked.
Aloka: So it's sort of more like what's conventionally accepted as being unselfish. [60] I
mean, because quite often it seems, to do what you know you've really got to do appears to a
lot of other people to be, well, you know, to be classifiable as selfish.
S: (throughout above) Yes. Yes.
Vimalamitra: Yes, that's quite... that can be quite hard, that kind of pressure on one.
S: And again, very often such people get at the spiritual person, saying, "He is very selfish.
He's only thinking of himself, but we are thinking of others." But you are not thinking of
others. You know, how have you come into contact with those others? That is the criterion. I
mean, did you, for instance, marry your wife thinking, "Well, here's a poor woman that I
ought to help. I'll support her for the rest of her life." (laughter) Did you? You know, quite
objectively? No! It was craving that, you know, brought you together. And maybe worse than
craving. Maybe you both had the same kind of problem, or your problems corresponded so
you flew together. But, you know, the way that people talk, or such people talk, it's just as
though it was an act of sort of purely objective altruism on their part, unselfishly caring for
other people. And as for the children - well, you know, the same seems to apply to them, you
know; it's just your pure unselfishness that you are supporting them, and people who don't
have children are very selfish, they are only thinking of themselves. It's quite true, you know,
that living at home as a family man or family woman you can develop some positive
qualities, that is quite true. Some of it does make you a bit less selfish that you were, et cetera,
et cetera. But the basic motivation is not that you were trying to be unselfish.
But sometimes people present the whole sort of set-up as though it were just an exercise in
patience and unselfishness on their part, and the suggestion seems to be that therefore they are

excused from any other sort of religious practice. And that is really dangerous. And
sometimes, in Buddhist terms, a pseudo-Bodhisattva-ideal is brought in, and, you know, the
example of Vimalakirti is quoted, which is, you know, quite wrong.
Devamitra: I heard it reported of a recent Order meeting in London that somebody had raised
the point that there were not very many facilities in our own movement for married people,
and I just wondered if you had any thoughts about that? I mean, in a sense, I mean, I don't... I
mean, most of the people that I'm going to personally try and encourage, that I come into
contact with, won't be married people, or I will be encouraging them in the opposite direction
from their marriage.
S: Well, what does one mean by facilities for married people? One usually [61] would mean
facilities for the practising which would enable them to practise without any change in their
existing circumstances. This is what it really means. But if you practise, your existing
circumstances are bound to change; you can't help it, because your whole way of life changes,
I mean, as the Buddha or Ananda makes clear here.
Gone forth, he wholly shunned
In body evil deeds,
And rid of wrongful talk,
(407) He cleansed his way of life.
You can't help changing; your way of life can't help changing once you start practising, so if
you say, "Well, I will agree to practise and facilities must be provided for me, provided my
whole way of life is allowed to remain intact." Well, there's not really much use in that sort of
practice. It may be all right for the complete beginner, just to reassure, say, "Well, make
changes as you feel like making them; no one's going to compel you to." But you can't sort of
guarantee someone that his whole way of life is going to remain unchanged, that nothing is
going to happen to it. He can be quite sure of that. So he can practise Buddhism without any
fear of having to give up anything? You can't give that sort of guarantee. So if providing
facilities for married people means that, well, we just can't do it.
Devamitra: It's anti-Dharmic.
S: Yes.
Ratnapani: I gather from this that the married person who... just doesn't stand a chance, in
fact, to go very far?
S: Well, one hesitates to say that, because, you know, human beings can, you know, make an
effort under all sorts of adverse circumstances, but, you know, life being what it is, and
people being what they are, one must really beware of rationalizations. I mean, one certainly
can't... It would be almost cruel to say to someone who was married, "Well, you can't possibly
make any progress." That would be quite cruel and quite untrue. One should never say or
suggest any such thing.
Vimalamitra: If they were quite honest about the situation, if they really saw, you know, that
it was craving, and accept that quite well, maybe they could, to some extent...

Ratnapani: You wouldn't have to say it, then, would you?
S: No. Well, there are such married people we know, who just cheerfully say [62] "Well, I've
got my limitations," (laughs) and they accept them as limitations. They don't try to say, "Well,
I'm much more unselfish than you are, because I'm supporting a wife and children." They say,
"No, it's a limitation. I got caught some years ago, before I met the Friends. I wish I hadn't,
but I'll do what I can." Well, fair enough, you know; that's a healthy, positive attitude, and
such a person will evolve.
Devamitra: Do you think there is any point in encouraging such a person with that attitude
generally, to actually leave home? I mean, literally, leave his wife and family?
S: Well, it depends. I mean, if he's got, say, young children, you can't very well do that. But if
he must, he must.
Devamitra: But, I mean, there are examples in the tradition, of that happening, aren't there?
S: Yes, that's true.
Devamitra: And if it is felt particularly strongly by the individual...?
S: Well, I don't think one should encourage. But if the individual feels sufficiently strongly,
you won't be able to stop him. (laughter) But if the momentum of his own spiritual life leads
him in that direction, fair enough, yes? But you shouldn't try to make him feel bad that he isn't
taking that step. I mean that's very important.
Devamitra: Oh, sure. Yes.
S: Leave it to him and to the actual momentum of his own spiritual life. But what one should
be quite sort of ruthless about is people who just rationalize. They just tie themselves into
endless knots and try to tie you too, try to put you in the wrong, or even try to put you down,
make you feel sort of selfish for not having all the responsibilities, or being loaded with all
the responsibilities that they've loaded themselves with!
Chintamani: It seems to be in this sort of situation that people who have some sort of neurotic
emotional attachment and can't admit it - well, I mean, usually if you have that sort of
attachment you can't admit it, and try to rationalize, but the person who is quite healthy in that
respect will say I've got my limitations.
S: Right. Yes.
Chintamani: And something else that occurred to me is that although obviously a middle way
is the best thing in these matters, in this sort of situation, better to overdo it than underdo
it.[63]
S: Oh, indeed yes. So this is what Mara, Namuci, karunam, well, it's,
Lean art thou, pale, and nigh thee hovers death;
Thy life's a shred, a thousandth part is death's:

Live, sir, better is life! Alive, thou canst
Work merit. As thou farest godly faring
And feeds't the sacrificial fire, heaps up
Abundant meed; by striving what is wrought?
I mean, what do you gain by making an effort? What do you gain by evolving, after all? This
is what Mara says. "O hard is striving's way to tread, t'endure!" I mean, striving, in this
technical sense of making that supreme spiritual effort.
These verses Mara spake, standing beside
The Wake.
So do you think Mara was being really compassionate, or really kind?
Ratnapani: He's being awfully creepy.
S: No, not at all. It reminds me of a scene in that little film - I don't know if anyone saw it? on St Simeon Stylites. Did anyone see that? It's by that Spanish director. What's his name?
Voice: Bunuel.
S: Bunuel, yes.
Devamitra: Simon of the Desert, it was called.
S: Simon of the Desert. Yes. Did anyone see that?
Voice: Yes.
S: About St Simeon Stylites living on the top of a great pillar. It was a very interesting film,
only about 25 minutes, and black and white. There was St Simeon Stylites, who was a
Christian saint of the second century who spent his whole life, practically, up on a pillar
practising self-mortification, singing psalms all the time. So this film was partly a realistic
treatment of this, partly a bit of a send-up, and it was also a bit surrealistic, but it was a very
interesting film. And in the midst of St Simeon's austerities, when he's been there years and
years, sort of perched upon this pillar, Jesus appears. And he's so pleased to see Jesus. But it's
a rather strange sort of Jesus. Jesus has got funny little sort of curls round here. They don't
look quite right, they look a bit artificial, rather pretty little flaxen curls. And then Jesus says,
"Oh, Simeon, I'm so pleased to come and see you. I've been watching you and I really do
admire your austerities, and your prayers and all this psalm-singing, and [64] all the
hardships. But don't overdo it. (laughter) Don't harm yourself too much. Take it easy, my
son." And when Jesus says, "Take it easy, my son," Simeon just sort of turns his head, and
you can see this look of suspicion cross his face (laughter), and he looks and, of course, it isn't
Jesus, it's the devil dressed up as Jesus. So it's very much like this: this pseudo-kindliness.
And this raises another point - we must be very careful not to be pseudo-kind with our own
friends. Do you see what I mean? I mean, someone might be really making an effort and you
might feel a bit sorry for them and say "Well, you know, take it a bit easy. Don't over-exert
yourself. Tread a middle way." You might even say that, but be very careful. I mean,

sometimes people can over-exert themselves and they can go to extremes and you may need
to say, "Let up a bit." But be very careful that you yourself just don't feel a bit upset sort of
seeing them make that extreme effort and want to sort of get them to, you know, slacken off a
bit, more for your benefit than for theirs. (phew! sounds) One must be very careful of that.
Have you ever come up against this or noticed this in yourself or in others?
Vimalamitra: I've felt that a bit myself when I've been trying hard.
S: Hmm. I mean, not towards oneself, but towards others?
Ratnapani: Yes, I've felt... jealous...
S: If you feel towards others...
Ratnapani: ...someone who's really putting themselves through it.
S: Yes, well, you may not be conscious of an actual feeling of jealousy, but you may feel
genuine sympathy, but there is a sort of weakness, not a real sympathy. The real sympathy is
"Go at it. Make a hard effort. Never mind if it hurts. You're doing the right thing." You know,
that's real sympathy. But "Oh dear. Don't do too much. It shouldn't really hurt, you know. The
Buddhist path is a middle way, et cetera, et cetera." You can sort of take that rather weak
attitude, especially dealing with people that you are attached to.
Dick: These verses of Mara's here - would this be like the conditioned aspect of the Buddha at
this point?
S: Well, one could certainly take it in this way. This is, you know, the whole question of how
one looks at Mara. Is Mara a real, objective, externally existing personality, you know,
coming and standing beside you and whispering these things in your ear? Or is it just your
own mind, your own [65] weaker mind, just that residual part of yourself which is not yet
Enlightened? Is it just the gravitational pull personified? Is it a thought that crosses the
Buddha's own mind: "What am I making all this effort for? Where is it leading me? Maybe it
would be better for me just to follow the traditional religious practices - go home, get
married, you know, tend the sacrificial fire, earn merit, have a good rebirth. Why not? Maybe
that is a better way. Maybe I'm wasting my time?" Maybe it does represent a temptation of
this sort, or, you know, thoughts passing through the Buddha's own mind. But sometimes our
experience is such that we seem to hear, or seem to see, something external, some other
personality, as though speaking to us, as in a dream. In a dream, it's all our own mind, but we
experience it as objective, as external, so that you can have those sort of experiences in the
waking state, in the meditation state. So who can tell whether it is an objective external Mara
speaking, or whether it is a train of thought passing through the Buddha's mind?
Dave: If you treat it as a train of thought, just as a train of thought, it becomes a bit, not quite
so clear.
S: Not quite so dramatic. But whether it is a train of thought or whether it is Mara speaking,
you know, the arguments are equally false, equally misleading.
Chintamani: It reminds me of the story you told about St Francis of Assisi discussing the high

points of his spiritual career.
S: Ah, right, yes.
Chintamani: What St Francis could do, his... (noises) (pause)
S: Though the word which is translated "godly faring" is "brahmacariya", which is the
standard Indian term for the spiritual life; it means the sublime life, the noble life. Later on it
came to mean simply celibacy, but in the Buddha's day it certainly didn't mean that, it simply
meant a higher life, a noble life, spiritual life, sublime life, not religious life in the ordinary
sense. (pause)
So one can see also an antithesis here between the conventional religious life, which is a sort
of, you know, glorification of the status quo, and a genuine spiritual life, which results in
self-transformation. Do you see the difference? (sound of assent) And of course, you know, in
later times, you could be leading this sort of safe, pseudo-religious, or pseudo-spiritual life, in
a Buddhistic form or [66] Buddhistic guise. One mustn't forget that possibility.
Aloka: The whole thing's sort of gravitational pull...
S: Hmm. Yes.
Aloka: ...constantly trying to pull everything down...
S: Right. You're right. Yes.
Aloka: ...to a lower sphere.
Devamitra: That's why it's really good, you know, that there hasn't... there is not... we haven't
got any form of solemnizing of weddings, and the like. I mean that's the first step towards
decay, in a way, isn't it?
S: In a way, it is, yes.
Devamitra: Or one, at least.
S: This is ethnic religion, which is OK in its own place, but it's got nothing to do with us,
really.
Vimalamitra: How do you feel about the same thing with babies and naming and so on?
S: Oh dear! I think all these things must be kept sort of as peripheral as possible, huh? You
know, I noticed this sort of thing when I was in India among the ex-untouchables. What
happened was this: the Untouchables, as you know, or the ex-untouchables in west India, they
became Buddhists - that is, they went for Refuge, they took the Five Precepts - all right, what
did that mean in practical terms? We used to have lectures for them - lectures about the Four
Noble Truths, Eightfold Path, Buddhist teaching generally - but what were they most
interested in? Wedding ceremonies. Wedding ceremonies!

So eventually a situation developed where, wherever you went among them, your whole time
would be occupied celebrating weddings! (laughs) Yes! You could spend a whole day, a
whole week, performing wedding ceremonies. To be a Buddhist came to mean, in a way, for
many of them, that you had that particular kind of wedding ceremony. And then what
happened was - a further development - I went down among these people one year for Wesak,
and I found that dozens of them had arranged to have their wedding celebrated on Wesak day,
(he laughs) and they thought, because this is the holiest day in the Buddhist year, this is the
most important event in our lives, so therefore the proper time to have this is Wesak day. So
there was no Wesak meeting or lecture about Buddhism or anything like that; it was a series
of wedding celebrations! Or at least it would have been if I hadn't been around. I rather
unceremoniously relegated them all to the early morning and late at night, and arranged for,
you know, the proper Wesak celebration to be held during the greater [67] part of the day. But
that was the tendency: that they elaborated the wedding ceremony more and more, and the
Buddhist talks were within that context, and the suttas were chanted within that context. That
was clearly the most important thing for them, or for many of them. So if you're not careful,
your religion becomes using, say, Buddhist suttas and things like that to bless weddings, or to
celebrate weddings, to bless babies, to consecrate houses, to bless and consecrate businesses,
new firms, and factories, new branches, opening shops! Yes. All of this. Pregnant women
(laughter), yes, blessing pregnant women! Yes! I mean I've done it, I've done that too
(hysterical laughter) in my time. After-death ceremonies, which is a bit more religious; people
are in a quite different sort of mood then. And then, if you're not very careful, you may be
called on to bless troops, machine-guns, tanks - as bhikkhus sometimes are in Thailand, and
they do it, so what happens? Your whole sort of spiritual life or religious life becomes a
sanctification of worldly life, and a sanctification of the status quo, not an individual
development. The sprinkling of holy water upon everything mundane. This is your religious
life! hm?
Ratnapani: It'd be difficult to see because Christianity has so utterly become that, so we're not
used to thinking it would make any difference.
S: Yes. Well, the sacramental system of the Catholic Church: everything becomes as it were
sacramentalized, or pseudo-sacramentalized.
Devamitra: Do you think it would be a mistake to completely ignore things like wedding
ceremonies?
S: You can't completely ignore them, because they do take place.
Devamitra: Well, how does one...?
S: But I think the important thing is to keep them well on the periphery. I saw clearly among
the ex-untouchables, they were trying all the time - I say "they", but actually it was the people
involved - to move from the periphery to the absolute centre of the stage. More trouble, more
expense, was spent as regards the weddings, more care taken, than of any other Buddhist
event! And this was really extraordinary. So for many people, becoming a Buddhist meant
that in future they had Buddhist weddings. And so you take, for instance, suttas in which the
Buddha is saying, "Give up the world! Have nothing to do with sense-pleasures! Gain
nirvana! Meditate!" You chant all these things on the occasion of weddings (laughs), which
seems ridiculous, doesn't it? I mean, talk about the gravitational pull! [68] But this is what is

happening all the time, and this is what I call in one of my lectures, the tendency of the
universal religion to become an ethnic religion. So it's best that the secular remains secular.
You don't need to sanctify the secular. It's all right as it is. If you want to get married, get
married. No fuss or bother about it. Why bring in Buddhism? I mean, why have Buddhist
suttas chanted over that particular procedure, that particular business?
Ratnapani: If I was running a centre, I'd be more inclined to say that - if someone came along,
just say that "Why bother to mix them?" as you just did, because...
S: I mean, I used to say - and I used to believe this - that if you had a Buddhist wedding
ceremony it meant that you intended to live your married life together in accordance with
Buddhist principles. But, you know, eventually I got tired of saying this because I saw nobody
took it seriously! They hadn't come together to practise Buddhism. I mean, what did they
come together for? You know, not Buddhism! I mean I don't want to tell you what they did
(laughter) come together for, but they didn't come together for that! And here are you saying,
"What is the purpose of marriage from the Buddhist point of view: it's so that you can practise
the Dharma together." They are not going to practise the Dharma together, so why should you
sort of provide them with the illusion that they are? It may be in very rare, exceptional cases,
yes. And maybe when they get a bit older. But not in the first flush of youth! I mean, what are
they going to do on their honeymoon? They are not going to discuss the Abhidharma (loud
laughter) are they? So I started feeling that I was being - not exactly a hypocrite - but I was
just playing somebody else's game, yes? This is what I started feeling, and so I stopped, and I
said, "I won't personally celebrate any more weddings." And I haven't done, over the last few
years. If they have been really seriously - if they have been taking seriously - what you said,
and if you felt they were really going to make an effort as husband and wife to be Buddhists
together and practise the Dharma together, all right, fair enough, you can say those things, but
it seems to become just a matter of words, a bit of holy patter that you produced on the
wedding day to make it all sound good; that they were going to practise the Dharma together.
Vimalamitra: Tantra!
Chintamani: You remember when we were at Albemar there was a book on Nepal, and there
were some pictures in it of some Nepalese lamas; married ones. Have I showed it to you?
Devamitra: I can't remember.
Chintamani: They looked really washed out! [69]
S: Anyway, this is what Mara says. Mara is putting forward the temptation of this
pseudo-spiritual life, this life of conventional religion, which is merely a sanctification of the
status quo, and has got nothing to with the higher evolution of the individual. And the
Buddha, of course, rejects the temptation. So what does the Buddha say? Let's read that next.
The Master: "O wanton's kin, O evil One! Why needst
(431) Come here? No jot of merit is a need for me!
Mara should speak to them who merit need!
(432) Here's faith, thence energy; and wisdom's mine:
Why bidst me thus self-resolute to live?
(433) See how this wind dries up the rivers' flow!

Shall not blood dry in me, self-resolute?
(434) While dries the blood, my bile and phlegm dry up,
While wastes the flesh, mind more serene becomes,
Steadier awareness, wisdom, mind-intent.
(435) While thus I live, enduring utmost pain,
Mind seeks not pleasures! See a being cleansed!
(436) Lust's thy first force, thy second's termed dislike,
Thy third thirst-hunger, fourth is craving called,
(437) The fifth is torpor-sloth, the sixth named fear,
Doubt is thy seventh, thy eighth self-will and cant;
(438) Gains, favours, flattery, honours ill-won,
Exalting self, despising other folk:
(439) Namuci, such thy force, black scourge of man!
No craven conquers that; who does, wins bliss.
(440) See, I bear munja grass! A fig for life!
Better to fight and die than lose and live!
(441) Some votaries, engulfed here, go astray,
Nor know the way by which the pious fare.
(442) Mara, high-mounted, legion-girt, I see
And go to fight! He shall not loose my hold.
(443) Thy force which devas nor the world can crush
By wit I'll break, as stone an unbaked pot.
(444) With purpose bent, with mindfulness well set,
I'll fare from realm to realm and listeners train;
(445) Those earnest, resolute in my behest Tho' will ye nay - shall go where none do grieve."
S: This is a very difficult piece of translation. It's very well translated, actually, though it
doesn't read as smoothly in English as it does in the [70] Pali, but let's see what we can do
with it. I'll read Chalmers' translation. It isn't a particularly good one, I mean it's not as good
as Hare's, but it does give another reading of the text, as it were. Chalmers says:
"Thou Evil One! Thou congener of sloth!
(431) I lack no peddling rudiments like these;
no jot of such-like 'merit' profits me!
Mara should speak to those who 'merit' lack.
(432) Seeing that faith and energy and lore
have purged all self away, why talk of 'life'?
(433) The wind dries rivers up; - shall this my blood
still course when Self is dead, when Self has gone?
(434) While blood is drying up, the humours too
dry up; and with decay of flesh my mind
grows calmer; stronger grows its watchfulness,
its garner'd Lore, its concentration rapt.
(435) As thus I dwell, who've braved and borne pain's worst,
my heart for pleasure feels no zest at all.
Behold then, Mara, how a man is cleansed.
(436) Pleasures of sense compose thy foremost ranks;
dislike's thy second; thirst and hunger form

thy third array; cravings come fourth; the fifth
(437) is sloth and torpor; sixth faintheartedness;
doubt makes the seventh; th'eighth, - pretence, hard heart
(438) and [s]elf, repute, the pride of place, with fame
ill-gotten, scorn of others, praise of self.
(439) Black Mara, such is thine attacking force,
which only heroes overcome in fight,
and in their conquest find abiding Weal.
(440) Shall I cry craven? Nay; a pest on life!
I'd sooner die than brook defeat - and live.
(441) (Engulfed in this world's bogs, some anchorites
and brahmans wholly sink from sight and view,
and never come to know the path saints tread.)
(442) Seeing this host arrayed, with Mara there
riding his elephant of war, I go
to fight him! May he never beat me back!
(443) Thy hosts - which neither men nor gods can rout With Lore I'll crush, as pebbles smash a bowl.
(444) As Captain of my thoughts, with set resolve,
from realm to realm I'll find me followers[71]
(445) zealous and purged of self, whom loyalty
to my commandments, from their lust-free Lord,
shall bring where sorrows find no place at all."
So do you get a different sort of impression from this translation? It's a little bit of a
paraphrase, but he brings out more clearly certain things, which are only implied in the
original.
Dick: Yes, I think I prefer that one.
S: You do.
Aloka: Much more.
S: It is more poetic, in the traditional English sense. It makes very good sense, though it isn't
quite so close, always, to the letter of the original. But it's quite a... well, they're both quite
tours de force, you can say, both these translations. Anyway, let's start going through them. I
don't think we can finish this today, but never mind. It's quite important.
"O wanton's kin," says Hare. "Thou congener of sloth!" says Chalmers. What does the Pali
text say? Pamattabandhu. Yes, it's sloth. What does Hare say? It is wantonness. Bandhu is a
friend or kinsman. "O evil One! Why needst come here? No jot of merit is a need for me!"
Why does the Buddha say that? In what sense is merit not necessary for the Buddha?
Vimalamitra: Because he's trying to break through the Wheel.
S: He's trying to break through the Wheel. You know, merit is... well, a conditioned good.
He's not thinking in terms of merit, he's thinking in terms of emancipation, he's thinking in
terms of release, of nirvana, he's thinking in terms of the transcendental. This is, again, the

difference between the so-called religious life and the spiritual life, just using those terms.
The religious life is concerned with a sort of improvement of the mundane, whereas the
spiritual life is concerned with breaking through the mundane into a different dimension
altogether. So according to traditional Buddhist teaching, you can accumulate merit by means
of skilful actions, and those merits will cause you to be reborn in a happy, human state, or
even in a happy, heavenly state, but you are still on the Wheel, you're still liable to birth and
death and rebirth, you're not off the Wheel, you're not on the [72] transcendental path. So the
Buddha doesn't need merits.
"Mara should speak to them who merit need!
Here's faith, thence energy; and wisdom's mine:"
Let's see what those terms are in the Pali. Saddha, viriya, and panna; three out of the five
spiritual faculties, yes, faith and energy and wisdom. So the Buddha says, "Here's faith,
thence energy." So he says, here is faith, and from faith, energy. Now in what sense has the
Buddha faith? And how is it that energy comes from faith?
Devamitra: Faith in himself.
S: Faith in himself. And faith, in a way, that there is some higher state, something
transcendental, to be attained. Not as a sort of dogmatic belief, but he feels it, as it were, deep
within himself; he's convinced of that.
Vimalamitra: Inspired.
S: Inspired by the idea of that or the ideal of that. He feels a sort of innate tendency within
himself to move towards that. It's that sort of feeling that we can't justify, always, rationally,
that there is something higher towards which we can move, and the feeling to move towards
it, that is faith. So here's faith. "Thence energy." How is it that faith gives you energy?
Devamitra: The feeling provides the energy.
S: Feeling provides the energy, yes. If you translate faith or saddha as confidence, as
sometimes is done - and certainly faith has that connotation too - then you can see, perhaps,
the connection more clearly: that where there is confidence, there is energy. If you are
confident in what you are doing, confident of what you are doing, confident in yourself, there
will be energy. Lack of energy is lack of confidence, lack of energy is lack of faith. So what is
the opposite to faith, then? Doubt. Self-doubt. And what inhibits energy? Doubt, especially
self-doubt.
Devamitra: And indecision.
S: And indecision.
Devamitra: And inability to commit.
S: So the Buddha says, "here's faith" - that is, in himself - "thence energy", "and wisdom's
mine." Panna: it may not be wisdom in the transcendental sense; sometimes panna is used in
the sense of understanding, sometimes in the sense of wisdom as insight into the

transcendental, into ultimate reality. [73] But anyway, the Buddha says:
"Here's faith, thence energy and wisdom's mine:
Why bidst me thus self-resolute to live?"
I don't quite make out the sense of this but the general meaning is quite clear. "Why do you
bid me lead this purely conventional, pseudo-spiritual, religious life? I mean, I am endowed
with those qualities, faith, energy, wisdom, which will enable me to lead a higher spiritual
life. To strive and to gain nirvana, to gain Enlightenment."
"See how the wind dries up the river's flow!" There's the river flowing past. Maybe it is the
summer season, the river is drying up.
"Shall not blood dry in me, self resolute?
While dries the blood, my bile and phlegm dry up,
While wastes the flesh, mind more serene becomes,
Steadier awareness, wisdom, mind-intent."
So Mara started off by compassionating the Buddha for being pale, for being nigh to death.
So the Buddha says, "It doesn't matter. The wind is drying up the river; in the same way my
blood is drying up, all the humours of the body are drying up. The flesh is wasting away, but
the mind is becoming more serene, the awareness is becoming steadier. So is the wisdom, so
is the mental intenseness, mental concentration. All these are becoming clearer and steadier,
so what does it matter, in a way, what happens to the body?" Do you think the Buddha is
adopting here a one-sidedly ascetic attitude? Do you think he is doing this or not?
Voice: No.
S: No he isn't.
Chintamani: This is tied up with something... if you've experienced something very
worthwhile, you then discover the things in yourself that block that experience. You realize
that your initial experience is far more worthwhile than the sort of transitory pleasures of
enjoying the things that actually block the experience, so you just get rid of them.
S: Right. Well, it's like when you're playing a game that you thoroughly enjoy, even like
football, you may get injured. [74] You may realize afterwards that you are all cut and
bruised, and maybe you've got a bone broken, but you don't care, you don't bother, because
you've enjoyed the game so much, it has meant so much to you. Whereas some person might
say, "Oh, how can you play football, how can you possibly enjoy it? Look how injured you
get, look how dirty you get. You cut yourself, you bruise yourself, look at your poor ear!"
Well you'd say, well, what would your reaction be? "What does it matter, I've thoroughly
enjoyed the game. We won!" So Mara is trying to compassionate the Buddha in the same
way, "Oh, how lean you are, how pale you are!" The Buddha says, "So what? Look at the
river, look at the wind, it dries up the river, so even my blood dries up, my bile, my phlegm. If
the flesh withers away what does it matter? My mind is serene, my mind is clear. I'm
concentrated, I'm intent, I'm preoccupied with what really matters. So what does it matter
what happens to my body?" So this is not a one-sided asceticism, this is just the determination
of someone to get his priorities right and if necessary to sacrifice the lesser to the greater. He's

not sacrificing the lesser for the sake of sacrificing the lesser, the lesser to the greater, but he's
making the sacrifice because it is really necessary. We can't have the greater without
sacrificing the lesser to that.
Chintamani: Self defence.
S: "While thus I live, enduring utmost pain, mind seeks not pleasures!" There's rather a sort of
note of, "I mean, what does it matter if I'm suffering pain? At least while suffering pain my
mind is prevented from seeking after pleasure."
"see a being cleansed." What is this in Pali? Passa sattassa suddhatam. Yes, that is more
literal than Chalmers' "Behold a man who is purified". Behold a man who is free, a man who
is Enlightened practically. I mean, this is the result, this is my present state, what does it
matter that I've suffered? What does it matter that I had to go through it? Look, I'm cleansed,
I'm Enlightened, I'm purified. That is the justification as it were, look at the result. What does
it matter that he has become pale or lean, that's completely irrelevant. "See a being cleansed."
[75]
Then he really attacks Mara: "Lust's thy first force, thy second's termed dislike." Here, of
course, we come into the imagery of the traditional conquest of Mara, or battle with Mara, as
depicted in Buddhist art. You are probably familiar with this. Yes? That Mara is represented
as the leader of a great host, a great army, with all sorts of battalions of demons and
demonesses. So the Buddha is referring to that.
"Lust's thy first force, thy second's termed dislike,
Thy third thirst-hunger, fourth is craving called,
The fifth is torpor-sloth, the sixth named fear,
Doubt is thy seventh, thy eighth self-will and cant;
Gains, favours, flattery, honours ill-won,
Exalting self, despising other folk:
Namuci, such thy force, black scourge of man!"
It's rather interesting that black, kanha, is the Pali equivalent of Krishna. The god Krishna is
etymologically the same as Kanha or Mara.
Chintamani: The king of the...
S: Right. That's very interesting isn't it?
Devamitra: Well, was the Krishna cult already in existence at the time of the Buddha?
S: Possibly, on a very popular, sort of folk level. But what is God for the ethnic religion is the
devil for the spiritual religion, the universal religion. Just as in the case of Gnosticism, the
God of the Old Testament becomes the devil of the New.
Chintamani: And in Blake too.
S: And in Blake, yes.

So you can say, even, on another level, the gods of the ordinary man become the devils of the
man who is trying to evolve. Do you see what I mean?
"Namuci, such thy force, black scourge of man! No craven conquers that." So who is required
to conquer this force or army of Mara? No craven, no coward, only a hero can do it. [76] "...
who does wins bliss." Who makes that conquest, who defeats Mara's army, wins bliss.
Chintamani: What's the derivation of Namuci?
S: I don't know. It is a proper name. There is a Dictionary of Pali Proper Names, which I don't
have, which one could look it up in. ["given because he does not allow either gods or men to
escape from his clutches, but works harm" Sutta Nipata Commentary, ii. 386, tr.] It's a fairly
common name for Mara. Kanha, the Black One, is another one, or in Sanskrit Krishna. Kanha
means dark, in the sense of swarthy, dark blue, black, even sort of brownish.
"See, I bear munja grass!" So the footnote says that munja is "a kind of bulrush. The wearing
of a munja girdle denotes a vow, vrata, for brahmans; here perhaps the reference is to the way
of the 'pious', subbata." "See, I bear munja grass." - I've taken a vow. Presumably a vow not to
give up even though I die, until success has been attained, until I've reached nirvana.
"A fig for life!
Better to fight and die than lose and live!"
So here one sees, as it were, the Buddha's warrior blood coming out very strongly on this
higher spiritual level. This is very much the kshatriya ethic: better to fight and die than to lose
and live, or not fight and live. (pause)
Devamitra: That's also very reminiscent of Greek traditional values, that sort of attitude.
S: Also some of the Zen people. Or perhaps we shouldn't mention them. Chalmers is much
more vigorous in this next verse.
"Engulfed in this world's bogs, some anchorites
and brahmins wholly sink from sight and view,
and never come to know the path saints tread."
Devamitra: I love the image of them being in bogs!
S: In the world's bogs. Hare translates it rather less vigorously: [77] "Some votaries, engulfed
here, go astray, Nor know the way by which the pious fare." That word pious is quite out of
place here. I mean pious in its modern English kind of thinking. A pious person. You don't
think of anything very heroic, do you? You usually think of the local vicar with his dog collar
and Sunday sermon.
Devamitra: It has the connotation, at least for me, of emasculation.
S: Yes. It's really a pity that religion has that sort of connotation now, because you don't get
that sort of impression from the Sutta Nipata, of the spiritual life as something emasculated.

Vimalamitra: It tends to go hand in hand, I think, with the idea of suffering and giving all
these things up, just giving them up as if you are not giving them up for something better.
Devamitra: Actually you just mentioned the vicar's dog collar, that sounds like it's a really
appropriate term for it: the priest with his dog collar, a domesticated animal.
S: (laughs) Yes. Well this is the whole difficulty about modern man. Modern man has
become a domesticated animal. (laughter) The man who has gone forth has gone back, as it
were, into the wild state, like the dog that has broken his chain and shaken off his collar and
run off to become a wolf again. It's a bit like that, in the sort positive sense. I mean, to be
domesticated is not to be a man. If a so-called man's whole life is spent providing for a family
and looking after his wife and his children, and his whole interest centres upon that, he's not a
man any more, he's a domesticated animal. If he does that among other things, fair enough, he
can still be a man. If he still has his higher interests but carries on with those responsibilities
at the same time, fair enough, he's still a man. But if your whole being is centred upon that,
and that is you whole life, you are not a man any more.
Dick: So going forth is you're picking up where you left off, or picking up where man left
off.[78]
S: Yes. "Mara, high mounted." He's traditionally represented mounted on an elephant. "legion
girt, I see
And go to fight! He shall not loose my hold.
Thy force which devas nor the world can crush
By wit I'll break, as stone an unbaked pot."
Look at the Buddha's confidence. That is the spirit in which he faces the armies of Mara. I
don't quite like that word "wit" though. Let's see what it is: panna. It's rather strange to
translate it as wit. By wisdom - actually it is that, it is being the real Buddhist technical term by wisdom you smash Mara and his hosts. By force of samadhi you can only hold them back,
you can't permanently defeat and overthrow them. They are only permanently defeated and
overthrown, the whole conditioned is permanently smashed, only by wisdom, only by insight.
You need the energy of meditation behind that insight, but it is the insight itself that does the
penetrating and smashing, which breaks through.
Ratnapani: So you can always fall back, on any amount of meditation?
S: Yes, I mean meditation in the samatha sense, meditation not conjoined with wisdom. The
development of wisdom is the real thing. Meditation is the basis for that. So you see the
Buddha's heroic spirit and kshatriya spirit. By wit, by panna, by wisdom "I'll break as stone an
unbaked pot". Probably the translator just needed a word of one syllable here.
"With purpose bent, with mindfulness well set,
I'll fare from realm to realm and listeners train;
Those earnest, resolute, in my behest Tho' will ye nay - shall go where none do grieve."
So the Buddha is saying not only will I defeat you, not only will I conquer you, but I shall
cause others to conquer you too. "With purpose bent, with mindfulness well set, I'll fare from

realm to realm." I'll travel from place to place. As we know, the Buddha subsequently did too.
Devamitra: It seems the Bodhisattva intention is really brought to light here.[79]
S: That is, too. It is not just for his own sake.
Devamitra: Which very often you don't get that feel in other accounts that I've read of the time
immediately before the Buddha's Enlightenment.
S: Right, yes. This seems to be his intention, yes, even before the Enlightenment, or at that
crucial moment. "And listeners train." It is interesting that the word sravaka, listener as it
literally is, is the word for disciple. Disciple is one who listens, and that refers not only to the
fact that to learn you had to listen because there were no books, but also to that attitude of
receptivity, not just hearing, but really listening. "Vinayam puthu." Vinaya means training,
not in the sense of monastic rules, as it afterwards became, but a whole positive way of life.
"Those earnest," appamatta - mindful really, not heedless. "resolute in my behest": mama
sasanakaraka. Sasana is a word which is very often used in Buddhist countries for what we
call Buddhism. The sasana, have you ever heard it called that?
Voice: The Buddhasasana.
S: The Buddhasasana. We can't quite translate it accurately, it's something like message, but
also something like order, or command, or imperative. It's rather difficult to convey this. If
one thinks for instance in terms of will and power, if someone out of his will gives you an
order how would you feel about that?
Voice: Resentful.
S: Resentful. But if someone gives you an order out of his power, how would you feel about
that?
Voice: I would obey.
S: Yes. So the sasana is the order, which issues, as it were, from the Buddha, by virtue of his
natural spiritual power, or innate spiritual power.[80]
Voice: So what does that refer to in the text?
Voice: What is it translated as?
S: Behest. Which is very weak. Sasanakaraka means doing, performing, my behest. It's not
command, it's my imperative, it's very important to get this over. It's authority also, it's the
natural authority which power has over you, which you cannot but obey if you are really
receptive. That is what it really is. It's authority in that sense, real authority. If you're
confronted by real authority, if you are a receptive honest person, you cannot but obey that.
And the authority is the authority of the individual as such, not the authority of his position or
his power in the worldly sense, or his name. But the sheer authority of that individual as such
creates such an impression on you that you cannot but follow, you cannot but obey, that is
what is meant by sasanakaraka. So this term sasana is very important. It's a pity that we don't

use it more. In modern Buddhist countries it does tend to mean something like organized
Buddhism, or the institutional religion, but it doesn't really mean that in Pali.
Voice: Could you use it instead of Buddhism?
S: Yes.
Voice: Because I've heard, speaking with people that I've come into contact with in London,
one thing that really sort of gets their backs up is the use of the word Buddhism, and Buddhist
too ...
S: Yes, it's Buddhasasana, it's the Buddhasasana, it's the order, the imperative which issues
from the Buddha by virtue of his spiritual attainment, and which you, as a human being
receptive to that cannot but follow.
Voice: What's the Pali word, is there a Pali word for one who obeys the sasana?
S: I don't think there is, incorporated into the word sasana itself. You can get sasanadhara,
you could say that would be the correct idiom. [81] Sasanadhara means one who bears the
sasana, in the sense of observes or practises. There's also the term dharmadhara, one who
bears or carries, in the sense of observes and practises the Dharma. So sasanadhara there is.
Voice: What would that be?
S: One who accepts the sasana, one who accepts the order, the sasanadhara.
Voice: The man who... ?
S: That is true. Dhara means more like one who accepts, one who accepts the order, but it's
not an order issuing from anybody's individualistic will, but the order emanating, you could
say naturally emanating, from someone's enlightened being, which is a real power. This
whole concept of sasana is very important. You can't make it just behest, or message, or
command; that's completely wrong. Command suggests something willed and egoistic, one
person ordering another person about. "Message" is just some information transmitted, even
"order" again suggests some military discipline or something like that. It isn't that in the least.
It's a bit like the ethical imperative, if you know what I mean.
Voice: No.
S: Well Kant, for instance, said that there are two kinds of imperative, there's the hypothetical
imperative and the absolute imperative. The hypothetical imperative says, "If you want to be
happy do this..." Yes? The absolute imperative says, "Do this. There's no reason for doing it,
just do it." So the sasana is of the order of the absolute imperative, and that according to Kant
is the ethical imperative.
Voice: It brings in power.
S: Yes, in the power as opposed to the will sense. Because the Buddha is the Buddha, well
there is, as it were, power emanating from that, from that enlightened individuality. Not

power in the mundane sense, but the sort of compelling force of that enlightened [82]
personality. And those who are sensitive and receptive, those who accept, just follow that
power, follow that through. They become sasanadharas, bearers or carriers or acceptors of the
sasana, of that imperative, which is the transcendental imperative. This is what I originally
translated it as once, the sasana, the transcendental imperative of the Buddha. Buddhasasana,
the Buddha's transcendental imperative. This is where the word "imperious" also comes from,
or is connected with: imperative, imperious, in the true sense. An imperious person, though
the word has become debased nowadays, is the person with that natural authority, the person
whom others naturally obey, not because of his superior position but because of the sheer
force, as it were, of his character, though not in a will sense, the sheer force of his being.
Voice: In a really, sort of, good hierarchy a position of rank is presumably the outward
manifestation.
S: Yes. But the real trouble starts when people with no natural authority, no natural power,
occupy positions of power, and derive their so-called power, their so-called authority, entirely
from their position, their rank in society, their political position, their political power, even
their money, which is dreadful. You have to respect someone just because they have money,
which is absolutely awful, it is most immoral. But this is what happens, people are respected
just on account of their money. Their money talks, their money does all sorts of things. It's a
thoroughly immoral state of affairs.
Voice: They're not really respected though. It's their money which is respected.
S: Well no. They are respected. It's their money, they are deferred to, they are considered, or
people crawl to them.
Voice: Yes, but they are more kind of (...unclear...)
S: Yes, but what an odd sort of relationship, what an odd sort of attitude - how perverted, how
twisted.
Voice: If they are effective then it doesn't matter does it?[83]
S: Well no. If they've got that money out of sheer personal capacity, well that's another
matter. But suppose they just inherited it, or won it on the pools. I mean, some people are
destroyed by it, in this sort of way. They just can't handle it. Or a weak person born to be a
king, he just can't handle it. He may lose his throne sooner or later.
Voice: He may lose his sanity. You know, goes into what he feels he ought to be, and in the
process cracks up?
S: If he can't be a decent constitutional monarch and get away with it that way. We said that
Bimbisara - to go back to Bimbisara - you feel he's a natural king, he's a born king, in the full
sense of the term. He has the royal authority, he has authority as a person. Not the same
authority as the Buddha, he knows that, he recognizes that, even before the Buddha's
Enlightenment. But they both have authority in their own way, genuine authority. So to refuse
to recognize this, that someone has power, that someone has authority, that someone is in a
position to issue that imperative, not to be receptive to that, well it is a disastrous sort of

thing. So this is what we find so much of in the modern world. Or else we find that it is
imitation, which is even more dreadful. You do find people sort of sticking out their chests
and adopting a military swagger, and thinking that this is authority. This is what Hitler and
Mussolini went into, which is quite a different, sort of travesty, of the real thing. But the fact
that that travesty existed often causes people to ignore the real thing. To look down upon the
real thing, or gives them an excuse to look down upon the real thing.
Voice: Or even, they just don't even acknowledge that it's there.
S: Or even, if you just mention the word authority they start shouting Hitler, et cetera, et
cetera.
Voice: But if someone in the world, they came into contact with someone who has real
power, they just call them fascists.
S: Yes. Right.[84]
Voice: The very idea of authority... (unclear)
S: Yes. I was quite interested to see that even in, to go a little bit off the record, but anyway,
even in some of the contributions to Shabda .... the word fascist crept into at least two of
them, I found that very significant and very sad also.
Voice: Communists call Buddhists fascists.
S: Do they? They also call them elitists. That's another term, you know, that you're elitist.
(short gap in tape)
S: ... quite the greatest of the virtues. OK, so the Buddha is saying, to get back to the text, is
saying not only is he going to defeat Mara, but he's going to go around encouraging others to
defeat Mara. Which is in a way even worse from Mara's point of view. "With purpose bent,
with mindfulness well-set, I'll fare from realm to realm and listeners train." Real disciples,
"Those earnest, resolute in my behest", my imperative, "Tho' will ye nay." Even though you
are against it. "Shall go where none do grieve", that is, to nirvana. Mara can do his worst,
even though he doesn't like what the Buddha is going to do, the Buddha is going to do it. This
is the Buddha's determination. So what does Namuci say? Let's conclude with that.
Namuci:
(446) "For seven years I've dogged the Master's steps;
I'll find no fault in the alert Awake!
(447) There circled round a fat-hued rock a crow,
"Maybe it's soft," he thought, "Maybe it's sweet!"
(448) Finding no sweetness there the crow flew off:
As balked stone-pecker I leave Gotama."
(449) O'ercome with grief his lute his armpit slipt,
And that dejected spirit disappeared."
S: So Mara cuts, in the end, a rather sorry figure. Let's see what Chalmers says, what his

translation is.
"For seven years I might keep dogging him,
yet with the watchful Buddha get no chance!
To see if it was soft and good to eat,
a crow hopped round a stone that looked like fat;
but, disappointed, flew away again.
- In like disgust I give up Gotama!"
Then the Lord says
"In grief, the sprite then let his lute slip down,
as, sick of heart, he vanished out of sight."
[85] Mara in the end disappears, he's been seen through, his lute slips down - you know it's a
sort of guitar, or his vina. The seven years presumably refers to the Buddha's period of
austerities and striving before he gained Enlightenment. It's a very graphic simile, one can
say. So Mara disappears, he's completely routed, and the Buddha has gained Enlightenment.
Voice: So this is another version of the, of the more elaborate one in the...
S: Yes, both these suttas seem to be very early versions of crucial episodes in the Buddha's
life. First of all his going forth and his meeting with Bimbisara and then his final defeat of
Mara and attainment of Enlightenment, with the six or seven years struggle in between. So
you are given a very brief but very sort of dramatic, very powerful introduction to what
follows - and follows, of course, various suttas giving teachings. I rather get the impression
that this particular chapter - the Great Chapter was a self-contained work, which afterwards
was incorporated in this particular collection the Sutta Nipata - all these chapters might well
have circulated originally as self-contained works. Well we know that one did: the
Atthakavathka, which is probably the oldest part of the Pali canon. That's the part that is
quoted from and referred to in other portions of the Pali texts. And as I mentioned there's
even a commentary on it that is included in the same Pali texts.
Voice: Have you done any study on that one?
S: No. It's very difficult, the language is difficult, the ideas are difficult. We've not yet got
around to that, I hope we shall one day.
Voice: Something that occurs here is that if you've got the determination to beat Mara, then
Mara is pretty well defeated.
S: Right, yes. Well, what is Mara, Mara is self-doubt, yes? So if you, as you say, you have the
determination to defeat him, he is defeated. It's the determination which defeats him. It's the
lack of self confidence which is dangerous, to think [86] that you are weak, that you can't do
it, that you ought to take things easy, maybe lead a life of piety instead, a life of good works,
domestic religion.
Well, any query on this whole sutta? It's called striving, remember, virtana, which is a very
strong word: effort, struggle. You notice in both these suttas the kshatriya spirit of heroism

coming up quite strongly.
Voice: Usually we find that, since the Buddha first went forth, the seven years as an ascetic
are usually undermined in a lot of writings, and then he sort of realized that...
S: Right, yes. As though that was an entirely wrong path that had no value whatever. As
though it was one great big mistake from beginning to end. Well maybe at certain times, yes,
the Buddha did do things in a very extreme sort of way, but not all the time by any means. No
doubt from all that we can tell the final Enlightenment came in a moment of complete
relaxation in the fullest and highest sense. But you can't really experience relaxation unless
there is a preceding effort. You can only really rest after you've made a real effort. The man
who never makes an effort is never able to rest.
Voice: There is quite a dismissive attitude really, to that period in the Buddha's life.
S: As though, you know, you should just forget all about making an effort, just sit quietly
down by the side of a river under a nice tree and have a nice muse. And, you know, that's the
way to Enlightenment.
Voice: No, I mean, not to eat too much because that's too far the other way, but a nice good
meal every day at least.
Voice: It's like ignoring the twenty blows against the rock, the previous nineteen blows.
S: Indeed, yes. So the twentieth blow is the real blow.
Voice: (laughter) Just do that.[87]
Voice: This is one of the basic things in karate, they keep telling you that you can't relax until
you've really trained hard.
S: Right. Also we must remember that when the Buddha spoke about the middle way, he
spoke about it within the context of Indian asceticism and Indian sensuality, both of which
were very, very extreme. So what we would regard as very extreme asceticism would come
pretty near to what the Buddha would regard as the middle way. When the Buddha spoke of
avoiding the extreme of self-mortification, what did he mean? Well, sort of hanging upside
down from the boughs of trees (laughter) and sitting in the midst of fires, towards the four
cardinal points and sun blazing overhead. Or standing on one leg for years on end. That was
the sort of self-mortification the Buddha had in mind. What we would regard as
self-mortification he would have regarded as a very ordinary, everyday matter indeed. I mean,
we would regard one meal a day as self-mortification, but the Buddha didn't, that was a quite
ordinary way of living. And the Buddha always slept on the ground, he didn't carry a mattress
around with him, [but] he didn't regard that as asceticism, he regarded that as the ordinary
way to live. In South India today people never use a mattress, ordinary people. They have a
reed mat, that's all they have. I have slept on a reed mat for years and years. That's not
asceticism, not in South India, it's the way everybody lives. Lots of people in this country
would regard giving up meat and fish as real asceticism, but even we don't, it's just an
ordinary way of life, nothing particularly ascetic about it, we've got used to it, it's quite natural
now.

Voice: And presumably, the amount of money that we don't have, that's regarded with shock
and horror by some people.
S: Yes. So in the same way, what we would regard as extreme asceticism, the Buddha might
have regarded as the Middle Way, in this particular matter.
Voice: It seems to be, there seems to be quite a general principle that when a society of
people lacks inner wealth, they try to make up for it in outer wealth.[88]
S: Well this is true of the individual: when you lack inner wealth, inner resources, individual
resources, you try to accumulate external things, or you try to latch on to other people. You
have a neurotic craving to fill your own inner emptiness with things and contacts and
experiences and so forth rather than to grow into them naturally, so that your own fullness
leads to an even greater fullness. You feel empty so you try to stuff yourself with all sorts of
external things.
Voice: So when you feel empty, you just stay with it.
S: Stay with it, yes. Just really experience it.
Voice: That's real asceticism (laughing).
S: Yes, yes indeed. Well, take these two suttas jointly, how do you feel about the pair of
them? What sort of general overall impression do they produce?
Voice: The strongest impression I've got now is that it's a true story.
S: It's a true story yes, this is what really happened, it really was like that, you can believe it.
There's no embroidery. Even despite the reference to Mara, that's comparatively easy to take.
If you wish to do so, you can easily regard it as a train of thought passing through the
Buddha's own mind, which is completely plausible, completely intelligible. So yes, it could
really have happened like that. It sounds very true to life - a real story, the real story.[89]
Chintamani: It's very inspiring.
S: Yes.
Devamitra: There's a tremendously, sort of, healthy feel to the whole background.
S: Yes.
Devamitra: Which is, say, lacking in our own culture.
S: The Buddha coming from among these people of wealth and energy, yes?
Devamitra: But also the king's attitude, which I find really quite impressive towards him.
S: His eager response to the Buddha the first time he set eyes upon him. Well, before he
became the Buddha. How eager he was to make contact, the manner in which he approached

him.
Devamitra: It's a bit like the Greek ideal of friendship between men too.
S: Yes, right.
Devamitra: It's got that kind of...
S: There's no... As soon as he sets eyes on the Buddha, he just wants to get to know him, he
likes him, yes.
Voice: Yes, he looks at him. "I wonder what he wants", is more like the problem you expect
now.
S: Yes, right.
All right, maybe we should leave it there for today.[90]
S: ... three in the Great Chapter, page 65. It's the Subhasita Sutta, which Hare translates
"goodly words" and Chalmers as "apt words". We'll see what subhasita means in a minute.
Voice: Is that with a double T?
S: No with one T. Sutta has two Ts.
Voice: Subhasita?
S: Subhasita. Su is a prefix meaning good, well, or happy. Bhasita means simply speak. So
it's really simply well spoken or happily spoken, or well said - the sutta of the well said or the
well spoken or the happily spoken. You notice "goodly words" has a sort of pietistic ring
doesn't it? You notice these subtle distortions. "Goodly words" - it's subhasita, what is well
spoken, well said.
Voice: Before we start, can I just ask, what is this actual book called? This actual book the
chapter's coming from.
S: Well the whole text is the Sutta Nipata. The Sutta Nipata is divided into five chapters. The
Great Chapter or Mahavagga is chapter three, and as you'll see it consists of thirteen - I think
it's thirteen, let me check that - short suttas. Mostly in verse.
Voice: This "Woven Cadences" is a translation...
S: Yes, this is Hare's translation, E. M. Hare's translation, in the "Woven Cadences". No,
there are twelve short suttas, not thirteen.
Devamitra: What does "Woven Cadences" actually translate?
S: Sutta Nipata.

Devamitra: It does translate...
S: Yes. Roughly.
All right. Subhasita Sutta. Let's start reading round. First the prose introduction.[91]
Goodly Words: Subhasita Sutta
"Thus have I heard: Once, when the Master dwelt near Savatthi ... in Jeta Grove, he said:
"Monks when a word has four qualities, it is well-spoken, not ill-spoken, it is not
blameworthy, nor blamed by the wise. What four? Herein a monk speaks goodly words, not
evil words; speaks Dharma, not otherwise; speaks kindly, not unkindly; speaks the truth, not
what is false. Monks, when a word has these four qualities, it is well-spoken, not ill-spoken, it
is not blameworthy, nor blamed by the wise."
Thus spake the Master; and when he had thus spoken, the Wellfarer spake again as teacher."
S: Let's hear that verse then we'll discuss the whole section.
(450) The goodly word calm men proclaim supreme;
And second, speaking Dharma, not elsewise;
Third, speaking kindly, not unkindly words;
And speaking truth, not speaking false, is fourth.
S: Now this particular sutta has, more or less, the standard form of a sutta as it developed
perhaps later on. You notice there is this little introduction, "Thus have I heard". In the course
of the Buddha's own lifetime his teachings were of course current. The Buddha himself used
to teach, used to hold discussions and conversations with his disciples. And it happened that
the disciples themselves would sometimes put his teachings into their own words, even put
them from prose into verse, even made up what we might describe as ballads giving the
Buddha's teachings. And these ballads they recite for their own edification, so as to help them
remember the teachings, and they'd also chant, possibly even sing, the ballads to other people
as they went about from place to place. And it does seem that much of the sort of material
that is represented by the Sutta Nipata originated in this way. I mentioned that there is another
chapter of the Sutta Nipata called the Atthakavagga, the Chapter of the Eights. Which was
current as a whole chapter, as we now call it, in the Buddha's own day.
There's a story of a young monk, a young bhikkhu, coming to see the Buddha. He's gone forth
and been accepted, in other words become a bhikkhu, in some distant part of the country. He
was the disciple of one of the Buddha's principle disciples, but he'd never, as yet, met the
Buddha himself. So he set forth on this long journey, came to Savatthi where the Buddha was
staying, met him, and the Buddha asked him what he understood of the Dharma, whereupon
he recited the Atthakavagga: this is what I have learned, this is what my teacher has taught
me. So it does seem from this particular incident and various other pieces of evidence that
quite a few of the disciples [92] were in the habit of reducing the Buddha's teaching to verse
form, even to ballad form, and spreading the teaching by reciting these ballads and teaching
them to their disciples and so on.
So much of the Sutta Nipata seems to have originated in this way. But later on people wanted
to know, well, all right, the Buddha gave this particular teaching, the teaching contained in

the ballad, but what were the circumstances? Whom did he give that teaching to? And where?
What led up to that? What were the circumstances? So they started adding little prose
introductions to the ballads, saying the Buddha was staying at such and such a place, a certain
person came to him and put such and such a question, then the Buddha said... and then you
get the ballad following. So in this way you get the Buddha's teaching prefaced by a sort of
prose introduction setting forth the circumstances under which the teaching was given. And
of course later on Ananda came to be regarded as the repository of all this information, so
Ananda is supposed to say, "Thus have I heard. The Blessed One was at one time staying in
such-and-such a place, somebody comes to see him, then he gives such and such a teaching."
In this way the teaching is firmly anchored in time and place and you know the circumstances
under which it was given. So this seems to be, in all likelihood, a slightly later development.
So here you have an example of this sort of thing. The first two suttas were simple ballads
with no prose introduction, but this one has got a prose introduction explaining how the
teaching contained in the ballad came to be given, and as you'll see, you'll even see the
Buddha giving the teaching in his own words, both in prose and verse, and then a disciple
elaborating what the Buddha had said in prose and verse into a ballad of his own. This is
quite an interesting sort of development. But we'll get to that in a minute.
Voice: So this isn't directly what the Buddha spoke, it's kind of interpreted by...
S: Not interpreted; it's more like put into a different form. Not that anything has been
changed.
Devamitra: Crystallized.
S: You could say crystallized, or expanded to, as we shall see in a minute. So you get the
idea, the Buddha would say something, he would [93] explain something. A disciple would
either just remember the very words of the Buddha or he could summarize or expand what the
Buddha had said in his own words. For instance the Buddha said of Sariputta that he was
pre-eminent among the disciples for his wisdom, and he further remarked that it was one of
the great characteristics of Sariputta that what the Buddha himself had said in brief Sariputta
could expand in detail, and what the Buddha had said himself at length and in detail Sariputta
could summarize in a concise form. Sariputta had both these qualities, both these capacities.
So we can see from this that the disciples were in the habit of presenting the Buddha's
teaching in their own words, summarizing or expanding and so on. We don't always
necessarily have the Buddha's own, exact, precise words. Again, of course, a lot of the
Buddha's teaching was summarized under headings: the three of this and the four of that and
the five of something else. Very likely the Buddha himself summarized his own teaching in
these ways, and had these sorts of summaries and outlines which he filled in slightly different
ways at different times and in different places according to the needs of the persons that he
was talking to. For instance, he might give a slightly different account of the five spiritual
faculties or the twelve nidanas. Sometimes we find him speaking only about eight nidanas or
ten nidanas, according to the circumstances, not about the full list of twelve. Sometimes we
find him speaking about twenty-four nidanas in a couple of places and that is very important
indeed. So we mustn't think of the Buddha's teaching as something set forth in one particular
unalterable form and that form invariably being reproduced. No doubt here or there in the
scriptures there are the Buddha's actual words, no doubt certain phrases, even whole
sentences, even whole paragraphs very much as the Buddha said them, but the rest is

expansion, condensation, recasting, summary, and so on, or just setting forth of the spirit of
the Buddha's teaching in entirely different words. And all this material comprises the Pali
texts, the Buddhist scriptures. So you can get some idea now of the sort of thing that
happened.
Voice: Sometimes they missed, didn't they? Like in the Udana where the prose and the verse
don't seem to coincide.
S: Right, yes, because sometimes the prose doesn't really belong to the verse or the verse
doesn't really belong to the prose. But later compilers, having to arrange them somehow, put
them together [94] where they don't always quite fit. In the case of the Udanas, sometimes
they don't fit at all and you really need to consider the verses separately, the verses are usually
older. Now here you get quite an interesting development, first of all you see the Buddha
saying certain things in prose and it's so simple that he very likely did say it just like that.
Then you see the Buddha putting his own prose teachings into verse. Have you noticed that?
This is what the Buddha had done here. What he said in prose he has repeated in verse. But
why do you think he did that?
Voice: Because of the ease of remembering.
S: Ease of remembering. So it seems that the Buddha, after having spoken, after having given
a teaching, was sometimes in the habit of recasting what he had said in the form of an
impromptu verse. And we must remember that in the Indian languages it is much more easy
to produce verses than it is in English. As it is in Italian - I don't know if you know about this
but in Italy in previous centuries they had people who went around improvising verses. I
mean, Italian is so flowing and rhymes are so easy to find that you can improvise verses, you
can speak in verses if you are quick-witted and have the gift of language. And it is much the
same in Indian languages. With Indian languages you're quantitative, like Latin and Greek,
Sanskrit and Pali are. You don't need to find rhymes. The rhythms flow very easily so it isn't
difficult to speak in verse. Do you get the idea? So that, especially if you are really keyed up,
you're in an inspired mood, it is not very difficult for people to produce verses, even a whole
string of verses.
For instance, the Udana verses are of this kind. Udana means what is breathed forth. So the
verses in this book, which is called the Udana, are verses breathed forth by the Buddha.
Especially at various crucial phases of his career under the pressure of tremendous inspiration
he, as it were, just breathed forth inspired utterances. So sometimes, as here, the Buddha is
talking about a certain subject, gets maybe into a mood of inspiration, then summarizes what
he says for the benefit of the disciples in the form of a verse. This is perhaps why it says,
"Thus spake the Master; and when he had thus spoken, the Wellfarer spoke again as teacher."
Do you notice that Wellfarer is Sugata, a title of the Buddha? "One who is well gone, happily
gone, the Wellfarer" Hare translates it. So "Thus spake the Master". Let's see what the terms
are in Pali. Idam avoca Bhagava. Bhagava is more like - it's usually translated as - Lord, but
I've translated it in [95] another context as "richly endowed one", "the one who possesses all
possible spiritual qualities". And when the happy one had thus spoken, the Sattha, the teacher,
the guru if you like, spoke again. Or the Wellfarer, the holy one, spoke again as teacher; in his
capacity as teacher he summarized his own teaching in the form of a verse for the benefit of
the disciples so that they could learn it by heart and then reflect upon its meaning, recite it to
other people, and teach it to other people. So obviously the Buddha was anxious to

communicate his teaching and seems to have adopted various methods of fixing it in the
minds of people. One course was the famous list, or list of lists: the three of this, the five of
that, the ten of something else. Another method was parables and similes: that was another
way of fixing it in people's minds. I personally think that all the really important - all the best
- similes and parables that we find in the Pali canon are the Buddha's own work. For instance
like the man wounded by the poisoned arrow. [Culamalunkya Sutta, Majjhima Nikaya 63, tr.]
Remember that one? Can you think of any others?
Devamitra: The raft.
S: The raft [Majjhima Nikaya 22.13, tr.], the smouldering anthill [Majjhima Nikaya 23, tr.]. I
personally think that all these go back to the Buddha himself because they have a sort of
touch of genius about them. So in the scriptures, in the Pali texts, the Buddhist texts as we
have them at present, these parables they don't occupy a very big place in terms of space, but
that mustn't mislead us. The Buddha was much more a teller of parables than he was perhaps
a reciter of lists, or at least as much a teller of parables as he was a reciter of lists. So that was
another way in which he tried to fix his teaching in people's minds and help them remember.
And then of course by versifying some of his own teachings. Maybe the Dhammapada - or at
least some of the Dhammapada - originated in this sort of way. So here we find the Buddha
doing just that. He versifies his own teaching, he reproduces in metrical form what he's just
said so that the disciples can memorize it more easily, learn it and teach it to others.
Voice: Is this always the case? Is it always the Buddha who has put these into verse?
S: No it isn't. Sometimes the disciples remember a list, I mean, different teachings lend
themselves to different kinds of treatment. [96] If the Buddha's just given a talk about say the
five spiritual faculties he may end up producing a little verse, or a disciple may produce a
verse, or they may simply remember those five terms - faith, wisdom, meditation, energy,
mindfulness - and have a rough recollection of what the Buddha said under each of those
headings. But even if they forget exactly what the Buddha said under each of those headings
at least they will remember the headings themselves, and will fill in roughly according to
what the Buddha said, or roughly in accordance with what the Buddha said. I also notice in
the course of my own lectures and talks that people very often remember best the stories, the
parables. I found that in India certainly, I mean years and years later someone would say, "I
remember you telling such and such story or such and such parable in a lecture that you
gave." And it's that that has stuck. They might not even remember what the lecture was about
or where you gave it, but they remember that story. So we must think of the Buddha as not
only teaching people, not only trying to communicate what he himself had experienced or
what he himself was, but trying, as it were, to fix the impression by means of stories and
parables that people would naturally remember, or by lists of terms, numerical lists, or by just
versifying the teaching, recasting it in metrical form so that they could learn it by heart and
teach it later on to other people.
Right, let's look at the content of the teaching. Or maybe first of all we should say a few
words about the venue. "Once when the Master dwelt near Savatthi ... in Jeta Grove." I
mentioned yesterday that in the Buddha's day there were these two great kingdoms, Magadha
and Kosala. And the capital of Magadha was Rajagaha or Rajagraha, which means the king's
house or royal house. And the capital of Kosala was Savatthi or Sravasti. It is rather
significant that the first two cities to be mentioned in this chapter are the two great capital

cities of these two kingdoms, and the Buddha was accustomed to visit both of them. And it
seems especially towards the end of his life he spent more and more time in Sravasti or
Savatthi. There is of course this well-known story of how the Jetavana Vihara was
established. You might remember that when the Buddha was once in Rajagaha there came to
see him a wealthy merchant from Sravasti who was so impressed by the Buddha's teaching
that he invited him to visit Sravasti and not only invited him but prepared a residence. Not
what we now call a monastery, but a sort of little dwelling place in a park. He purchased
some land from a young prince called Jeta. [97] He purchased his garden and grove. And
there he constructed a rest house for the Buddha. And this became the famous Jetavana
Vihara and the Buddha spent many, many rainy seasons there, and many of the teachings,
many of the discourses, were given there. So this is a very common beginning.
"Thus have I heard: Once when the Master dwelt near Savatthi" and usually it says "in
Anathapindika's park in Jeta Grove" then "he said". This is a very standard, very common
introduction. A lot of teachings were given there, just because the Buddha spent so much time
there. So sometimes we find the Buddha replying to a question. Sometimes we find the
Buddha speaking spontaneously without waiting for a question. Sometimes it's said that the
Buddha would come to the door of his lodging, his hut, or pavilion or whatever, and he would
call the monks around him and tell them something. It's as though as he was sitting there on
his own in his hut or in his pavilion and something would occur to him, some thought, some
idea, some reflection, something that the monks needed to know. So he'd get up and go to the
door and call them. So from their huts they'd all come thronging round and then he would say
this, that, or the other. So we are not given this sort of information on this occasion, but it
may well have happened like that. But in any case he speaks apparently spontaneously. He
says, "Bhikkhus, when a word has four qualities, it is well-spoken, not ill-spoken, it is not
blameworthy, nor blamed by the wise."
So, "Bhikkhus, when a word has four qualities it is well spoken". Subhasita. Now this is the
word of the title, the Subhasita Sutta. Well spoken, happily spoken, not ill-spoken. The
opposite is dubbhasita, you know, "su" and "du", positive and negative prefixes. "It is not
blameworthy." Let's see what blameworthy is. Anavajja - not blameworthy, not susceptible to
criticism. Ananuvajja ca vinnunan - vinnunan is translated as wise; it means those who know,
those who understand, those who are intelligent. And this is something that you get again and
again in the Pali texts. That which is not blamed by the intelligent man or not criticized by
intelligent men. And this is considered to be a very important criterion. Very often it is said
you should not do such and such thing. Why? Because it would be blamed by intelligent men,
and this is quite significant. I mean very often in the West we might be told you shouldn't do
such and such a thing because God would be displeased or God would be angry. Or even you
might say, well don't do anything which the Buddha would disapprove of. But no, you don't
get that [98] sort of idiom in the Pali texts. The expression that you get is not to do something
which intelligent men, if they knew about you doing it, would blame you for. Now what does
this suggest? Or what is the general significance of this?
Voice: Buddhism respects intelligence.
S: Yes. First of all it respects intelligence.
Voice: The criterion isn't approval or disapproval, your yardstick is wisdom and skilful
means.

S: Yes. Also it means that you yourself have a healthy respect for others who are intelligent,
who are wise, your peers in a sense, but who are more advanced more experienced, more
intelligent than you are. I think that it is important though to distinguish this from conformity
to the opinion or the attitude of the group, yes? You see the difference?
Voice: So it doesn't imply the same as passing the eleven plus or that sort of intelligence?
S: No, I don't think it does, no. Vinnunan - just those who know.
Devamitra: That point is in fact made very strongly in the Kalama Sutta.
S: Yes, right.
Devamitra: But it's also a point that very often gets ignored.
S: Yes that is true. Of course there is the question, "Who are the wise?" But really you know
that. I mean, or who are the intelligent. You know that from your experience of them over the
years, perhaps. You know that they are more experienced, more insightful than yourself. So
you have a sort of regular respect for their views and their opinions. And if you are, you
know, thinking of doing something and then if it occurs to you that they would not approve of
that, then that acts as a check. This is nothing to do though [99] with a manipulation or a
feeling of guilt; it's a healthy respect for the feelings and the opinions and the judgements
even of an action or situation of those who, though in a sense they are your peers, are
somewhat more experienced and more intelligent and insightful than you are yourself. You
notice the Buddha doesn't invoke a sort of big weighty father figure, either in the form of God
or guru or himself. He doesn't even say the Buddha wouldn't like it or the Buddha wouldn't
approve of it. He doesn't even say don't do something that you think the Buddha wouldn't like
you to do. No. It isn't made as heavy as that. It's the wise, the intelligent, the people with
whom you are in contact and who are more experienced and more full of insight than you are
yourself. In other words...
Voice: Which is more useful because you can't imagine the Buddha often, but you can
imagine a more intelligent friend.
S: Right, yes, or a number of intelligent friends. And also this implies within the specifically
Buddhist context of the Sangha, yes? Or, I mean, within the context of the Friends it implies
the Order. So, for instance, you're in contact with all the members of your local chapter of the
Order. Maybe there's eight, maybe there's ten, maybe there's twelve of them. You know them
pretty well. You know what their standards are. You know what their attitudes are. You know
what the standards and attitudes of the spiritual community as a whole are. So if you become
conscious that you are falling short of that, you are not living up to that, that a certain action
of yours is not in harmony with that, you have a feeling that they are not going to be very
happy about that. Not that they are a group bringing pressure to bear on you as an individual.
Not that they are being authoritarian, no. But that they will just not be happy that one of their
brothers or one of their fellows is just not living up to what everybody is trying to live up to.
You will be conscious in a non-guilty sort of way of a ... not exactly disapproval coming from
them, but that no, they are just not happy with it. They don't agree with it, they would not like
you to do that particular thing. So that acts as a check on you. And this is what is called hiri,
which is a very important virtue in Buddhism. Hiri or hrih usually translated as a sense of

shame. If you think, well, other [100] Order members wouldn't like me to do that. Not that
they're coming it heavy on me but that they have my real welfare at heart, they want me to
grow, they want me to develop along with them, we all want to grow together. But they see
that you are doing something that is not going to help you in that way. So they just feel sorry,
they feel sad to see you behaving in that way. And you're conscious of that and that pulls you
up, that checks you. So you see what is implied here, by this phrase? It is not blameworthy,
not blamed by the wise. Don't think of it in terms of wise old men or anything like that. Even
the word wise has sometimes a slightly not altogether positive ring. It's intelligent people. I
mean don't do anything that other intelligent Order members wouldn't be happy with.
Voice: It suggests something else. That if you, going from day to day, and certain situations
occur, certain ways of behaving occur to you, and then also at the same time the person who
knows, who you know, who knows best in that sort of situation, you can almost ... you can
anticipate what they're going to say, it suggests that you know much more than you really
think you do.
S: Right, or that you allow yourself to know, as it were, that you do know. If you know that
they are not going to approve, well, you know that you ought not to be doing that particular
thing.
Voice: You reflect in fact your better nature of your image of them.
S: Yes, that's a very good way of putting it, yes. But of course here it is the sangha, it is the
spiritual community, it's not just a group. Not even just your social group.
Voice: And you'd also, if you do work in this fashion, you'll go for intelligence. When you
want advice you'll go for intelligence and not comfort.
S: Right. Well I've noticed this in certain occasions within the Order, that when the Order as a
whole considers something, or expresses a sort of consensus of opinion with regard to a
certain person. I've noticed when they do it seriously it's very very fair and very accurate, and
that person would be very well advised not to ignore that, in fact to act upon it. [101] So one
becomes aware of this, you intuit, you pick up what the Order in this instance is going to say
or think, because you are reflecting, you know, back from your own better nature, your own
real understanding. You always know or very nearly always know. It's not often that you are
in real perplexity and don't know at all. You really usually do know.
Voice: And hence the resentment when you still don't do it. And then people then pour all this
resentment onto the Order. Regard them as a group.
S: Yes, right, yes.
Voice: Ah, that's very interesting because this sort of... it begins to suggest that you in fact
carry the Order around inside you the whole time.
Voice: All the Order?
Voice: And then it's not really a good way of putting it but...

S: Well you have an image of the Order.
Voice: Well it's almost as if you know these people much better than you think, although they
may, or else they represent all those various aspects of your own intelligence. But you can't,
you haven't quite, maybe this is getting a bit too psychological, but maybe you haven't
integrated all those aspects. You see what I mean? So they're useful images to, as you said,
mirror your own... Because I know that quite often in dreams you'll get cropping up various
people and they say various things... very interesting.
S: And as I mentioned earlier on you do know who the wise are because you do know who
are the intelligent people, because you've had a contact with them over a long period of time.
You can't know it just at once. I mean the Buddha says in another passage it is not easy to
know who is a wise man and who is not. One knows who is wise, who is intelligent only after
living with a man and that [102] over a long period of time. And then he says also that it takes
a wise man to know a wise man. But the advantage of having this sort of check, even if other
people are really no more experienced and no more intelligent than you, everybody has his
ups and downs. And sometimes you may be in danger of doing something which anybody
might be in danger of, but at that particular moment it's you who are in danger of doing it,
they are not. But they can see the situation objectively, you can't. Tomorrow one of them
might be involved in that kind of situation and you might be in the position of being more
intelligent and giving the good advice. So it isn't necessarily a whole group of people much
more highly developed than you are, it's just your own peer group, spiritually speaking.
So that is much more healthy perhaps, this sort of check, than just one sort of remote father
figure, whether up in the sky or down on the earth or hovering somewhere in between. And
also here there aren't or there shouldn't be the same feelings of guilt invoked and manipulated.
You just have a healthy respect for the opinion of fellow members of the spiritual community.
And you have not only a healthy respect for it but a confidence in their serious considered and
unanimous judgement. You know that it cannot be but for your own good, you have that
confidence in them. So sometimes you're prepared to follow that rather than your own
judgement. And even the recollection of the way in which you know that they would think, or
you know that they would size up a situation, just gives you pause. You stop and think and
maybe you don't do that thing. You know that it would not be approved or that people
wouldn't be very happy about it. I mean the word approval isn't even a very positive thing
perhaps, but you know what I mean, yes? So this criterion is often mentioned in the Buddhist
texts. Not to do anything for which a wise man, or the wise in general, the intelligent in
general, would blame you if he saw, or if he knew.
Chintamani: This thing on the authority figure. I've heard it said that, I think you said that the
Old Testament God is the apotheosis of will, or one's own will.
S: I don't remember saying that but I might have done or could have done.
Chintamani: So presumably... How does one set about breaking down this, or getting an
intelligent view of what to do and what [103] not to do and getting away from this sort of this whatever it is, sort of shaking his finger at you all the time?
S: Well, one shouldn't think just in terms of getting away from that but of developing a much
more healthy counterpart to that. Ignoring that, or if you can't ignore it just say to your fellow

Order members or friends in general well this is what my ridiculous superego conscience is
telling me, what do you say? And let them, you know, laugh your superego conscience out of
court as it were and say well that's ridiculous.
Ratnapani: Quite often I think they might just agree.
S: Hmm. No I don't think I'd be quite as cynical as that.
Ratnapani: No?
S: No.
Ratnapani: Because doesn't one also project the other side of you that really knows in all
directions and you can stick it on God or daddy or whatever as well?
S: I think nowadays we very rarely, certainly those within the Movement, would project what
we really know onto God or a father figure. I think it's much more likely to be reflected back
onto us from the sangha, from the spiritual community.
Ratnapani: You don't think we would do that? You don't think we would project what we
really know.
S: Onto a God the father figure? I doubt this very much.
Voice: No because then you might do it, you know, if it is a right thing you're projecting onto
it then you're likely to follow and build up this kind of God.
S: Yes. Well I think if you tended to do this well then you wouldn't be a Buddhist at all, yes?
You would just be outside and you would have stayed outside. [104] It's a sort of healthy
check of public opinion in the most positive sense. But that assumes of course that the public
itself is healthy and, you know, the public in general obviously is not. But certainly one's own
little public consisting of the Movement, the Friends, and the Order should be very much
more healthy and therefore much more in a position to act as that sort of check for oneself.
Anyway perhaps that's enough on that. Let's look into the well-spoken speech itself.
"Herein a bhikkhu speaks goodly words, not evil words; speaks Dharma, not otherwise;
speaks kindly not unkindly; speaks the truth, not what is not false. Monks (or bhikkhus),
when a word has these four qualities it is well-spoken, not ill-spoken, it is not blameworthy,
nor blamed by the wise."
All right, let's look at these qualities. "Herein a monk speaks goodly words, not evil words".
This seems to be a bit repetitious. What do you think are meant by goodly words?
Well-spoken words? In what sense or in what way is a word well spoken?
Voice: Useful. It's a useful, you know...
S: Yes. This is something that isn't mentioned in this particular enumeration, but usefulness.
In some accounts of perfect speech, especially in the context of the Eightfold Path, usefulness
is mentioned.

Ratnapani: Since it's juxtaposed with "evil words" I presume the well said is that which
doesn't hurt, which doesn't cause discomfort.
S: Yes. Though again, later on it says there is kindly speech, not unkindly. Sometimes it is
said that the well-spoken word is the word which is tactful, which is timely, you know, which
is appropriate. Which is well put, well presented, yes? This perhaps refers more to the manner
of presentation. That you don't put anybody off the content of what you are saying by your
manner of saying it. Your manner is polite, courteous, harmonious, agreeable.
Voice: Sensitive.[105]
S: Sensitive. Yes. I think that well-spoken here refers to all those sorts of qualities. That even
if you've got something quite hard to say, something which you know that particular person is
going to find difficult to accept, you'll put it in a very tactful and even gentle way to begin
with, so you don't get a sharp reaction against what you are trying to say. So I think subhasita
is to be understood in this sort of way, in this kind of context. So, "herein a bhikkhu speaks
goodly words, not evil words. Speaks Dharma, not otherwise." This of course is very
important. What do you think is meant by speaking Dharma?
Devamitra: To refer back to the discussion on communication yesterday, communicating that
aspect of you which is in harmony with the Dharma.
S: Yes, because you notice it isn't speaking about the Dharma. Do you notice this point? It is
not speaking about the Dharma, it is speaking Dharma, yes? So what is the difference
between speaking about the Dharma and speaking Dharma?
Chintamani: Speaking Dharma is that which is, has, is directly useful to your own and others'
growth and speaking about Dharma is vague philosophizing.
S: Something like that. Yes. Speaking about the Dharma means conveying information.
Devamitra: Yes, but that can also be useful.
S: But that can be useful, certainly, in the sense that that will get you going. In fact, I think
that probably you always have to start off speaking about the Dharma before you can speak
Dharma, yes?
Voice: Dharma comes from experience.
S: Well no, I don't mean just in the course of a...
Voice: It stimulates the flow in a way.
S: It stimulates the flow, yes. If you meet someone, you have [106] to start talking about
Buddhism, to use that word. You can't start talking Buddhism, you can't start talking Dharma
straight away. You have to start talking about it and about... But then you start speaking it.
Then the flow really begins and you're directly expressing what you think and feel. You are
one with the Dharma so you speak Dharma, but to get into that mood and that sort of state of
mind you have initially to speak about the Dharma, talk about the Dharma. Or even talk about

very ordinary things, and then talk about the Dharma, and then talk Dharma. This is what
usually happens. It is only very rarely, when the situation is right and the other person is very
much in tune with you, very receptive, that you can speak Dharma straight out like the
Buddha seems to have been able to speak Dharma straight out, because the bhikkhus were
around. They were receptive, they were very eager to hear. So he didn't have to beat about the
bush. He just said, "Bhikkhus, when a word has four qualities it is well spoken," just as the
thought had come to him. No preamble, no introduction, no sort of loosening up, just straight
out speaking Dharma. But one could say even here this is not a perfect example of speaking
Dharma because the Buddha is in a way speaking about right speech. So it's not sort of perfect
communication.
Voice: Can you think of any examples where he does speak Dharma directly?
S: Well, for instance, in the famous verses in which he spoke of himself immediately after his
Enlightenment, you know, when he was accosted by a brahmin [sic. This seems to be a
reference to Majjhima Nikaya 26: the story of Upaka the ascetic, which Bhante sometimes
confuses with the story of Dona the brahmin in Anguttara Nikaya 4, tr.]. In those sort of
verses when he really speaks straight out from his own - not only his own experience, but his
own highest experience, ultimate experience - he's giving full expression to his own
enlightened being. Or I say full expression, but as full as the hearer can take.
So, speaking Dharma. It's very important to distinguish this from speaking about Dharma.
When you really speak Dharma you communicate, as Chintamani said, that aspect of yourself
which is in harmony with the Dharma, which is at one with the Dharma. And the more you
are in harmony with the Dharma, the more you are united with the Dharma as it were, the
more truly and the more fully you can speak Dharma. And sometimes you are united, as it
were, momentarily, you have your inspired moments where you [107] can really speak out
and you can really speak Dharma. You may not be able to do it the next day but at least you
can do it today; at least you've risen to that for the time being.
Voice: There's a sort of dry, almost agony sometimes in a study group being asked to talk
about the Dharma and there's the information and not the Dharma sort of flowing through you
to convey it.
S: This is why I prefer the study in a retreat situation within the Friends and especially within
the Order, rather than the more general situation outside where one is sure to asked something
like "Was the Buddha born in China?" or "How many skandhas are there?" Well there's not
much room for real communication there, but more and more within the Order and among the
Friends there is.
So it is indeed quite painful to be asked to purvey information when one is ready to
communicate the Dharma and when the person who's asking doesn't seem to want the
Dharma, not yet. Just wants information about the Dharma, even quite secondary or tertiary
information, either historical or biographical or literary or chronological or even numismatic
variety, yes? (laughter)
Voice: What does numismatic mean?
S: The study of coins. (laughter) Oh yes, the study of coins is quite important for the
development of the history of Buddhism. You can find out which kings were reigning when

and where, and you can even infer their degree of connection with Buddhism from some of
their images on their coins, et cetera, et cetera. And some people are very interested in these
things and you may be asked about them. (laughter) And you're itching, almost, to
communicate the Dharma. And I think that one always knows when that happy transition
occurs, when you're no longer talking about the Dharma but when you're talking Dharma,
communicating Dharma, or exchanging Dharma or sharing Dharma, and you always know
that.
So, speaking Dharma. "Speaks kindly not unkindly." What's the... it's piya. It's more like
affectionately, affectionate. It's not kindly in the sense of compassionately, it's affectionately,
affectionately in a good positive sense. Very often of course, in Pali, piya, affection, is used in
a very negative sense indeed, as in the Dhammapada, and contrasted with metta. Metta is real,
[108] genuine, warm, friendliness, whereas affection is a sort of clinging attachment. But here
piya, affection, is used in the positive sense.
Voice: How do you spell piya?
S: P-i-y-a, or in Sanskrit, priya. It's priya vacana. This is considered very important for the
Bodhisattva, the loving or affectionate speech. So what is this loving or affectionate speech?
Chintamani: Well to begin with you're not trying to hit the other person over the head with
what you have got to say. It's for their benefit not yours.
Voice: Courteous, being courteous.
S: It includes courteousness, true. It means you really like the other person and you really
want to say something beneficial and helpful and true. You're not only concerned with what
you are saying, you are concerned with the person to whom you are saying it.
Voice: And you're not trying to say, not trying to prove how wise you are.
S: Right, yes. Affectionate speech of course doesn't mean a very sort of sugary sweetness of
speech.
Voice: It's kind of like acknowledging the other person.
S: Yes, and so feeling for the other person. I mean acknowledging would be covered by
awareness but there must be some feeling too, some fellow feeling, some warmth, some
sympathy, some liking even, affectionateness.
Voice: Presumably this is referring to a state where there is metta within the individual and to
speak to someone is to let that metta out.
S: Yes. Or there is just metta. So when you encounter individuals [109] the metta is naturally
directed towards those individuals and your communication with them is full of metta. I think
what we must avoid here is thinking that affectionate speech is necessarily affectionate in the
sort of sentimental way. You're not necessarily trying to please people or butter them up, or
anything of that sort. You can be speaking affectionately but very firmly and even sternly.
And you can be saying what that particular person doesn't particularly like to hear, or want to

hear. But you can still speak affectionately.
Devamitra: I know the points been made many times previously but it still seems that it is not
really accepted, and that is, for instance, very often I speak very bluntly and am resented for
it, being considered as being highly insensitive and all the rest of it.
S: So I mean do you agree with that or do you think that is an unjustifiable criticism?
Devamitra: I think it's unjustifiable.
S: Has anyone else encountered that sort of thing in speaking to people? That they rebut what
you are saying by describing it as insensitive.
Chintamani: Well the first thing that occurred to me actually when you said that was that I
know what you mean, but also if something is spoken with good feeling, genuine good
feeling, I don't think it really can be taken like that unless by some really screwed-up person.
And that, well, one has to be one's own... only oneself can tell what one's motives are for
saying something.
S: And if they were as screwed-up as that, probably even your genuinely affectionate though
blunt speech is not going to do them much good. They're not very likely to listen, or not going
to be very likely to listen.
Voice: I feel it's somewhere in the middle where there's not as much tact or sensitivity as one
would like to see there, but there isn't as little as people say there is in their rebuttal, so that it,
you know, you're not as tactful or sensitive as you [110] could be, you're loud voiced and
quite, you know, come over rather strong. The other person's feeling a bit guilty, they're going
to feel like ... and then amplify it and feeling it even worse. So, as Chintamani said, if you
were nothing but warm then they couldn't take it amiss.
Chintamani: You see, speaking from personal experience what I think happens is that you, in
the long run, you feel you do have general welfare, you do consider general welfare in the
long run, ultimately. But here and now I find what quite often happens is that things arise,
sort of ideas that would be useful to other people. But in the here and now situation you aren't
quite sorted out so what you try to do is to, say, wave a bit of information around and put it
over with a bit of selfishness, although in the long run you don't really want to do that, but
here and now you are a bit ... trying to hit people over the head with it or one is trying to hit
people over the head with it.
Voice: Well it's not always that you are in a very good state or perfect state. There's always
going to be a bit, there's always going to...
S: Well, people should make allowances in the light of what they know about your character
in general. If they know for instance that you always speak loudly, well it seems ridiculous to
take that seriously or make much of a point of it when you're obviously speaking to them with
real good will. They ought to know that you always do speak a bit loudly and just discount
that. Or if you know that someone always speaks softly it's not necessarily because he's scared
- he just always speaks softly, so you make allowances for that. Whereas in the case of
someone else who normally spoke some other way, well if they started speaking softly you'd

think that there was some reason for it. That's right? In the same way if somebody raised his
voice who normally didn't speak as loudly as that well yes, maybe he is a bit angry. If you
speak in your usual loud manner well that's just your manner of speaking, that doesn't mean
that you're angry, and people should recognize that. Or it doesn't mean that you're not being
affectionate, or not speaking with affection; it's just your general style. But again if they're
really screwed up and getting really reactive they won't be able to reflect in that sort of way.
So perhaps one should [111] be very mindful of that in the case of such persons and maybe
deliberately lower one's voice or tone down what one is saying a bit.
Devamitra: Actually what I'm getting at is not that I feel very often that the individuals that I
am communicating with are very screwed up, but it's just a sort of refusal to acknowledge my
communication in a way. And it gets sort of glanced off and sort of dismissed.
S: Well if their reaction is of this kind, I'd say they were quite screwed up, especially if they
know you, if they can't just make allowances for your manner or your little bit of extra
loudness, and use that as excuse to refuse to recognize or accept what you have to say. If in
fact that is the situation, then they must be quite a bit screwed up - at least in certain areas, in
certain respects or as in relation to you. And that would need looking into quite seriously.
Devamitra: Well then it occurs to me, then, that there are quite a few people in that situation,
are screwed up in regards relating to me.
S: Well if that is the case then that is something that you have to bear in mind and try to work
on with them when you get an opportunity. And meanwhile be extra careful, extra tactful, and
extra mindful.
So "speaks kindly, not unkindly". Sometimes it's very difficult to combine speaking the truth
with speaking kindly. Has anyone ever experienced that?
Voice: Yes.
S: I mean to say something really in a sense harsh, very hard, but, you know, having to put it
kindly at the same time.
Voice: I often find that I don't know exactly what I feel about it until I open my mouth. And
then I find just what the emotion is, so a tactful planned situation to put something difficult
over suddenly becomes me being quite nasty or upset about it. [112]
S: I think humour often helps. I can often say things in a joking way which will sink in. You
know, the little bite or little sting is there in the midst of the humour, but you put across what
you really want to say. But it is wrapped up in humour so that people can't take it amiss.
Voice: Well some people can do that.
S: Yes, but also to be humorous you must be quite relaxed. If you're a bit tense and a bit
worked up yourself you can't be humorous can you?
Voice: No you can be very, very nasty.

S: You can't pass it off with a joke or else it will come out very cynical indeed. (laughter)
Which is not quite what is wanted.
Voice: A bit like one of those dumdum bullets: it goes in all right and throws bits of metal in
all directions.
S: Well, "Speaks the truth, not what is false." Now speaking the truth is as we just said a
simple straightforward business, but do you think it really is?
Voice: No it's very difficult.
S: Why is it difficult? What makes it difficult?
Voice: Well, I mean, how much of the truth do you know yourself?
S: Yes but I mean, even to speak that little bit that you do know, is that difficult or easy?
Voice: It's quite difficult.
S: But what makes it difficult?
Voice: I think one does not want to admit where one's at. So often little things come in, little
lies to boost oneself up, tiny little things.[113]
S: Yes. So why don't you want to admit where you're at?
Voice: Because you're afraid of getting disapproval from other people.
S: Yes. I think this is a very important thing, that people don't speak the truth, that is to say,
communicate what they really think and feel out of fear of disapproval. I think this goes on all
the time and that all sorts of factors are at work in the world just to prevent you from saying
what you really think and feel.
Voice: Some of the things that most of us think and feel would be classified as illegal I'm
sure.
S: But lots of people are not afraid of illegality, but quite a few are afraid of
unconventionality.
Voice: Quite a lot of people have got a lot of strength over you, a lot of power over you.
S: Yes.
Voice: ... make a man feel really small.
Voice: The other thing is ... demands that one is sort of constantly mindful of oneself and
knowing when one is just reacting to a situation. That's pretty hard.
S: I remember when I was in India I had one or two rather unpleasant experiences which gave

me much food for thought and reflection, when I wasn't allowed to write what I had wanted to
write. Once was when I was editing the Maha Bodhi Journal - there were several instances,
but I'll give you just one of them - I used to write a monthly editorial and when the Chinese
invaded Tibet I wanted to say what I thought about that and I wrote my editorial. But it was
suppressed. It was suppressed by the governing body of the Maha Bodhi Journal. Why? They
didn't want to upset the Government of India. Why didn't they want to upset the government
of India? Because some of the members [114] of the governing body had their own little axes
to grind and wanted to keep on good terms with certain members of the Government of India.
It was all just a boot-licking operation. And therefore my editorial was suppressed just in case
it upset some of these people. And this was supposed to be the leading Buddhist journal! So
the leading Buddhist journal did not speak out on that occasion. I was muzzled. I felt very
badly about that, and that was just one instance, one example, one experience that I had. And
I said to my friend, one is not allowed to speak the truth, even by a Buddhist organization.
And these were mostly not Buddhists, they were Hindus who had gained control of the
governing body of the Maha Bodhi Society in Calcutta. They didn't want to upset the
government of India because that might get in the way of some of their own little perks and
privileges. I got really disgusted by that.
Voice: It's quite general about India though.
S: I'm afraid so, yes. On another occasion an article I wrote wasn't published because I'd
ventured to criticize Aldous Huxley, very mildly, and this particular organization didn't want
to criticize Aldous Huxley because Aldous Huxley was a supporter of the Vedanta, so he
couldn't be criticized, yes? So my article wasn't published. Anyway, it is going to be
published by the Friends shortly. (laughter) [This is a reference to The Religion of Art, tr.]
That was written twenty-five years ago. So anyway I kept it, didn't give up, and it will see the
light of day shortly but after a quarter of a century practically. No maybe it was a little less
than 25 years, but well over 20 anyway - about 22-23 years. But, you see, one is not allowed
to speak the truth. Well, at least, one is not allowed to say what one thinks or feels, leave
aside the question of whether it is actually true, you know, there may be a difference of
opinion. But one is not allowed to say what one feels and what one thinks very often.
On another occasion I was criticized for daring to criticize a certain Pali scholar, because the
Pali scholar was so well known. There was no criticism of what I had actually said, or no
reference to the actual point of the criticism, but that I had dared, being a young Buddhist
bhikkhu, to criticize this eminent person, as though I had no right to criticize this person, and
that really surprised me. And I was criticized for this by other [115] Buddhists. That I had no
right to say what I thought and what I felt, but no reference to the merits of the question or the
merits of my criticism whatever. I just apparently had no right to make that criticism, which
again struck me as something extraordinary.
Voice: That's almost like a class thing.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: You've got to know your place.
S: Yes, right. Indeed, you've got to know your place.

Voice: And also more often than not that also serves to actually put oneself out of touch with
what one really feels.
S: Yes.
Voice: You just don't know that you know much more than you...
S: Yes, right. Well it didn't put me out of touch with my own feelings I must say. My own
feelings were, if anything, considerably intensified by all these experiences. So for me
personally, sort of one of the happiest pieces of the Friends is that I can increasingly say what
I think and what I feel, at least to a small circle of people - maybe not to the world at large but
certainly to some people, in fact to a growing number of people, what I really think and what I
really feel. But, I mean, I notice that people don't want to, they don't like you to, do this. I
happened to remark a few years ago to someone that I spent an hour or two with (that) a
certain person and had felt really bored. So this person said, "Oh no Bhante, you couldn't have
felt bored, could you?" I said, "Yes, I was bored." And they were quite shocked that they felt
that I couldn't or shouldn't ever feel bored with anybody. That they wanted me to deny that I
had that feeling, didn't want me to have that feeling. But I insisted that, yes, I was bored. And
I had to insist on that. Otherwise I might have said, well yes, "No, I wasn't really bored, I was
just joking, you know, I really quite enjoyed it." (laughter) But I'm supposed to be floating in
some sort of sublime state of equanimity and [116] not feeling bored. This is what that person
wanted to feel or think. So I had to insist that, no, I was bored by that person for a whole hour
or two hours. So in this way people try all the time to make you deny your own thoughts and
your own feelings. So how do you end up being able to speak the truth? Because you lose
contact with your own thoughts and your own feelings. So you must speak the truth as you
see it, as you feel it, as you know it, right or wrong. The rights and wrongs can be sorted out
afterwards, whether what you have said is right, or whether you had any business to be
thinking and feeling in that way. But at least you must speak it if you feel the need to speak.
Voice: Otherwise it builds up.
S: Otherwise it builds up or it goes sour or goes rotten or you just lose contact completely,
and it just sort of submerges and goes underground and you don't know any longer what you
really think and what you really feel. And that is a terrible alienated state to be in. It's much
better to think and feel that you're a real devil than not to be sure what you do think and feel.
Voice: I remember once sitting on a train and there was, a couple of seats behind me, where
there were two chaps, one who liked curry and one who didn't. And the one who liked curry
was trying to persuade the other one that he must also like curry. And he was going on and on
and on about the merits of curry and this chap was saying, "Well yes, but I don't like curry,"
and being sort of beaten further and further into a corner.
S: But even that is not so bad to try and prove that someone should like something. But the
harm is really done when they try to prove that you do like it!
Voice: I think he was just waiting for him to say, "Well yes, curry is wonderful actually."
S: Probably it was a softening up process. But then people tell you what you think, tell you
what you feel. So I think it is very important to be honest with oneself about one's thoughts

and feelings.[117]
Voice: So it's in that sense given. Well leaving aside others' a bit more dubious kind of
utterance and communication, it's better to carry on saying things until you're either told to
shut up. Well then you carry on even further, but until you're proved to be wrong, you just
keep going.
S: Well of course it depends why you are saying those particular things. I mean you can be
saying (things) compulsively and therefore neurotically. One is trying to speak the truth,
which one is trying to communicate. One is trying to share. One is not insisting. So this is
also one of the aspects of this life at home. Home from other points of view is the place where
you cannot speak the truth, the place where you're not permitted to speak the truth. So when
you are permitted to speak the truth, when you find yourself in a situation among people
where you can speak the truth and really say what you think and feel, you experience a
tremendous sense of freedom and liberation and expansion. At once there is more space, as it
were. You can expand and you can fly.
So this is another aspect of the going forth. The more you go forth the more you can speak the
truth. We all know that you can't really say what you think and feel to your parents or your
brothers and sisters or older friends. You don't want to hurt their feelings. At the same time
you don't want to bottle up what you really think and feel. So you have to move into a wider
context, a wider environment, where you are free to speak the truth, say what you feel, say
what you think.
Voice: Yes, sometimes there's no point in insisting on saying what you think and feel is
there? Because it just...
S: Because, don't forget, the truth is part of communication, it's within the context of
communication, otherwise it's just a statement of a fact - yes? - which is a different kind of
thing. Sometimes it's not just that you can't speak the truth but that no communication is
possible. You can't speak the truth because you can't communicate. The situation does not
permit communication. So in a situation that does not permit a communication it is foolish to
try and speak the truth. You're just wasting your time. All that will come forth will be facts
and you'll just get a completely wrong, alienated feeling, because you're presenting as facts
what to you are truths. And this is often what [118] one has to do when dealing with
beginners: when you are forced to present as facts what you feel and experience as truths. So
"speaks the truth" is not all that easy is it? But to know the truth, then to be able to express
that, be able to communicate that, even in certain small particulars.
So: "Bhikkhus, when a word has these four qualities, it is well spoken, not ill spoken; it is not
blameworthy nor blamed by the wise. Thus spake the Master," the bhagavan, "and when he
had thus spoken the Wellfarer," sugata, "spake again as teacher," sattva.
So what does he say as teacher? "The goodly word calm men proclaim supreme." He
summarizes his own words in a little verse. The first line is quite interesting, the rest a simple
summary. "Subhasitam uttamam ahu santo". That which is well spoken, and the well spoken
here is not just the first of the four qualities of well spoken speech. It's the perfect speech in
general "uttamam ahu santo". Thus say the wise, the peaceful. The peaceful say well-spoken
words are supreme. "Subhasitam uttamam ahu santo". This word santo means those who have

become peaceful, those who have become calm. What does Hare say? Calm men, yes. But it's
not just calm men in the ordinary sense, peaceful. Do you think there is any reason why this
particular epithet is useful here? Why does the Buddha say that peaceful men, calm men, say
that goodly speech is supreme? Why not wise men? Why calm men? Do you think there's any
reason?
Voice: Because they're calm or clear enough to be able to see what is...
S: Yes, this santa is a sort of very general term for the not just peaceful and calm, but the
spiritually developed person. Sometimes it's translated as saint, which isn't really very good.
So, such people, such men, the calm, the peaceful, the spiritually developed, they say that
well-spoken speech is supreme. You can look at this in two ways, either supreme among the
different ways of speech, or just supreme. Perhaps even it is just supreme, not even among
different types of speech. In other words it draws attention to the great importance of
authentic [119] communication. You could say not just subhasita but you could paraphrase
that: not just goodly words but authentic communication or real communication, real
communication is supreme. This is what the spiritually developed say. So looking at it in that
way why do you think that real communication is given this high position? Why is real
communication so important?
V: I can see it almost as a symptom, in as much as you can't have real communication unless
you have so many other qualities.
S: Yes.
Voice: Unless there's real communication then there's no communication at all.
S: Yes. I mean real communication suggests the communication of something real. Or you
could say that real communication is communication in reality, the reality being your
awareness of the person to whom or with whom you're communicating and his awareness of
you. That is the reality within which you communicate and that communication is real
communication. So if real communication implies that sort of mutual awareness - and
awareness and mutual awareness is obviously very, very important from the standpoint of
individual development - then the fact that you can really communicate, even if it is only
occasionally, suggests that you are already in a sense on quite a high level. So real
communication is indeed supreme. But does one very often experience that? Well obviously
one doesn't; it depends upon all sorts of factors: your own particular state, your own particular
mood, the person that you are trying to communicate with, the overall situation. Depends on
so many factors. Whether you have got enough time, even mundane things like that. Whether
you've got even the peace to communicate. Do you think communication is necessarily
verbal? Real communication. What are the other alternatives?
Voice: Well art is one. Art could be termed communication. Art, music, you know, in that
sense.
S: In a very broad sense, yes, but I'm thinking more one to one communication which is
usually more intensive.[120]
Voice: Somebody's presence. How they act.

S: Somebody's presence, how they act. What else do you think?
Voice: I suppose the whole spectrum of communication starts with the physical and then
gradually you pull away more and more, it gets more and more refined - physical, verbal,
mental.
S: Even purely telepathic as it were. And of course you can communicate through work can't
you? Maybe that's included in action or physical. So one shouldn't identify communication
too exclusively with words, with verbal communication. One can communicate through a
look. A look sometimes can tell you quite a lot and can say quite a lot. But here of course
verbal communication is particularly in the Buddha's mind apparently.
Voice: I think on that score, quite often, there's nothing that gets in the way of real
communication so much as people's so-called communication.
S: Would you like to enlarge upon that, or maybe Devamitra would.
Devamitra: I just recently had an experience. I took a weekend retreat with the Norfolk
Friends about three weeks ago and we had communication exercises just for an hour one day.
There was somebody on that who was quite shaken by the exercises and he realized
afterwards that what he had hitherto considered as communication was a sort of personality
which he presented towards other people generally, and that he tried to communicate with this
personality in the communication exercises and it completely fell down. And he was left in a
very, very insecure position, he felt. I don't know if that was what you were going to say but it
just sparked that off when you said that.
Voice: Yes, something like that. The whole thing of, as Bhante said earlier, if you are brought
up long enough in a situation where what you really think and feel is not acceptable, then if
you are insecure enough to not be able to stand within that, in your own right, maybe just shut
up and not bother about whether you're getting approval or not. You may then proceed to
fabricate [121] another cardboard copy of what you really think and feel. A sort of (?), an act
which you then proceed to meet the world with, which is not really ... in a sense it's you but
it's a sort of imitation of you. What this act says is quite often quite convincing and it may
actually have some of the real feelings in it, but there's a gap between you and world.
S: And you and it.
Voice: And you and it. And then you proceed to go around with this act, which is generally
sort of acceptable. Maybe it's nice and it's friendly or apparently friendly, full of energy and
outgoing. But in fact it's not you at all and really a sensitive person can pick that up.
S: And this is also tied up with the confusion between real ability to communicate and a
certain superficial glibness and fluency, such as professional communicators - ironic term often have. And if someone is a bit slow of speech or doesn't speak very much perhaps, then
it might be said that he doesn't communicate very well or he doesn't communicate very easily,
which is just rubbish. You don't necessarily communicate better because you talk a lot or talk
vigorously, or very skilful in the use of words. It's got very little to do with those things.
Voice: It could in fact suggest the opposite.

S: Yes. It could be a big cover operation. I sometimes cite the example of a woman I knew.
At that time she was in her early eighties and she couldn't stop talking. She was a very high
powered or strong willed professional woman. Canadian by, well she was British by birth but
had lived most of her life in Canada and worked there. And she was an absolutely compulsive
talker. She came to see me in Kalimpong. Then she moved to Darjeeling. I remember
spending a few days in Darjeeling and going to see her. And she invited me to spend the day
with her and said that I must have breakfast with her and then stay for lunch and then have
dinner in the evening. And without a word of exaggeration she talked uninterruptedly the
whole time. It must have been about fourteen or fifteen hours, she didn't stop once. And I
could hardly get [122] a word in edgeways. And she did this with everybody. But it wasn't
really communication, of course. She was telling you. She was imposing her views and
opinions very strongly, not to say dogmatically, held. But anyway I found out what was at the
bottom of it all. Eventually after some years she got around to telling another friend of mine
what she had apparently really been wanting to say all the time, but found it quite impossible
for years and years to get around to saying, which was that she had murdered her husband.
And it was that that she was trying to get around to, and eventually she told this other friend
of ours, that this in fact is what she had done. And I was sure that this was the reason for her
compulsive talking. She was always trying to get round to the point, always trying to make a
confession, but never being able to bring herself to do it. Seemingly she'd been a medical
woman, a doctor, and she'd just given her husband an overdose one day because she just got
fed up with him and all his wicked ways. He was a real rotter she said, a real waster, no good
at all. And she said lots of things of that sort, but in the end she confessed that she had given
him an overdose deliberately and she had killed him. And it is that, I thought, that she'd
always wanted to confess.
So sometimes people pseudo-communicate, because they can't bring themselves to the point
of real communication. There's something that they're afraid of or are unwilling to say so they
just go on talking and talking and talking.
(end of tape four)
All right, so the Buddha says in this first line, "subhasitam uttamam ahu santo", which we
may paraphrase as the calm, the peaceful, the truly developed declare that real communication
is supreme. The rest of the verse, though it is metrical, is frankly a bit prosaic.
"Dhammam bhane nadhammam, - tam dutiyam", which means the second characteristic of
real communication is that it is speaking Dharma and not otherwise. And thirdly it's speaking
affectionately, not speaking unaffectionately, and speaking truth, not falsehood. So this is in a
way rather trite, but it is put into metre and it is more easy to remember. Anyway, what
happens next? Let's go on and see. Would someone like to read the whole of the rest of the
sutta?
"Then the venerable Vangisa, placing his robe on one shoulder, with joined hands saluted the
Master with these words: "It has come to me, Wellfarer!" "Declare this thing, Vangisa,"
replied the Master. And the venerable Vangisa praised the Master before his face in these
seemly verses:[123]
(451) Oh, one should speak the word
That seareth not himself,

Nor yet another harms:
That if the goodly word;
(452) Should speak the kindly word,
Words that make others glad,
Words that bear ill to none,
Of others kindly speak.
(453) Truth is the deathless word,
'Tis ancient Dharma this:
They say calm men stand fast
In Dharma, goal and truth.
(454) The Wake proclaims the word
Security, to win
The cool and ill to end:
That is of words supreme!
S: Now who is this Vangisa who has suddenly appeared here?
Voice: A poet bhikkhu.
S: Yes, he's a sort of poet. His name literally means, as far as I recollect, the Lord of Speech,
which is Vagishvara in Sanskrit, Vangisa in Pali, Lord of Speech. He is, among the disciples,
the one who seems to have the gift of improvising verses. So having heard the Buddha say
this, having heard the Buddha first of all talk about goodly speech, or right speech or real
communication, and then having heard the Buddha versify his own teaching in this - it must
be admitted - not particularly good verse (laughter) - from a purely poetic point of view the
Buddha didn't have the real gift of versification - Vangisa places his robe on one shoulder and
with joined hands salutes the Master with these words. Why does he place his robe over one
shoulder?
Voice: To get it out of the way.
S: No, no. (laughter)
Voice: An act of respect?
S: It's a traditional act of respect.
Voice: Where was it before then?[124]
S: You see, the bhikkhus have traditionally three robes. There's the one round the waist, the
one over the shoulder, and then there's a third one, which can be worn like a sort of cloak,
covering the shoulders. Or you can put this one also round in this sort of way (demonstrates)
so as to cover that shoulder. Now it is not considered respectful to sit in front of a teacher
with this shoulder covered, or to speak to him. So you uncover that, you leave this shoulder
bare, and usually bhikkhus perform their puja with this shoulder uncovered if they are very
strict and very orthodox. This is connected with Indian tradition. It isn't anything particularly

Buddhist really, it just means addressing the Buddha with the customary marks of respect. In
South India for instance the old tradition was you never went into a temple with the upper
part of the body covered if you were a man. I mentioned this in the Thousand-Petalled Lotus,
in connection with one or two of my own visits to South Indian temples. It is not considered
respectful to appear before the deity, in the temple, with the upper part of the body covered.
So people take off their shirts as they go into the temple. At best they have a little towel over
one shoulder. This is just a social custom. So Vangisa, not that he places his robe on one
shoulder, it's really that he leaves one shoulder uncovered as a mark of respect, in other words
he addresses the Buddha respectfully. This is all that it really means. It's like just taking your
hat off before you speak to somebody. "And with joined hands salutes the Master with these
words, "It has come to me, Wellfarer." The Pali word is patibhati mam, which is it has
occurred to me, it has come. What do you think this suggests, or what impression do you get
from this?
Voice: That he understands what was said.
S: No, not just that.
Voice: He's inspired.
S: He's inspired. What's come to him is just what he's going to utter, these verses. "It's come
to me." He's an improviser. He doesn't have to think it out, it just spontaneously suddenly
comes. So, "it has come to me, it's occurred to me, it's appeared". So what does the Buddha
say? "Declare this thing Vangisa." No, that's hopeless, what the Buddha says means, let it
come, let it come, let it appear, let it come out. This is what the Buddha is saying, [124a]
"replied the Master." The Buddha approves of Vangisa's inspiration, though Vangisa says,
hearing the Buddha's words, he's very inspired by what the Buddha says, but he wants to put it
in his own way. This is what has come, his own verses enlarging upon, expanding, even
beautifying, what the Buddha has said. So he says, "It has come to me", so the Buddha says,
"Well, let it come." The Buddha probably recognizes that Vangisa is a better poet than he is
and can put his own teaching in a much more attractive and acceptable form, which we find is
the case. So what does Vangisa say? "Oh, one should speak the word that seareth not himself,
nor yet another harms; that is the goodly word." This is a quite different style from the
Buddha's. The Buddha's is rather dry, a bit prosaic, but Vangisa seems to have a bit of the real
poetic inspiration. Let's see what it is in Pali:
"Tam eva vacam bhaseyya yay' attanam na tapaye pare ca na vihimseyya ; - sa ve vaca
subhasita." Which sounds much better actually. "O one should speak the word that seareth not
himself." The word which is translated seareth is tapaye, burn. Which is of course the same
word that we get tapas from, the burning or the searing - the burning up of all impurities
through spiritual practice. Torment is also quite good. We get this word in the Dhammapada.
One who speaks the word that does not torment oneself or inflict suffering upon others,
vihimsa. Himsa is violence, is harm, vihimsa is more like cruelty. So what Vangisa is saying
is that one should speak the word, the utterance, which does not torment oneself and is not
cruel to others, which neither torments oneself nor afflicts others. How can a word which one
utters, a word which one speaks, afflict or harm or torment oneself? How do you torment
yourself with your words? This is an aspect which the Buddha hasn't mentioned even. What
does it mean to torment oneself with one's speech?
Voice: Well if you don't say what you really feel, and say something else, that could be a

source of pain.
S: Yes, that's true. I think even more than that.
Voice: Well, consciously or deliberately telling an untruth.
S: That's true, but though that is mentioned, untruth if provided for in another verse. But how
do you torment yourself [125] when speaking?
Voice: You run yourself down while talking.
S: You run yourself down while talking yes.
Voice: Or make excuses for it.
S: That too, but that seems not strong enough for tormenting yourself.
Voice: Undermining oneself.
Voice: Can you be more specific there, like give an example?
S: Well, depreciate oneself.
Voice: Like kickback, yes, quite unconsciously.
S: An undercurrent of self-depreciation running through what one says which one doesn't
really enjoy, which one in fact even feels quite unhappy about, but one goes on doing it. In
this way you can torment yourself with your own speech. Sometimes people do this in a very
extreme way. It's almost as if they are punishing themselves by what they say.
Voice: ... interpreted my speech as sort of, hitting myself over the head.
S: I think it's subtler than hitting oneself over the head. It's more like cutting one's own throat.
Voice: Why should one do that?
S: Well, I mean, leaving aside this particular instance but in general terms why should one do
this? It must be self hate, self dislike, sort of apologizing for oneself. "Don't take very
seriously what I say, after all what am I? Who am I? I'm someone rather dreadful." It's more
like that. It has that sort of feeling doesn't it? Why should you run yourself down? Well you
just don't think much of yourself. So even if you say something good, [126] even something
quite intelligent, at the same time you have to run yourself down and almost apologize for
that.
Voice: This could tie up with what I was saying earlier about having been used for so long for
not having that better side of oneself not accepted. You come to believe that it is not
acceptable.
S: No it's not even a question of acceptable or not acceptable, you probably have been given

by other people a very bad image of yourself, you've taken that on. You don't think much of
yourself. You have a very low self image. So even when you say something good or if you are
communicating quite successfully and sincerely you can't really believe it's you. You can't
really believe that you can speak as well as that. So you have to spoil it a bit by depreciating
yourself. And there is this undercurrent of depreciation, self depreciation running through
everything that you say.
Voice: Maybe eventually you can't even endure those feelings when you do say something
good. You know, you feel really good, you know, you cringe away from it.
S: Yes, you have to undo what you have just done, as it were, or at least to some extent undo
it, or nullify it's effect by depreciating the person who has said that particular thing, i.e.
yourself.
Voice: It's also an expression of an inability to rejoice in merit.
S: Yes, in this case your own merits. So it is quite a perceptive thing, "Oh, one should speak
the word that seareth not himself." Yes? "Nor yet another harms." Harms is a bit weak, as I
pointed out, it's vihimseyya which is even stronger, it suggests cruelty.
"Pare ca na vihimseyya." Or you could even translate it as torment, rather like tapaye. One
should torment neither oneself or others with one's speech. Cruel speech, this is especially
intended here. Some people do speak in a very cruel way. They say very cruel unkind cutting
things - so non-violent speech. That's the sort of negative side, and then in the next verse
Vangisa comes onto the more positive side. "Should speak [127] the kindly word, words that
make others glad, words that bear ill to none, of others kindly speak.
"Piyavacam eva bhaseyya, ya vaca patinandita, yam anadaya papani paresam bhasate piyam."
So, "piyavacam eva bhaseyya", that is, one should speak affectionately, lovingly. "Ya vaca
patinandita." That speech, hearing which, people rejoice - the speech that makes people glad.
What do you think is meant by that? It is just cheering them up and backing them up and
flattering them.
Voice: That inspires them.
S: That inspires them, yes.
Voice: It's also real.
Voice: It's good to listen to.
S: But how do you make people joyful by speech?
Voice: By just communicating.
S: It's the energy of the communication. Which arouses joy. It's not so much what you say, it's
not that you say something that is pleasing to them in a narrow subjective sense but that
there's so much energy in the communication that you cannot but be joyful. This is another
very important aspect of communication that we have not mentioned. Communication is

transmission of energy, yes? Communication is mutual transmission of energy, so where
energy is being transmitted blockages are being removed. And where blockages are being
removed there is a sense of exhilaration. And where there is a sense of exhilaration there is
joy, there is priti. So where there is real communication there is joy, there cannot but be. But
this is quite a different thing from telling people the sort of things that they like to hear on the
egoistic level. Where there is real communication there must be joy because there is energy,
and there is no real communication without energy. So, "should speak the kindly word, words
that make others glad, words that bear ill to none. Of others kindly speak." This is poetic
elaboration. He's saying the same thing over in different words, but it is all right, after all this
is poetry, [128] not prose. Do you notice any difference between Vangisa's way of putting
things and the Buddha's? Vangisa's is much more free, as it were, and flowing. "O, one
should speak the word that seareth not himself, nor yet another harms; That is the goodly
word; Should speak the kindly word, words that make others glad, words that bear ill to none,
of others kindly speak." He seems to have a real poetic gift doesn't he? It sounds much better
in Pali than it does in English. Then he says something very important, "'Saccam ve amata
vaca', esa dhammo sanantano, sacce atthe ca Dhamme ca', ahu, 'santo patitthita'." This is, in
my opinion, one of the most important phrases in the Pali texts. "Saccam ve amata vaca." I've
spoken a bit about this on some other occasion. Hare translates it "truth is the deathless
word". Chalmers translates it as "truth is nirvana's speech". A bit different isn't it? Saccam:
truths. That's all right, they agree about that. Amata, what is amata? Amata means literally
immortal, or the immortal. The immortal is a synonym for nirvana. Nowadays we use the
word nirvana, or traditionally Buddhism uses the word nirvana for the ultimate goal, the
highest reality. Nirvana of course is a noun. In many of the early Pali texts, nirvana is not a
noun but a verb. In other words, you get the verbal form of the word used rather than the noun
form. The verb form in Pali is nibbuta, which we can't really translate in English except as "to
be nirvanized". Sometimes it's translated as "to become extinct" or "extinguished", which
gives you a completely false impression. So it is significant that the Pali texts speak more
often of nibbuta than of nibbana, of becoming nirvanized rather than of attaining nirvana,
suggesting that the whole thing is a process, something that you do, not a sort of state at
which you arrive. In other words it's a more dynamic conception, not a static conception. You
nirvanize yourself, you become nirvanized, or you just nirvanize, not attain nirvana, that's a
sort of later idiom. You nirvanize. So taking anyway nirvana as a noun, as a state, as an
ultimate state or as a word for an ultimate state, there are several other words or terms in Pali.
One is amata or amatapatta. Amata means the immortal or the immortal state, the deathless
state.
And this also has much the same connotation as the Greek word ambrosial. It's like the sort of
food of immortality too. It's got that sort of poetic suggestion. So this is a very common
synonym in the early Pali texts for nibbana or nirvana, amata or amatapatta - the immortal,
the deathless. So it's a synonym for nirvana. So [129] therefore "saccam ve amata vaca". So
Hare and Chalmers translate in two different ways, truth is immortal speech, or the speech of
the immortal. You can take it either way. Truth is the speech of the immortal or truth is
immortal speech. Do you get any meaning from either of these two alternatives? (pause) All
right, take the first one first: "truth is the speech of the immortal." If you take it that way you
get Chalmers translation: "truth is the speech of nirvana." What do you mean by that? Why is
truth said to be the speech of nirvana, I mean does nirvana speak?
Voice: No.

S: No, who speaks?
Voice: The Enlightened?
S: The Buddha speaks. So when the Buddha speaks, what speaks? The nirvana speaks, the
amata speaks, the immortal speaks, the Dharma speaks, or rather that speech of the immortal
through the Buddha, as it were, is the Dharma. So truth is reality itself, one may say, speaking
through the man who has realized reality. Truth is nirvana speaking through the Buddha,
except that you mustn't imagine truth here and Buddha there; the two have become one. So
you get the idea? So Vangisa has a very high conception of truth. It's not only poetic; it is
deeply philosophical, deeply metaphysical. Truth is the utterance of reality itself. Truth is the
utterance of the Buddha who is at one with reality. Truth is the utterance of the enlightened
man. Only the enlightened man can speak the truth in the fullest; everybody else speaks lies,
everybody else speaks untruths. Truth is what the Buddha says, though not in a dogmatic
sense. But who else can speak the truth? Only the one who fully knows the truth, has
experienced the truth, can speak the truth. So truth is the utterance of nirvana, truth is the
speech of the Buddha.
All right, take the other possible translation. And they are not real alternatives, you have to
think of both together. "Truth is immortal speech." What is this immortal speech?
Voice: It sort of suggests that it transcends both time and space.[130]
Voice: It's sort of flavour of the Dharma.
S: But what is immortal speech? Take it a bit more literally.
Voice: Speech that never dies.
S: Speech that never dies, so what sort of speech never dies in ordinary mundane terms?
What speech, what literature, really lasts?
Voice: That which has got insight.
Voice: That which is always relevant.
S: But what sort of insight? What sort of relevancy?
Voice: That which is true.
S: But what sort of truth?
Voice: Universal truth.
Voice: Abstract truth.
S: No, it's all too abstract.
Voice: Human's truth.

S: Bit nearer.
Voice: Constantly applicable.
S: Constantly applicable, but can't we sum all this up in one word? I'd say poetic truth. What
does really survive in literature? It's the poetry. When I say poetry I don't necessarily mean
that which is in metrical form, although very often it is. I mean, what really survived in
European literature? Homer survived, Shakespeare survived. Yes? So this is immortal speech,
I mean written down. But what makes it immortal?
Voice: There's something about poetry which leaves gaps behind it which you can get a
feeling of something immortal.[131]
S: Well you could say poetry is in a way a special form of truth. Do you see what I'm getting
at? Poetic truth is akin to spiritual truth. Poetic truth is nearer spiritual truth than, say, the
truth of science, which is factual truth. Do you see what I am getting at? So truth is immortal
speech. Truth is poetry, not science. Poetry is nearer to truth than science is, poetry especially
in the sense of the image. The image tells you something about reality in the way that facts
cannot. Facts don't tell you anything about reality but an image tells you something about
reality. Even a story will tell you something about reality but not facts.
Voice: It's as if all these arts, for want of a word, it has point (putting it rather crudely), an
insight or something, and it also has good means, so that it satisfies your senses and takes you
beyond the senses.
S: Yes, poetic truth is a total thing; scientific truth is not. It satisfies, to use that word, the
intellect, but does it satisfy the whole being? I mean, the whole being can be satisfied by
Shakespeare, leaving aside the highest spiritual insight that you only get in the suttas. The
whole being can be satisfied by Homer.
Voice: What do you mean by scientific truth? I mean say you get a picture of an atom built
up, in a way that's quite an art form. You can get some kind of feeling.
S: Yes, but it's not recognized as an art form. You are told that that is truth, that is the way
things are. And very often the so-called scientific truths aren't truths at all, they are much
more poetry, but it's unacknowledged poetry, like the poetry of the dogmatic religions. You
are supposed to take it all historically and literally, you are not allowed to think that it is
poetry, but it is in fact poetry; it is better understood as such and better appreciated as such.
So Vangisa is in fact almost saying poetry is truth, truth is poetry. Or in Keats' words beauty
is truth, truth beauty. He is saying something a little bit like that. Do you get the meaning?
"Saccam ve amata vaca." I mean people ask "what is truth?" Truth is not something abstract,
he is saying, not something general, not something universal: that's scientific truth or even
philosophic truth. Truth, spiritual truth, is poetry, is beauty. [132] He is saying something like
that. "Saccam ve amata vaca", "truth is immortal speech". Truth is the immortal speech of
poetry, memorable speech. And there is the indeclinable particle "ve" which is not translated
by either of the translators. Ve means indeed. It's an emphatic indeclinable particle: truth
indeed, or verily. Truth is immortal speech and also the speech of the immortal. So you could
even paraphrase it rather wildly, though I think with some justice, and say, "Truth is the
poetry spoken by the Buddha which expresses reality, the reality that he has realized." The

Buddha is not telling you facts about life; he is speaking poetry, he is communicating images,
he is communicating a vision. He's not giving you facts in the ordinary scientific sense.
So truth is the immortal, i.e. poetic speech of the Buddha. And it is that poetic, immortal,
memorable speech that communicates reality, even that metaphorical speech, that speech
which is larded with images. ... (tape fault) ... "Saccam ve amata vaca, esa dhammo
sanantano." So truth is the utterance of nirvana, truth is the utterance of the immortal, or truth
is immortal utterance, memorable speech, poetic speech. These two alternative meanings.
Probably you have to take both together. So this is a very important, very significant, thing
that Vangisa says. And perhaps he is also suggesting that his own poetry, his own
versification, of what the Buddha said, itself embodies truth, in as much as it is poetry. It is
not that poetry is true but that poetry is truth. So "Saccam ve amata vaca, esa dhammo
sanantano": this is the eternal law. That's how it's usually translated.
"'Tis ancient dharma this." Yes, sanantano can mean ancient, but it means more like eternal,
everlasting. Dhammo is not dharma in the sense of doctrine and teaching, but in the sense of
truth or law or reality. This is an everlasting law, that truth is the utterance of nirvana, or that
truth is immortal speech. This is an eternal law or an ultimate principle, something that is
always and everywhere true, that always and everywhere holds good. Sometimes Buddhism
itself, the Dharma itself, is called the sanatana dhamma, the eternal truth, the eternal law,
because it is based upon cosmic and spiritual and transcendental principles, which always
hold good, always and everywhere. For instance there is a verse in the Dhammapada which
means "Hatred never ceases by hatred. Hatred ceases only by love. This is the eternal law." In
other words nowhere, under no [133] circumstances, will hatred ever be brought to an end by
means of hatred but only by love. This is a universal principle, "dhammo sanantano". So this
same expression is used here - this eternal principle. The truth is the utterance of nirvana or
that truth is immortal speech, nirvanic speech, or memorable speech, poetic speech, poetry
itself; this is an eternal law, an eternal truth, Vangisa says.
"'Sacce atthe ca Dhamme ca', ahu, 'santo patitthita'." Then, he says, these three things: truth,
attha, and dharma, it is in these that calm men are established. One thing that we must always
recollect is that in early Buddhism, when the Buddha started teaching that is, terminology was
rather loose, not fixed. It became fixed later on. The Buddha just used whatever words were
available. So we tend to speak of nirvana and Enlightenment, but there were many other
words in use at the Buddha's time, in use by the Buddha himself, he didn't confine himself
just to two or three terms. So just as we have seen that amata was used as a synonym of
nirvana or nibbana, in the same way "attha". Attha means the goal, in Sanskrit artha. Artha or
attha, the goal, was a very common term for the ultimate. For what we now usually call
nirvana or Enlightenment (means) simply the goal. So Vangisa goes on to say, having
referred to truth and Dharma he says, it is said that in truth, and in the goal, and in the
Dharma, the wise are established. Or it is in the truth, it is in the ultimate goal, it is in the
Dharma, that the calm, the peaceful, are said to be established. It doesn't quite logically
follow from what he has just said, it is more like the continuation of his flow of inspiration.
Or as Hare translates (it), "Truth is the deathless word, 'tis ancient Dharma this: they say calm
men stand fast in Dharma, goal and truth." Or as Chalmers translates it, "Truth is Nirvana's
speech (the adage runs); truth, weal, and Doctrine (so 'tis said) makes saints."
That's not so good, it's not makes saints, it's the calm or the peaceful are established in these
three things. And because they are established in these three things: established in truth,

established in the goal, established in Dharma, they are said to be calm, peaceful. Because
they are established in what is ultimate, so what is there to shake them? How can they be
shaken? "The Wake proclaims the word security, to win the cool and ill to end: That is of
words supreme." So Chalmers says, "The Buddha's words of peace, which show the way to
win Nirvana and to end all Ill, rank far above all other spoken words." The supreme [134]
communication is the Buddha's communication, which is the communication of the immortal,
the communication of nirvana, as it were through the Buddha in the form of his poetic speech.
It is this which is the supreme word of all, because this shows the way to peace, this shows
the way to the end of all suffering. This is what Vangisa is in effect saying.
The word "khemam" is interesting here. It is sort of peaceful, accepting, calm, forgiving even.
So the Buddha's speech is like that. "Yam Buddho bhasati vacam khemam nibbanapattiya."
The Buddha's peaceful speech, which shows the way to nirvana and to the ending of all
suffering, that is the supreme speech. So Vangisa really lets himself go doesn't he, he really is
inspired, it really has occurred to him, it really has come to him, and that is why the Buddha
says let it come, let it flow forth. There are other sections of the Pali text where Vangisa
improvises on other themes of the Buddha. There is quite a little section - you could collect
all these together quite easily - there are at least five or six of these occasions when Vangisa
improvises, or it occurs to Vangisa and the Buddha says let it occur and Vangisa improvises
on beautiful verses, improving in a way on what the Buddha himself has said.
Voice: He seems to see different ramifications, not just to put it into new words.
S: Yes, right. He's not just versifying or rewriting the Buddha's verses, again it's the new
approach. He is saying what the Buddha said, but also you can't say that he's adding
something of his own - that's too artificial, too external, but it's a complete recreation. He's
not just reproducing, not just beautifying the Buddha's words, not just dressing them up in
flowery language. He's made what the Buddha has said his own, but owing to his greater
poetic facility, his greater poetic gift, his genius in a way, his natural genius apparently, he's
able to express it much more fully and adequately and powerfully, on this occasion, than the
Buddha himself was able to do - the Buddha apparently not being very gifted as a poet. You
see how useful disciples can be.
So the Buddha says, "the goodly word calm men proclaim supreme and second speaking
Dharma not elsewise, third speaking kindly not unkindly words and speaking truth, not
speaking false is fourth." So it's all there, but what does Vangisa say? "O one should speak
the word that seareth not himself, nor yet another harms, that is [135] the goodly word.
Should speak the kindly word, words that make others glad, words that bear ill to none, of
others kindly speak. Truth is the deathless word, 'tis ancient dharma this: They say calm men
stand fast in Dharma, goal, and truth. The Wake proclaims the word security, to win the cool
and ill to end: that is of words supreme." So it's much more flowing, much more effective,
although Hare's translation of that last verse by the way is not very good.
Do you see the difference? So you can see there is far more to the well-spoken word than
meets the eye at first glance. Far more to perfect speech than meets the eye. In a sense only
the Buddha is capable of perfect speech in the full sense, though in some ways you could say
that Vangisa's speech is more perfect even than the Buddha's. It's the power of
communication also that you need to have, which is to some extent a natural power, a natural
gift, certainly so far as actual command over words is concerned. That's why when a person

has got command over words and a real gift of speech, in that sense, but is communicating
untruth, then it is very dangerous indeed.
All right, any general impressions or queries from what we've done this morning? The goodly
words, well it's much more than goodly words, real words, real speech, it's much more like
that - authentic utterance, authentic speech.
Voice: I thought earlier that (?) versions of what they did in those days, versify it ...
S: Yes.
Voice: Could you give a translation of that last verse again?
S: Literally it's quite simple actually. Literally it is "That peaceful speech of the Buddha
which leads to nirvana and to the ending of suffering, that speech is supreme." That's a literal
translation. Or which makes an end of suffering, which leads to nirvana and which makes an
end of suffering, that speech or that peaceful speech of the Buddha is supreme - patient also,
not only peaceful, peaceful and patient speech of the Buddha.
Any general conclusions from this sutta, apart from perfect speech being a much bigger thing
than we often think of it as being? [136] I don't know if this a is bit far fetched, but we've had
first of all in this chapter so far the going forth, which is obviously crucially important. Then
we've had the defeat of Mara and the attainment of Enlightenment. Then we have perfect
speech. Do you think this is fortuitous?
Voice: It bears on the importance of speech.
S: Yes, it seems to bear on the importance of speech and the importance of communication.
The scriptures themselves, the Dharma, is a communication. So how important therefore
truthful communication and real communication, perfect communication? Otherwise no
Dharma is communicated. In fact Dharma is that communication.
Voice: I've certainly observed day to day that most damage seems to be done by speech on
self and others - on your own state of mind and others.
S: Yes. I think we'll find that in a later sutta where the Buddha says, "each man is born with
an axe in his mouth wherewith he cuts down the tree of his merit". (laughter) That's pretty
strong isn't it? Each man is born with an axe in his mouth, i.e. brother tongue.
Voice: I've heard you comment before on how easy it is to slip. You may set up a good
communication with someone but how easily that slips into just chatter.
S: Well that's not so bad, but the axe is the sharp, unkind, cutting, sarcastic, cynical sort of
speech, which some people seem to think is so clever. You see so much of it on radio and
TV. Just listen to a discussion programme. It's as though no one wants to take anything
seriously, it's all cynicism, or witty cynicism. This is supposed to be so clever and so up to
date and so interesting and so entertaining. And it's so really silly and so sick, but they don't
know it usually, they seem to have no suspicion of it. And they're paid for it! Instead of being
put in prison or something sensible like that, they are paid for it, like performing animals or

clowns! (laughter) It's a cheap, pseudo-intellectual theatre.[137]
Voice: Satire.
S: Well satire is sometimes serious, but this sort of witty, superficial, pseudo-intellectual
discussion isn't. Occasionally a good point is made but they lose it as soon as possible
(laughter) - if that isn't being cynical.
Voice: Scrub out Monty Python.
Voice: That's not cynical.
Voice: I think it is terribly cynical.
Voice: I thought it was just silly.
S: I saw the film of that, whatever it was, some years ago and I was quite shocked. I had no
idea of what I was in for, it struck me as completely sick, I was quite sorry I had gone to see
it. I had no idea what I was in for. Someone recommended it: "Oh, it's really good." He'd seen
it on TV and it was first class and up to date, modern satire, so I thought this must be really
interesting so I went to see it. I was quite horrified, and people were really enjoying it, which
was also very horrifying.
Voice: I think it represents an extreme expression of that kind of humour. It is very popular.
S: It's catching on in the States now apparently.
Voice: I've seen it recently and a there's a lot of sick humour around transvestism and drag
humour, which is very prominent.
S: This is what we noticed yesterday in the study of those two suttas, the relationship between
the Buddha and Bimbisara, this total absence of cynicism. It's unthinkable in that sort of
context. There's this straight, direct, very human and hearty and sincere and sensitive relating
- a very clear, very wholesome atmosphere.
Voice: You don't get the impression of anything like that from any of the Buddhist scriptures
actually.[138]
S: Yes. The worst that you ever get is when they become a bit dry or a bit lifeless or a bit
repetitive or a bit mechanical or things seem to be over-analysed. At worst you get just that,
never anything worse than that, to the best of my recollection.
Voice: Why do you think cynicism has taken quite such a strong role? What do you think is
the cause of it?
S: Well, what is cynicism? The Greeks were acquainted with it. The word itself is Greek,
although the meaning has changed. It's from the word for dog. Cynicism is doggishness. So
the cynics originally were people who flouted accepted standards of behaviour and behaved
likes dogs, who for instance advocated public copulation, just like dogs, et cetera, or eating

your food out of your hands like dogs, or living in kennels like dogs. This is why Diogenes
lived in a barrel: he was a cynic. So this was cynicism in a philosophical sense. You may say
in a way they had a point, but cynicism came to mean adopting this same sort of derogatory,
depreciatory, sneering attitude to everything of value. This is what it means nowadays. You
are not impressed, you don't believe in anything, you don't look up to anything, you don't
admire anything, you don't respect anything. This is what it means. You are cynical, you have
no belief in any positive value. This is what cynicism is. If anybody has or seems to have any
positive value or any positive quality you want to undermine it, you want to destroy it. This is
cynicism.
Voice: It seems to imply, sort of, basic insecurity, having no roots of your own.
S: But it isn't a sort of open thing, an open attack. It is with a pseudo-pleasant manner and a
smile and so on.
Voice: A pseudo-clever technique.
S: But what makes people cynical?
Voice: They are not open.
S: I think it goes deeper than that.[139]
Voice: Insecurity?
Voice: They are so alienated from anything of worth in themselves.
S: But how have they become like that? They just feel bad about themselves, basically, I
suppose. This is all that I can imagine. So what has made them feel bad about themselves?
Presumably they've been made to feel bad about themselves early in life. But why.? Who
made them? Presumably mother and father did, but why? Why did they make their children
feel so inadequate and so bad about themselves?
Voice: Presumably because they in their turn felt bad about themselves.
S: But then how did it all start? I personally tie it up a lot with guilt, and therefore with the
dregs and remnants of Christianity in the West.
Voice: Don't you think it is because of lack of a faith, for want of a better word?
S: Yes, through lack of a faith, for want of a better term, a better way of putting it, through
lack of a positive faith in something positive. You've lost your faith in Christianity, which
did, despite its negative features, give you something positive. But you've got the residue of
guilt from Christianity without the more positive side of Christianity which at least helps you
to cope with the guilt which Christianity itself creates to some extent(!) The Christianity tells
you you are a miserable sinner but you can be saved if you tread the right path. Well, you
don't believe in Christianity so you don't believe in the right path any more, but you are left
with the feeling that you are a miserable sinner, even though you put it in secular terms, and
no path. So you are just left in a state of hopelessness and despair virtually. You are corroded.

Voice: A lot of people just don't resolve it.
S: Well a healthy person would because they are healthy. You would feel something positive
in yourself and you would refuse to allow that to be stifled. You would insist on being
healthy, being positive, [140] and expressing that.
Voice: One would initially cast off the sin along with the heaven, cast them off together, if
one was healthy.
S: Yes. Well cast off hell along with heaven and the fear of hell along with the hope for
heaven.
Voice: All life begins with damnation.
Voice: I don't know whether it is a cause or anything but it seems to me that very often an
attitude that goes along with cynicism is an intellectual arrogance, or a pseudo-intellectual
arrogance - I don't know whether it actually is intellectual - and the feeling of superiority and
dismissiveness.
S: Yes. All these things seem to go along with cynicism.
Voice: I think it's like a sort of defence mechanism.
S: Yes, and looking down on simple-minded people who actually believe in positive things
and who try to be positive, as though they are complete fools and idiots.
Voice: I was explaining to Bhante the other day actually that I've had a lot of contact with
rather intellectually-oriented people in Norwich and I've come up against this, that certain
people are feeling a bit threatened because you have more confidence and certain
outward-going qualities which they lack. So they throw it up as a sort of defence against you.
So you feel quite dismissed and sneered at. I really find that frustrating, as if you are thick,
you are not intellectual, and I accept that...
S: Yes right, you can't be healthy unless you are stupid. (laughter) So if you are healthy you
must be stupid. Well, there is this image of the healthy and well developed but rather stupid
person - a bit thick in the head, all solid bone above the eyebrows, (laughter) which isn't true
at all.
[Break between sessions]
[141]
4. The Bharadvaja or Sundarikabharadvaja Sutta
"Thus have I heard: Once the Master dwelt among the Kosalese on the banks of the river
Sundarika. And then, too, there brahman Bharadvaja of Sundarika fed the sacrificial fire and
worshipped the fire-oblation. And when he had finished, he rose from his seat and looked
round the four quarters, thinking, "Who, pray, should eat the remains of the sacrifice?"
"And the brahman saw the Master hard by, seated at the foot of a tree, with his head covered.

Thereat, with the remains of the sacrifice in his left hand and the water-pot in his right, he
approached him. And at the sound of the brahman's footsteps the Master uncovered his head.
""Why," thought the brahman, "this man's shaven, a mere shaveling!" and he thought to return
thence, but considering further, that even some brahmans are shaven here, he approached the
Master thinking, "'T"were good if I go and ask his birth," and said: "What is your birth, sir?"
And the Master replied to the brahman in these verses:
(455) The Master: "No brahman I nor yet a rajah's son,
No peddling trader nor of any breed:
I know the lineage of average folk,
And, man-of-naught, fare in the world a sage.
(456) Robed in the wanderer's garb, I homeless fare
With shaven head, exceeding cool-of-self,
Untroubled here by youths attending me:
Unmeet thou askest of my lineage."
S: Let's go through this then. "Thus have I heard: Once dwelt the Master among the (people
of Kosala) on the banks of the river Sundarika. And then, too, there brahman Bharadvaja of
Sundarika fed the sacrificial fire and worshipped the fire-oblation." This is of course a
reference to the pre-Buddhistic vedic fire cult. The brahmans of those days kept this up very
strongly. Some of them still do even today. Essentially it is a making of offerings to various
gods and even goddesses in the sacred fire. The offerings are sort of burnt offerings. This is a
very primitive belief, that anything offered in the fire to the gods will reach them, that it will
be transformed into smoke and the smoke ascend to heaven and the gods receive the offering
in the form of smoke or in the form of perfume. In the Old Testament we get Jehovah
smelling the smell of the sacrifice, smelling the smell of the [142] holocausts that are made to
him. [See for example Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, which deal with little else, tr.]
So for this reason the fire becomes regarded as a sort of intermediary between heaven and
earth, and the fire god comes to be regarded as an intermediary.
So in the Buddha's day still this brahminical cult of making offerings to the gods in the sacred
fire was very, very widespread and popular among the brahmins, and it had become very
elaborate indeed. Here we are given just a brief reference to it, and one often finds these
references in the Pali texts. It is not always clear what is happening and why but we can get
just a general idea of what it is all about. So apparently at the same time that the Buddha was
living in Kosala on the banks of that river there was a brahmin living there too, and he was
performing a sacrifice and making offerings in the fire. He might have been doing it on his
own account or he might have been paid by somebody to perform that sacrifice on their
behalf. So he would be doing it for money, as it were. The brahmins among other things were
a professional priest class or caste, and they performed these ceremonies, made these
offerings to the gods for various purposes on behalf of other people, either for the sake of
increasing their riches or for the sake of sons or for the sake of power. It was believed that
you could gain all these things by hiring a brahmin to perform these ceremonies for you and
by paying him lavishly for doing that. So here this brahmin too was engaged in this way,
although as I say we are not told whether on his own behalf or on behalf of somebody else. So
he made the offerings into the fire. Sometimes the offerings were of clarified butter and
sometimes they were of other things, even of animals. "And when he had finished he rose

from his seat and looked round the four quarters thinking, "Who, pray, should eat the remains
of the sacrifice?"" This is a reference to a custom that we don't fully understand but there are
several references to it. Apparently at the end of the ceremony, at the end of the fire offering,
whoever was officiating - and he might have a number of assistants and quite a lot of helpers,
only the brahmin is referred to here but there must have been a lot of other people; it might
have been, must have been, a very big occasion, a very great celebration; whoever is leading
the sacrifice looks around for some suitable worthy person to whom to offer whatever is left
over unsacrificed, which has not been used up in the sacrifice - either ghee or food or animals
or whatever. And the suggestion seems to be that if you can find a really worthy person,
preferably a very eminent brahmin or a sage, to whom to offer whatever is [143] left over
from the sacrifice, then it will bring good luck on the sacrifice and make it even more
effective. That's seems to have been the idea, as far as we can make out. So when this
brahmin had finished he rose from his seat on which he had been sitting performing the
ceremony, making the offerings into the fire, and he looked all around thinking, "To whom
shall I offer the remains of the sacrifice so that he can eat them and good luck upon the whole
enterprise. "And the brahman saw the Master hard by seated at the foot of a tree with his head
covered." Why do you think the Buddha had covered his head?
Voice: Maybe it was hot.
S: Maybe it was hot, yes. Or maybe he just wanted to be unobserved or alone with his own
thoughts and he would just cover it with the edge of his robe.
Voice: In the practice of meditation I've seen some people cover their heads.
S: Some do, it's not very common, just to keep out disturbance or even mosquitoes. "Thereat,
with the remains of the sacrifice in his left hand," which is the inauspicious hand incidentally.
He might have been carrying it actually in his hand or he might have had a ladle, a ceremonial
ladle was used to ladle ghee into the sacred fire. He might have had the ladle in his left hand
with some ghee left over in the ladle, "and the water-pot in his right," the water pot which
was used for ceremonial sprinklings and ablutions. These things are still used in India, "he
approached him," that is, approached the Master, "and at the sound of the brahman's footsteps
the Master uncovered his head," to see who is coming, what is happening. ""Why" thought
the brahman, "this man's shaven, a mere shaveling." Let's look into that, what's the word in
the original? "Mundo ayam bhavam! Mundako ayam bhavan". A "mundako" is a rather
contemptuous expression meaning a shaven-headed person, a shaveling. Something like our
English "bald-pate". In the Old Testament some boys teased the prophet Elijah, calling out to
him "thou bald-pate," and he calls down bears from the mountains to eat up the boys.
(laughter) This is in the Old Testament, bald-pate, baldy, something like that. [2 Kings
2:23-4, tr.] So one gets here the first suggestion of antagonism between the sramanas [144a]
and the brahmanas. The brahmanas are what we call the brahmins, that's the anglicized form
of the word, the brahmans are the priestly caste of Hinduism. And of course they were very,
very influential in the Buddha's day and have remained influential ever since. They generally
regard themselves as having the monopoly of religious knowledge and culture generally. But
who are the sramanas?
Voice: The non-brahmin sadhus.
S: The non-brahmin sadhus. Brahmins generally, brahmins as such, one might say, did not

become sadhus, they did not become wanderers. They tend to be very much based on, and
oriented to, the home and the family. They kept up their religious practices at home, they
made offerings in the sacred fire at home, they had wives and families and fields and farms
and herds of cows, they had gold and silver and corn. They are described very much in these
terms in the Pali texts. So the brahmin in a way stands for ethnic religion, and they followed
of course the Vedic tradition, including the Vedic tradition of fire sacrifice and animal
sacrifice, or making offerings in the sacred fire, offering up animals in the sacred fire. But the
sramanas were those who had broken away from the brahmanical vedic tradition. They tended
to be anti-brahmin they didn't accept the brahmin's claims to be foremost in society and to
have a monopoly of religion and culture. They didn't accept that claim of the brahmins and
they didn't accept the authority of the Vedic tradition. You've heard of the four Vedas, I take
it. The four Vedas make up the oldest scriptures of the Hindus. There's the Rig Veda, the
Yajur, the Sama, and the Atharva. These four Vedas consist entirely of hymns of praise, or
almost entirely of hymns of praise, to various gods and goddesses and so on, mainly gods.
Gods like Indra and Agni.
Voice: Does any one of the Vedas come up to the level of a kind of universal god?
S: Some of them do. There are some hymns, especially later hymns, which become somewhat
monotheistic, or even in some cases quite philosophical, especially very late ones, which
possibly overlap the Buddhist period. In the Buddha's day only three Vedas [144b] were
known, three Vedas are referred to. The Atharva Veda seems to have been compiled later. But
the brahmins accepted the authority of this Vedic literature, they regarded it as divinely
inspired, as originating from God. They made use of the Vedic texts in their ceremonies and
sacrifices. But the sramanas, who can be described as the freelance spiritual people, who were
usually wanderers, they did not accept the authority of the Vedas nor the superiority of the
brahmins. So there was this very strong cleavage in the religious and spiritual life of India in
the time of the Buddha. So the sramanas did not usually accept, as I have said, either the
authority of the vedas or the superiority of the brahmins. And there was quite a bit of conflict
and antagonism between the two groups and the two traditions.
So the Buddha, naturally, belonged to the sramana as distinct from the brahmana tradition, the
Buddha too did not accept the authority of the Vedas nor did he accept the superiority of the
brahmin, as we shall see in this particular sutta. The Buddha was not only a sramana, he is
often referred to as the great sramana, maha-sramana, because he was so well known and
distinguished. Not an ordinary sramana but the great sramana, the most important
representative of that sramanic, anti-brahminic tradition. Sramana literally means one who is
washed, one who is clean, one who is pure. The brahmins who lived at home usually wore
their hair long, the sramanas, on the other hand, who wandered about and who had gone forth,
for the most part they usually cut their hair or even shaved their heads. So if you saw
somebody wandering around with a yellow robe and a shaven head you could be pretty
certain that he was not a brahmin, that he was a sramana. But not always, because there were
some who were brahmins by birth who became dissatisfied with the brahminical tradition and
who became sramanas by conviction. So you had a few people who were brahmins by birth
and sramanas by conviction and who in the eyes of the brahmins, of course, remained
brahmins. Like Sariputta and Moggallana, they were of brahmin origin but they became
sramanas, they went forth, they wandered, and eventually they became disciples of the
Buddha. So there is a bit of overlap, as it were, in this way. So when the brahmin here, when
Bharadvaja, sees the Buddha's shaven head he thinks, "Oh this man is shaven, a mere

shaveling, a bald-pate." I mean this was the very derogatory term which the brahmins used to
describe the sramanas to express their own antagonism towards them. They [145] called them
the mundakas, in a very contemptuous way, shaven-headed people. "And he thought to return
thence." So he thought, well, no use offering to him because the brahmins had no respect for
the sramanas, they did not regard them as very worthwhile people, they rather looked down
upon them. So thinking that this was a sramana he didn't feel like offering the remains of the
sacrifice to him; it wouldn't bring good luck on the sacrifice. He couldn't be a wise man, he
couldn't be a sage, he was a mere shaveling. But considering further, that even some brahmins
had shaven hair either because some local brahmins have the custom of just shaving their
heads, or thinking that, well, even though he was a sramana he might be an ex-brahmin, as it
were, and there might still be some good left in him, "he approached the Master thinking,
"T'were good if I go and ask his birth"", that is, his caste, his jati. Let me find out, maybe he is
a brahmin after all, and if he is a brahmin well maybe I can make the offering to him, maybe I
can offer the remnants of the sacrifice to him. So regardless of whether he's shaven headed or
not let me just ask if he is a brahman. "and said, "What is your birth sir?" and the Master
replied to the brahman in these verses." This is still the question that one is asked all over
India, especially in the villages. You must have noticed, those of you who have read my
Thousand-Petalled Lotus, all the time one is asked what is your caste. Why do you think this
is? Why do people want to know your caste?
Voice: It tells them exactly how they can behave towards you.
S: Right, yes, if you are higher caste than you or lower, whether they can take food from your
hand, or water from your hand, or eat with you, or marry into your family or you into theirs, et
cetera. So until you know a person's caste you feel completely at a loss with them. In India it
is virtually impossible to relate to anybody as a human being, just as an individual. You relate
to them as the member of a certain caste. This is very, very strong, even now, very strong
indeed. So do you think there might be any equivalent in our society, even though in a much
weaker form?
Voice: Yes, people feel much happier if they can label you.[146]
S: In what sort of way?
Voice: Well, what work you do.
S: What work you do, yes.
Voice: Class matters.
Voice: Your accent.
S: Yes, class, your accent, where you went to school, but especially perhaps what sort of work
you do, because people realize that there is such a thing as social mobility, and that the old
aristocracy has lost a lot of the respect that it used to enjoy. So it is your work that becomes
important, whether you are in TV or whether you work behind the counter in a shop or
whether you drive a van. People want to know what do you do, and then they very often,
consciously or unconsciously, treat you accordingly.

Voice: That's the first question you get asked hitchhiking. In fact I've had it as the first thing
someone has said when I've got into the car.
S: It's not quite so bad as "what is your caste?" but it does represent an attempt not just to
label you but to classify you, so that people know how to behave towards you, which means
they are not really relating to you directly at all. Of course sometimes they just ask that just to
get conversation going and may not take it very seriously, but some people, a lot of people
even, do take it quite seriously. And in India I have found, as I have related, that if people
couldn't find out your caste they became very disturbed, very upset, even angry, if you refused
to tell them the secret of your caste, what you really were. So in much the same way here
perhaps some people might become quite upset, quite disturbed, if they couldn't find out what
you did for a living. How you were employed, what your profession was, if they couldn't
classify you, couldn't label you. Anybody else experience anything of this sort?
Voice: I had something happen to me when I was travelling [147] last year. I was in a station
and got talking to a couple of men, one Pakistani and one Indian man, and it was late and we
were tired and it was quite informal. And I went to touch the Indian, friendly on the arm and
he shrunk away. Would this be something to do with caste? I mean he was doing this to all
the white people, all the Europeans - he couldn't shake hands, he wouldn't touch them. Would
that be something to do with caste?
S: It might have been. It's a bit unusual in someone coming to the West.
Voice: Because you referred to, in higher caste systems Europeans are classed as
untouchables.
S: But I mean people coming to the West don't usually have those sort of ideas. They accept
that they have got to come into contact with people. So what does the Buddha say in reply?
"No brahman I nor yet a rajah's son,
No peddling trader nor of any breed:
I know the lineage of average folk,
And, man-of-naught, fare in the world a sage."
So this is quite cryptic in a way. I think I am going to have to refer to the original. "Na
brahmano no 'mhi, na rajaputto, na vessayano, uda koci no 'mhi. Gottam parinnaya
puthujjananam akincano manta carami loke." He says, I am not a brahmin. This is what the
brahmin Bharadvaja is trying to get at, whether he is a brahmin or not. But he also says I am
not a rajah's son. I am not a kshatriya, I am not of the kshatriya class. Isn't this strange in a
way? Because he is a raja's son, he is a kshatriya, he does belong to that caste, he is of that
birth? So why do think he said that? Is he telling a lie?
Voice: He's just disowning his class, dissociating from the whole system.
S: Yes, dissociating from the whole system, also it is the Buddha speaking.
Voice: He's transcended the caste.
S: Yes, the Buddha is casteless. And he's not a trader.[148] You know there are these four

main castes: the brahmin, the kshatriya, the vaishya, and sudra - the priest, the warrior and
ruler, the trader and merchant, and the toiler. So the fourth isn't mentioned. But he says "I am
not a brahman, I am not the son of a raja, I am not a kshatriya, I am not of the warrior caste,
neither am I a trader or merchant, nor anything of that kind." "Gottam parinnaya
puthujjananam." Puthujjana is usually translated as many folk, ordinary people, Hare
translates it average folk. "I know the lineage of average folk." What do you think that
means? The word for lineage is gotta, gotta means sort of clan, although it has got another
meaning also in later Buddhist literature. So what do you think the Buddha means by saying I
know the gotta, I know the lineage, I know the clan of ordinary people? Ordinary people
suggests those who haven't got any degree of Enlightenment, the anaryas. You are familiar
with this distinction between the arya and the anarya? Who or what are the aryans in the
Buddhistic sense?
Voice: Stream entrants and upwards.
S: Yes, all those who belong to the aryan sangha, the real, the transcendental, spiritual
community, as you say, upwards from the stream entrant. All those who have not entered the
stream, all those who will continue to go round and round on the wheel of life indefinitely.
These are called anaryas, they are also called puthujjanas, average folk or many folk. So the
Buddha is saying, "I know the lineage of these non-aryans, I know the lineage of these
puthujjanas, average people." Do you think he is just referring to caste lineage or possibly to
something else?
Voice: Karma.
S: Yes, he's referring to their karma. I know what sort of karmas they perform and therefore I
can predict what sort of destiny they will have. He is referring to their lineage in this sort of
way. There is the lineage of their deeds which is much more important than the lineage of
birth. So he knows that: "akincano manta carami loke." Akincano, this is a very important
word. It is translated by Hare "man-of-naught", [149] one who has nothing, one who is
nothing. What do you think that means?
Voice: Someone who has no caste, no ideas, absolutely nothing, completely.
S: Yes. One could say, paraphrasing it, who has no ego, who cannot be identified as this or
that, who cannot be labelled because he isn't identifiable with anything conditioned. So that
the man of nought is the Buddha, is the Enlightened one, who is not to be categorized or
labelled in any way in terms of the conditioned. This ties up with the Buddha's reply to the
brahmin Upaka, [sic. For Upaka read Dona (Anguttara Nikaya 4.36), tr.] when Upaka asked
him: are you a deva? No, not a deva. Are you a gandhara? No, not a gandhara. Are you a
yakkha? No, not a yakkha. Are you a human being? No, not a human being. Then what are
you? I am a Buddha. All those conditionings on account of which I might have been
described, he says, as a deva, as a gandhara, as a yakkha, as a human being, all those
conditionings have been destroyed, therefore I am a Buddha. I am something or someone
unclassifiable, something unique, someone unique, a pure individual not to be relegated to
any class or any category, not to be labelled in any way. And this is virtually what he is saying
here. I know the lineages of other people, not only their caste lineages, but their karma
lineages, but I am free from all that, I have no caste and I have no karma. I have no destiny in
the world, I don't belong to the world, I am a man of nought. I can't be categorized in any

way, can't be classified, I am just the Buddha, I am just the Enlightened one, I am just a pure
unique individual. This is in effect what he is saying.
So "akincano manta carami loke." Manta means something like someone who recites
mantras. He is suggesting that he is the true brahmin, as it were. I'll look up the word manta,
it is the same as the Sanskrit word mantra and it comes from a root meaning to call or to
invoke. And this of course is what one does in the course of the brahminical ceremonies and
offerings, one invokes the gods to whom the offerings and sacrifices are made. So the Buddha
is suggesting that he is the true sacrificer, he is the true brahmin, the true caller upon the gods.
So he says therefore, according to Hare's translation, "and man-of-naught, fare in the world a
sage." Or Chalmers translates it rather differently. "No brahmin I, no prince, no [150] farmer,
or aught else. All worldly ranks I know, but, knowing, go my ways as - simply nobody." So
he doesn't say anything about faring in the world a sage, he misses that bit out, but the full
version would be: and man-of-naught fare in the world or walk in the world, as the true
brahmin. He is suggesting, by using this word manta, that the brahmin himself is not the true
brahmin. He is suggesting that the sramana is the true brahmin, in this way very often the
sramanas try to turn the tables on the brahmins by saying that the real brahmin is something
different from you. The real brahmin doesn't live, doesn't behave, as you behave. So they try
to turn the tables, as it were, on the brahmins in this way. But in later Indian history that
rather misfired, the brahmins came back in full force. It probably would have been better to
get rid of even the word brahmin altogether. So you see what the Buddha is saying and how
he is led to say it as a result of this particular incident, this particular episode. The Buddha is
insisting on being an unclassifiable, enlightened human being, and he repudiates any attempt
to label him. He says that he is a man-of-naught. So this term akincano, the man-of-naught,
the man who is nothing and has nothing, the man who, in a sense has no self, no ego. It is a
very common term, or a not uncommon term at least, in the more archaic Pali texts like the
Sutta Nipata. But it's hardly used in modern expositions of Buddhism at all. Perhaps it
wouldn't be too much of an exaggeration to say that it isn't used at all.
So what do you think this sort of expression suggests in contemporary terms, or in terms of
self development in general nowadays? Does it represent an attractive ideal to become a
man-of-naught? Akincano. Is it a very meaningful way of trying to put across what the
enlightened man is like? Instead of saying he is the enlightened man or the blessed one or the
Buddha, say he is the man-of-naught. Does it sound very meaningful?
Voice: No.
S: It doesn't?
Voice: I would say personally that I find it quite good but to the majority of people it might
not.
Voice: In a way, it is like being a man-of-naught he is [151] not limited by any one thing.
S: Yes, yes.
Voice: It implies great freedom, a sort of boundlessness to evolve.
S: Yes it's unlimited.

Voice: Do you mean do we think it would be generally attractive because personally I find it
very attractive?
S: It means in a way an unspecialized human being - a man-of-naught. Somebody not
anything in particular, you can't say he's this, you can't say he's that. (laughter)
Voice: It would be more attractive if it was put in the way of you are what you are, rather than
...
S: Yes, but it must be an unconditioned what you are, not a conditioned. Because usually if
you say, I am what I am, it's I am my own conditioned self, not my unconditioned self. I am
what I am, bad temper and all, sort of thing, yes? But that isn't quite what the Buddha meant
is it?
Voice: I think that today, though, when so much store is set by having so many possessions
and what have you ... it really does run directly against the grain.
S: It's the spiritual pauper.
Voice: It suggests sort of giving up things.
S: Yes, having nothing.
Voice: Yes, a totally ascetic way of life.
S: Or what would seem to the outsider to be an ascetic way of life.
Voice: Not having to do anything.[152]
S: It doesn't actually say that, but it is certainly no duties in the sense of duties that follow or
derive from your conditioned status. If you're not a brahmin, obviously you have no duties as
a brahmin. If you're not a kshatriya, you don't have the duty of fighting. If you're not a father
you don't have the duty of looking after children. If you are not a driver you don't have the
responsibility of looking after your vehicle.
Voice: Now it sounds like tremendous freedom.
S: So the man-of-naught is the free man. He's free to move in any direction, free to express
himself in any way. He's the unconditioned man, the empty man, the void man in terms of
later Buddhist thought, a man of sunyata, naught in the sense of sunyata. In very late
semi-Buddhist Tantric traditions in eastern India there is a term, the sunyapurusa, which
means the empty man or the man of emptiness, the sunyapurusa. It's not a strictly Buddhistic
expression but owes something to Buddhist influence. It's a bit like that in a way, the empty
man, the man who is emptiness, or the man of emptiness, the man who's the embodiment of
the void. Well the Bodhisattva is very much like that, the Bodhisattva is the embodiment of
voidness, the Bodhisattva has voidness for his being. He has no being for his being. So he is
free to move in any direction. If you identify yourself with a specific function or role people
expect you always to act in accordance with that and not to move out of it. You see what I
mean?

Voice: It's like saying you are a Buddhist.
S: Yes, even that. One of the Friends down at Aryatara who is quite young and still going to
college told me he went off to college the previous week with a flask of coffee, and one of his
college friends said, "Oh, taking stimulants? I thought Buddhists weren't allowed to do that."
So this is the sort of thing that happens, people have got their own very conditioned idea of
what to be a Buddhist means and expect you to live up to their conditioned ideas of what a
Buddhist is or what a Buddhist does. So as soon as you label yourself there are, in a way,
certain expectations. If you remain unlabelled then no one can formulate expectations. If you
say that you are a driver, they expect you to be able to drive, yes?[153]
Voice: When someone asks you what you do, you can say, "Well at the moment ..."
S: Right, yes, which is perfectly truthful. But when they say "What do you do?" they mean
what do you permanently, regularly, habitually do, and what do you make your living by
doing, what are you?
Voice: "I sit in cars and answer silly questions." (laughing)
S: But do you think you can carry this through indefinitely? Do you think you can always say,
"Well, I'm not anything, I'm a man-of-naught"?
Voice: Well you can't tell the inland revenue, the tax man, something like that, or the dole
man.
S: Yes, especially the dole man. He wants to know what you are, whether you are a carpenter
or an accountant or so on. What do most of us do. Any of you have that particular difficulty?
Voice: What, with the dole?
S: Yes, the saying what you are. What do you do about it?
Devamitra: Well I've been classified three different times. First of all as an actor, then as a
yoga teacher. My latest classification is Buddhist teacher. They were going to put me on the
professional and executive register when I stated qualifications so presumably a Buddhist
teacher is a professional.
S: You see, that is a categorization to begin with, that you are a professional. You come in
that sort of bracket.
Devamitra: Because I am not available for full time permanent employment I have to be
available for temporary work, of which there's none available anyway, so there's no real
difficulty.
S: Anybody else got any experience of this?
Voice: I let them tell me. In Swaffham I was in a bit of a daze and I didn't know what I
wanted to be, so she asked me what [154] I like doing so I said I quite like gardening. So she
put me down as a gardener, a gardener - handyman, which is quite nice.

Voice: I'm a painter and decorator.
Voice: They'd never do that in London, they'd kick you out.
Voice: She looked me up a category, they have a book of categories and you must be one.
S: Oh, just like the caste system.
Voice: Yes, only there's a bit more of a choice.
S: What are you down as?
Voice: As a gardener.
S: Oh, as a gardener, gardening seems rather popular.
Voice: I'm a gardener too. They checked up that I actually had done some.
S: Had you?
Voice: Luckily I had, just a couple of weeks but it was sufficient to get me classified as that.
(laughter)
S: So by virtue of two weeks gardening you are permanently classified as a gardener.
Voice: The fact that you are a nuclear physicist is neither here nor there. (laughing)
Voice: But you're not even classified in those terms. You are a gardener, yes, but a gardener is
that number, so that's the number they put down on your card, so that your actual
classification is numerical.
S: That's the number that's fed into the computer, presumably. Anyway what does the Buddha
go on to say? Having said [155] "No brahman I, nor yet a rajah's son, no peddling trader nor
of any breed: I know the lineage of average folk, and man-of-naught fare in the world a sage."
Having said that he goes on to say, "Robed in the wanderer's garb, I homeless fare with
shaven head, exceeding cool-of-self, untroubled here by youths attending me: unmeet thou
askest of my lineage."
So "robed in wanderer's garb". What is that? "Samghativasi agiho carami." Samghati is one of
the three robes worn by the bhikkhu. It's the big sort of blanket robe that goes around the
shoulders, which can be used as a sort of quilt at night. It's usually double and made of lots of
little patches and quite thick and can be quite warm. So samghativasi, the wearer of a
bhikkhu's robe. It's not really a wanderer's robe though maybe wanderers wore it before
bhikkhus did. "Agiho": without a house, homeless I wander. "Nivuttakeso": free from hair,
shaven headed. Why do you think this practice of shaving the head grew up among the
wanderers, and in other parts of the world?
Voice: Cutting off attachment. It is symbolic thereof. And one is detached to how one looks if
one can just shave one's head. Also hygiene I should think.

S: Hygiene, yes. I think it's mainly on account of lice, especially if you are wandering from
place to place and you can't always get a bath. It's much simpler just to cut it all off, especially
in a hot climate. Whether you look better with it on or better with it off that seems to be a
matter of personal choice or taste. Some people think you look better with it, others think you
look better without it. Difficult to know who is right.
Chintamani: Quite often in pictures of the Buddha one sees him with it tied up on top. I get a
little bit confused as to actually what the Buddha's head was like. There's lots of short curls
or...
S: We also mustn't think of the bhikkhus in the Buddha's day as shaving every day. The
general practice was and still is in India among ordinary people to shave twice a month. So at
certain times, just before his fortnightly shave, the Buddha would have had hair about so
long. And then after this fortnightly shave he would have been bald again and also would
have had a little beard. Bhikkhus in the East nowadays usually shave every day, but that is not
strictly according to the rule, [156] and you are strictly speaking supposed to shave head and
face at the same time and in the same way. Some bhikkhus still follow this quite strictly so
they're either very unshaven with a stubble or the limit is supposed to be two fingers breadth
of hair according to the strict rule. So some have got the short beard and short hair, or no hair
and no beard at all, depending on the time of the month. But apparently it was the custom for
the sramanas to shave and the brahmans not to shave the head, so they were roughly
distinguishable.
So therefore the Buddha says, "Robed in the wanderer's garb, I homeless fare with shaven
head, exceeding cool-of-self," - abhinibbutatto. Abhi is exceeding, nibbuta is connected with
nirvana, nibbana. It's not cool-of-self, that is another word, sitabhava. Nibbuta means
something like blown-out. It suggests with all conditioned mental activities completely
exhausted. It has a sort of negative denotation but the connotation is very positive. The word
or the verb nibbuto, from which nirvana or nibbana the noun derives, refers to the blowing
out, or the becoming extinguished, of a flame. A flame goes out when there's no more fuel to
sustain it; in the same way the flame of conditioned existence goes out when there is no more
craving and hatred and delusion to sustain it. But unfortunately there's a slightly nihilistic
suggestion because when the flame goes out, well, as it were, nothing is left. But this is not
what is meant. It means that the conditioned entirely disappears, only the unconditioned, as it
were, is left. So here the Buddha says, "I homeless fare with shaven head." Having attained to
the complete extinction of the conditioned self, one could say that. Having attained to the
cessation of conditioned personal existence: "alippamano idha manavehi". Manava is a youth,
a young man. The brahmin probably had a crowd of young men attending upon him, helping
with the sacrifice, bringing in the animals, heaping up the firewood. It might have been a very
big, noisy, bustling sort of affair. So the Buddha says, "untroubled here by youths attending
me": I'm not troubled by all this fuss and bother and bustle. "Unmeet thou askest of my
lineage": it is not suitable to ask me what is my clan, what is my lineage. So what do you
think in fact the Buddha is doing in these two verses? What is he in fact saying?
Voice: The question does not appertain to me.
S: Well not only that, he's questioning - in a way he is repudiating [157] - the brahmin's
whole outlook, whole attitude, his whole philosophy, his whole religion, his whole way of
life. He's completely repudiating it, rejecting it. Do you see that? It's the universal rejecting

the ethnic, as it were.
Voice: He's quite strong about this thing.
S: Yes. So "No brahman I, nor yet a rajah's son,
No peddling trader nor of any breed.
I know the lineage of average folk,
And, man-of-naught, fare in the world a sage.
Robed in the wanderer's garb, I homeless fare
With shaven head, exceeding cool-of-self,
Untroubled here by youths attending me:
Unmeet thou askest of my lineage."
So he is rejecting the whole conditioned attitude, the whole conditioned approach of that
brahmin. He is rejecting first of all the caste system, he's rejecting all attempts to categorize
individuals, certainly Enlightened individuals. He is rejecting by implication the whole
sacrificial system with its subsequent search for a good brahmin to whom to offer the
remnants of the sacrifice. So he's really more than questioning, rejecting everything that that
particular brahman stands for. And he's suggesting he has a much deeper knowledge of
people's lineages in a different sort of way, he understands their karma. And he himself is free
from karma, being Enlightened.
So this must have been quite a shock for the brahmin, and no doubt he had been celebrating
that sacrifice for days on end. Sometimes the sacrifices went on for weeks. It was a very big
occasion in the locality. All sorts of people were there, he was surrounded by a crowd of
young brahmins helping him and it had all been going very well. And perhaps he was feeling
very satisfied, very happy that this rather strenuous performance was at last over. He'd
brought it to a successful conclusion and there was just one thing left remaining to be done,
just to find a suitable person to offer the remnants of the sacrifice. So he saw sitting under a
tree in the distance someone who looked as though he might be a brahmin, what with his head
covered, and so he approaches him to offer him the remnants of the sacrifice. The man
uncovers his head and, what? It's a wretched shaveling, a mendicant, a sramana. Anyway he
thinks well maybe not, maybe it is a brahmin after all, because sometimes even brahmins
shave their heads, so he says, "What's your birth, are you a brahman?" And then he gets this
tremendous repudiation of everything that he stands for. Not only is he not a brahmin, he
doesn't believe in anything that that brahmin believes [158] in at all. He completely rejects his
whole philosophy, his whole way of life, his sacrificial system, his gods, his outlook, his
whole world. In two quite vigorous verses he sweeps away the whole lot. So the brahmin is
left with nothing. So what does this poor brahmin say then?
(457) "But brahmans, sir, of brahmans always ask:
Art brahman, friend?"
S: Yes, this is what he says, his sort of trembling excuse. In other words "This is what we
always do." There's this sort of rather pitiful excuse, this is what people always fall back on
when they are questioned or challenged. "Well we always do it this way, it's the custom, it's
the way things usually are." They can give no better excuse than that. So what does the
Buddha say in reply to that?

Voice: "If as thou say'st, thou art,
And call'st me none, chant me the Savitri
With phrases three and twice twelve syllables!"
S: Yes, so what does this show? If, the Buddha says, if you are as you say a brahman and you
say that I am not a brahman, then chant for me the Savitri with three phrases and twenty four
syllables. What is this Savitri?
Voice: A hymn.
S: Yes, you're getting pretty close. It's a couple of lines from the Vedas which the brahman is
supposed to chant every morning when he performs his morning ablutions. It's more usually
called the gayatri mantra, and it goes something like this. "I worship the glorious disc of the
sun, may the disc of the sun stimulate my thoughts." It's a prayer like that. In modern times
it's a purely mechanical performance by many brahmins and most of them of course don't do
it any more. But when the brahmin is initiated as a brahmin, when he receives his sacred
thread, he is taught the Gayatri mantra, usually by his father, and he has to thereafter recite it
daily at least morning and evening and preferably three times a day when performing his
ceremonial ablutions. So usually they try to keep these things away from the non-brahmins.
Non-brahmins are not supposed to recite these sorts of verses. Certainly the untouchables are
not supposed ever to recite them.[159]
So the Buddha shows that he is acquainted with these things. Sometimes kshatriyas also
learned these things. He might have learned them when he was at home. He might have been
even initiated into the Gayatri mantra and given a sacred thread. Sometimes kshatriyas were,
even vaishyas, though more and more in the course of Indian history the brahmins tried to
limit this just to themselves and in the end they did, virtually.
So the Buddha says, if you are a brahman as you say you are then just let me hear you recite
the Savitri, the Gayatri mantra, then I shall know you are a real brahman. So what is the
brahmans response to this?
(458) Trusting in what did rishis, Manu's breed,
Nobles and brahmans offer sacrifice
Unto the devas often in the world?
S: So the brahman realizes that his whole system, his whole way of life, his whole religion is
being challenged. So he's trying to sort of argue, not even argue very vigorously or even
strongly. He's saying, "if what you say is true, then why did the sages of old, the descendants
of Manu, why did the ancient brahmins, the nobles and brahmins, offer sacrifices to the
devas? Why did they do that? What was the source of their faith, if as you say it is all
meaningless and valueless?" So "Trusting in what did rishis", sages, "Manu's breed nobles
and brahmans offer sacrifice unto the devas often in the world?"
Rishi? A rishi is a sort of seer and the hymns of the Vedas, the verses, the mantras of the
Vedas, were supposed to have been seen in their meditations by these rishis and then
revealed. That is the old tradition and the sum total of these mantras; the sum total of these
revealed verses seen by the rishis make up the Vedas. And these verses are employed for
sacrificial purposes. So the brahmin is asking or saying as it were: well, it can't be altogether

meaningless, there must have been something in it, I mean on account of what belief, on
account of what faith, did our forefathers, the ancient rishis, do all these things? Why did they
perform all these sacrifices that have been handed down to us? With what faith, on what
account, for what reason? You seem to know about these things, you please explain to me.
This is in fact what he is saying, or in effect is what he is saying. Then the Buddha says
something contradictory to what comes later on. So what is that?[160]
Voice: "When an adept in lore and end receives
The offering at the time of sacrifice,
That sacrifice doth prosper then, I say."
S: So the Buddha seems to agree with this ancient tradition, that if someone who really knows
all about sacrifices receives the offering at the time of sacrifice, then the sacrifice prospers.
But as we will see later on there's a sort of double meaning in it. Later on he rejects the
offering, the remnant of the sacrifice. He says it isn't proper for him to receive that. But here
he seems to say that it is all right for him to receive it. So what do you think that means?
Voice: Perhaps he's talking about the gods who receive the...
S: No, not that. He's just giving an entirely different meaning of his own to the entire thing. I
mean, one could say he describes himself as an adept in lore and sacrifice. What is that in the
original? "Vedagu" - one who knows the Vedas - "yannakale". The Buddha says in a way that,
yes, he knows all about sacrifices, he understands sacrifices, but he attaches his own meaning
to that. In other parts of the Pali texts he gives a sort of allegorical explanation of the
sacrifices. Like "the fuel is faith", and that "the fire is devotion", et cetera, et cetera. This is
the sacrifice you must really perform. So as we understand from what happens later on, this is
the meaning that the Buddha really is conveying here, though the brahmin misunderstands
him. So he says that when someone who really understands these things - that is in his sense receives the offering at the time of sacrifice - and maybe the offering is the brahmin himself
and his own life because in the end he goes for refuge - then the sacrifice prospers. You see
what the Buddha is getting at or what he is saying? In a way he's speaking deliberately so that
the brahmin won't quite understand him, but he's conveying his own meaning at the same
time which the brahmin doesn't yet understand, but which he will understand. The Buddha
knows what he himself really means. So then what does the brahman say?
Voice: "Then prosper shall this sacrifice indeed,
For here we see the type, the lore-adept!
Had we not seen the very signs in thee,
Another man had the oblation got.[161]
S: Yes, so the brahmin takes what the Buddha says at its face value. Then he says, "This
sacrifice that I have performed will prosper indeed because we've got a real expert in these
things in you." He is still sort of impressed by the little bit of Vedic knowledge that the
Buddha has shown and is taking him for someone very much like himself, even though he
might not be a brahmin. "Had we not seen the very signs in thee, another man had the
oblation got." I mean, we are very fortunate to have recognized the signs of a truly wise - i.e.
well versed in brahminical tradition, man in you - otherwise somebody else would have been
given the oblation. So then what does the Master say?

Voice: "Since thou, O brahman, in thy need dost come
With goal in view, I prithee ask of him,
Calm man, gone fume and stir and hope alike:
True sacrificial wisdom here may'st find."
S: So here is the clue to the Buddha's real meaning: "True sacrificial wisdom here may'st
find." "If you ask me about these things, then you will understand the real meaning of
sacrifice, you will understand that it isn't something external. It isn't what you have been
doing. This is sort of characteristic of the Buddha's sort of gradual approach now. He
originally, at the beginning, totally rejected everything that the brahmin stood for. But now
he's adopting a different sort of approach, different tactics. He is saying sacrifice is all right,
yes, and it is good to offer the remnants of the sacrifice to someone who understands about
these things, but then he says, as it were "Well, what is the true sacrifice? Who really
understands these things? The man who really understands is the Enlightened one." I mean, in
other words, the Buddha himself. So ask him about the true sacrifice. Here the Buddha is
adopting a slightly different approach. Do you see that?
Voice: I don't understand "in thy need dost come with goal in view".
S: Well, his need is for someone to receive his oblation. But again there is a double meaning,
which the Buddha has in his own mind. The brahmin's real need is to know the truth, and
what real sacrifice is all about.[162]
Voice: You're thinking more about the goal.
S: Well "attha". Well here again there is the same ambiguity. The goal that the brahmin has in
mind is the success of that sacrifice. That sacrifice achieving its purpose, which is a purely
worldly one, for somebody or other's benefit, for the brahmin's own or some clients. That is to
say, increase of progeny, increase of cattle, heaven. But the attha, the goal, that the Buddha
has in mind is nirvana.
"Since thou, O brahman, in they need dost come
With goal in view, I prithee ask of him,
Calm man, gone fume and stir and hope alike:
True sacrificial wisdom here may'st find."
The Buddha's approach in a way is quite subtle and with double meanings all the time. So
what does the brahmin then say?
(461) "In offering is my delight, dear sir,
I long to make an offering, Gotama!
Teach me who know not, teach me, reverend sir,
Where prospers an oblation? Tell me that!"
S: So the brahmin is beginning to understand that there's more in what the Buddha says than
at first sight appears. He's beginning to have some sort of suspicion what the Buddha is
getting at. He's beginning to get an inkling of the fact that there's a kind of sacrifice which is
better, more real, than the one he has been offering. But he still doesn't have much idea about
it; he might just think that it's something bigger and better of the same kind. But he loves

making offerings, he loves sacrificing, so he asks the Buddha to teach him, to explain to him.
So then, of course, the Buddha has the opportunity to expound his own particular point of
view at some length. So we'll go into that now. But anyway, have you all followed the
background, the introduction, as it were? Is that all quite clear? I mean the Buddha starts with
this tremendous rejection of everything the brahmin stands for, but after he lets up a bit and
he lets the brahmin think that he too knows a bit about the brahminical system and religious
tradition: Vedic knowledge. And the brahmin is quite impressed by that and thinks, "well
maybe he's a sort of brahmin after all, or at least he seems to know what he is talking about."
So he's thinking of making him the oblation after all. But then the Buddha starts suggesting
that the sort of sacrifice that he know about is something even better than [163] what the
brahmin is engaged in and suggests that the brahmin asks him about it, which the brahmin
then does.
Voice: It also suggests that the brahmin was more like a village brahmin.
S: Yes, it may well be.
Voice: Was it the Buddha's custom to wander around on his own as if he was, sort of, looking
for strategic places and people to ask him questions?
S: He is sometimes represented as going around on his own, but more often he had a
companion, in the last years of his life especially: Ananda.
Voice: So maybe here he was seated with one or two disciples anyway.
S: Well it does say alone: "I homeless, untroubled here by youths attending me." That
suggests that he is on his own. He is contrasting his sort of solitary state with that of the
brahmin surrounded by all those sacrificial helpers. All right, let's see what the Buddha then
says.
Voice: "Wherefore, brahman, bend low thine ear, and Dharma I will teach.
(462) Ask not of birth but of the faring ask!
From wood is awe-inspiring fire begot:
From lowly clan noble becomes the sage
Who steadfast and by modesty restrained,
(463) Truth-tamed, endued with temperance, adept
In lore and end, has the god-faring fared:
Timely on him let brahman seeking merit
In sacrifice his offering bestow.
S: "Ask not of birth but of the faring ask": Ma jatim puccha caranan ca pucca. Don't ask about
jati, don't ask about caste or birth, and by implication anything worldly, anything conditioned.
"Ask about the faring." So what is the word for faring? Carana. Carana means literally
walking, faring. But also practising, also living. You get the idea? For instance in the
salutation to the Buddha, there's "vijja-carana sampanno". Have you ever wondered what that
meant? Vijja-carana sampanno, sugato lokavidu. Vijja-carana, what is vijja?[164]

Voice: I've always meant to read it up!
Voice: Knowledge.
S: Knowledge, vijja is knowledge. So what is carana?
Voice: Faring in knowledge?
S: Practice. It's knowledge and practice, the theoretical and the practical, or the principle and
the application. And what is sampanno? Sampanno means endowed with, possessing. So the
Buddha is described as the one who is endowed with, the one who possesses, in their fullness
both vijja - knowledge - and carana - conduct or practice, or life. The one fully endowed with
both theory and practice, principle and application. So this word carana and its derivatives are
very important. You get the same word in the term brahmacariya. Brahmacariya means the
noble faring, the sublime faring, the lofty faring. The Dharmacariya, which means ...
translated sometimes as the Dharma walk or the Dharma faring. But it's practising the
Dharma, the Dharma life; the Bodhicariya: the bodhi walk, the bodhi faring, the bodhi
practice, the bodhi life. And then what about the Bodhisattva Avalokitesvara in the Heart
Sutra? "Ghambiram prajna paramita caramano": he was faring in the profound perfection of
wisdom, practising the profound perfection of wisdom, living the profound perfection of
wisdom. It's the same word, carana, cariya, caramano. So it's the walking, faring, practising,
living; it means all these things. So, don't ask about caste, ask about the spiritual life, this is
what the Buddha is saying. Don't ask about your present conditioned state or anybody's
present conditioned state, ask about developing, ask about evolving. This is what he is saying.
So you see the point of the distinction now? Don't ask about caste or birth, I mean that
belongs to the conditioned world, the natural world, that is what you start from, that is what
you are to begin with. But ask about carana, ask about faring, practising, living, in the
spiritual sense. Ask about spiritual life, because that opens up the possibility of development
beyond the given, beyond what you are now, beyond what you were at or from birth. So don't
ask about the actual and the factual, ask about the possible and the potential. Don't ask about
what you are, ask about what you can become, or don't ask me what I am, ask what you can
become, ask what you [165] can develop into. Or, if you like, don't ask about the conditioned,
ask about the way to the unconditioned. This is what the Buddha is saying, do you get the
point?
So, "Ask not of birth but of the faring ask!
From wood is awe-inspiring fire begot:
From lowly clan noble becomes the sage
Who steadfast and by modesty restrained,
Truth-tamed, endued with temperance, adept
In lore and end, has the god-faring fared."
So the Buddha goes on to point out the relativity of birth. He says from wood is awe-inspiring
fire begot - "kattha have jayati jatavedo". So fire is kindled from wood, wood is something, as
it were, ordinary and ignoble. Fire is something sublime, something wonderful. So this
sublime and wonderful fire is kindled from this ordinary, everyday wood. Perhaps we don't
realize how wonderful this was to primitive man. Perhaps in the Buddha's day they still
retained some trace of this, that you could rub two bits of wood together and produce flame.
This must have meant a very great deal to primitive man, this sort of thing. Primitive man

must have thought it something very wonderful, miraculous, magical: that you rub two pieces
of wood together, two sticks, or you take a round stick and you rub it between your hands and
when the lower end of that stick is in a socket in a block of wood the friction produces a spark
and fire is produced. Then you can build up a huge, wonderful fire, a great blaze, a great
bonfire, just by rubbing sticks together. It must have seemed absolutely magical and very
mysterious to primitive man.
So there seems to be some trace of that lingering here still in the Buddha's day. "From wood
is awe-inspiring fire begot." And in the same way, "from lowly clan noble becomes the sage,"
or as Chalmers renders it, "Mean birth may breed a sage noble and staunch and true."
So what exactly is the parallel? Just as in the same way as something as sublime and
wonderful as fire springs from this lowly wood, in the same way a really wise, a really
enlightened man may come from very lowly origins. So what has birth got to do with it?
There is no point in asking about birth. So "from lowly clan noble becomes the sage who
steadfast and by modesty restrained, truth tamed, endued with temperance, adept in lore and
end has the god-faring fared: Timely on him let brahman seeking merit in sacrifice his
offering bestow." In other words if you are looking for a really worthy person, someone to
whom to give your oblation, someone to whom to give what is left over [166] from the
sacrifice, don't ask about birth, that is quite beside the point. Just find out someone who is
worthy, because just in the same way as fire is produced from wood, a very worthy, wise
person, well versed in Vedic law, might have originated from a very lowly family. This is
what the Buddha says to begin with. He's trying to ease up on the brahmin's attachment to
birth without altogether repudiating what he stands for. You see this? All right, let's carry on.
(end of side one)
(464) On them who, lusts forsaking, homeless fare,
The well controlled-of-self, as shuttle straight:
Timely on them let brahman seeking merit
In sacrifice his offering bestow.
S: So what is the Buddha doing? The brahmin is looking for someone to whom he can offer
his oblation, someone worthy. So the Buddha now is introducing his own conception of who
is a worthy person, or who is an Enlightened person really, irrespective of any sacrificial
considerations. He is saying, well, this is the man to whom your oblations should be offered
but in the end it becomes apparent that to a man of this sort no oblations should be offered at
all. The whole idea of offering oblation becomes ridiculous, you realize that in the end. I
mean, a person of that sort, the ideal person of the Buddha's conception, has got nothing to do
with oblations anyway.
So the Buddha is now giving a straightforward exposition of his own conception of almost
the ideal person, the Enlightened person. So let's just look at that verse by verse. "On them
who lusts forsaking, homeless fare" - on them who giving up all attachment to the senses agiha caranti, fare, practise, live - without a home. One can take this in two ways, to be
without a home - I think we went into this a little bit yesterday, didn't we? It can mean
literally without a home, but (also) without any particular framework - whether practical or
theoretical - in which you, as it were, settle down. This is what is meant to be without a home.

"The well controlled-of-self", what word is that? Susamyatatta. That is the literal meaning:
those whose self is well controlled, who are well controlled of self. This idea of controlled
you get it in the Pali texts quite a lot. I think this is something that could be discussed,
especially self control. And here you've got this expression susannatatta: well controlled of
self, or having a self well controlled. Well this idea of self control is not, as it were, a very
popular one nowadays. I mean, do people very often or very much think in terms of self
control or practising self control?[167]
Voice: They seem to think that it's suppression or repression, something like that.
S: Yes, but the Pali text frequently mentions self control.
Voice: Well presumably something like that is much more acceptable in a society like that
where people were quite used to freely indulging without any guilt or anything like that. So it
was necessary to put on the brakes.
Voice: I think it can have a very positive meaning for us, I mean like we don't indulge our
neurotic cravings, or at least ideally we don't. Self control in that respect.
S: I think the whole question of the motivation is very important. It's like the self control of
an athlete who is getting ready for a big match or whatever. He has to control himself, in
other words he has to accept certain limitations so that he can train properly. For instance he
has to be self controlled with regard to things like alcohol, because he knows that if he drinks
too much alcohol before the competition, the championship, he won't be up to standard, he
won't be able to function properly, he won't be able to win. So he practises self control, he
controls himself. It's rather like that. But self control seems one of the most unpopular virtues
now, doesn't it?
Voice: Well it's given a very nasty sort of connotation, especially when what's his name, the
new Archbishop of Canterbury, says, "What we all need is self control." I think that's one of
his phrases he used in one of his most recent outbursts in the House of Lords.
S: But what do you think people like that mean when they talk in terms of self control?
Voice: Well, it means, in that practical sense, usually, sort of putting down, ... I don't know, it
leads to repression, especially sexual repression.
S: Well is repression or suppression necessarily always out of order? Or is, I mean,
suppression to be distinguished from [168] repression.
Voice: Well, yes.
S: Technically, repression is an unconscious process, so to the extent that it is unconscious, it
is not a good thing from the Buddhist point of view, because you don't know that you are
doing it. But suppression means a deliberate, aware, keeping in check of something. So
suppression is different from repression. So could one say that one should never suppress or
never control or never hold in check. Could one say that?
Voice: People do don't they?

S: So in other words, what is the place in human development of positive self control, of
suppression as distinct from repression? Or is there not a more positive term than suppression
even? Isn't it more like holding in check or rein? I mean, Plato has got the simile of the horses
drawing the chariot, and one of them is a good obedient horse and the other is rather fiery and
needs a lot of handling. But you don't kill the horse, or you don't maim the horse, but you
keep him on a firm rein. Self control is more like this. I mean, repression is saying, "No, there
is no horse there. Who says there is a horse there? I've not got any horse drawing my chariot,
my chariot is drawn by angels. (laughter) There is no horse there." That is repression.
Suppression is saying what a vicious, bad tempered horse and gelding him. You could say
that is more like suppression. Or hamstringing him, or tying two of his legs together so he
can't gallop so fast. That, you could say, is suppression. But self control is just keeping a very
firm rein and using the energy of the horse for your purposes, in your way. Not letting the
horse do things his way. Self control is more like that. So self control is more like the wise
guiding and directing of energy, and this is certainly required, always, in one's individual
development. You don't repress, perhaps you don't even suppress, but you control and guide
and direct. You channel, in other words.
Voice: Does this kind of link up with authority based on ... powers? In a sense it isn't
neurotic, it's just weak.[169A]
S: Ah. So what was the old archbishop getting at really, do you think? What was he really
advocating or recommending? Surely, do you think it was self control in this sense or
something else?
Voice: Suppression of everything that wasn't socially acceptable or...
S: Or acceptable to the church. He even wanted the suppression, he even wanted the
suppression, if that is the word, of lots of things which are socially acceptable nowadays, and
he was annoyed that they had become socially acceptable, perhaps rightly so in certain cases.
But perhaps his remedy wasn't the correct one. It's as though within the context of
Christianity, Christian thinking and morals, it's as though you can't do right. You've just got to
scrap the whole thing almost and start all over again with some other principles, some other
ideals, because when the archbishop, or someone like the archbishop, speaks in that way, the
overall effect is to motivate or activate people's feelings of guilt. That they are being wicked,
that they are being bad, and therefore to alleviate those feelings of guilt they have got to
behave in a certain way, give up behaving in a certain way. This is the net result really, to
make people feel guilty, and after that feeling of guilt, to behave in a certain way.
Of course if he was asked this he'd deny it, and maybe quite sincerely, and say that, no, he
wanted you to act out of love of God and Jesus and so on, which is very positive, and not act
out of guilt. He might agree with you, but the effect of his words - in view of all those
centuries of Christian conditioning - the effect of his words would be to make people feel
guilty - those who took him seriously - and to behave in a way that he recommends in order to
alleviate those feelings of guilt. That would be the net result.
Voice: I'd like to follow on something that Devamitra said, which is a good basic statement,
not indulging in neurotic patterns and so on, craving. I would like to develop that and suggest
that over-indulgence in food and all the other things actually display that in fact one has got a
lot of energy but one isn't using it properly. And things like over-eating, over-indulging, in

various dead-end things is a very quick, convenient way of using up that energy. And if you
do stop, that in effect ...[169B]
S: But does a healthy person want to use up energy? Can't a healthy person sort of lie fallow
until the opportunity presents itself of expressing the energy positively and creatively?
Voice: Yes, why does that happen?
Voice: Well, because it was like the point that was made yesterday about not being able to
stay with one's own inner emptiness or whatever.
S: Well here it is not even emptiness, it is fullness.
Voice: But you might be restless. I mean...
S: I mean, for instance, if you have got a lot of energy why do you put it into a dead-end thing
instead of putting it into something creative and positive?
Ratnapani: The energy must be a bit squiffy if it can go into a dead-end thing, if it doesn't
spontaneously go into something creative.
S: Or just, as it were, remain quiescent, in abeyance, until the right opportunity offers.
Voice: I know in my own case if I cut out certain things and get into more positive things, all
the energy that, it's like I was killing time indulging in these areas of things when I should
have been getting into more positive things, developing ...
S: But this word "should" is very suspicious, the fact that one has to use that word at all. I
mean what does one mean by saying you got into all these other things when you should have
been getting into something really positive and creative, for instance?
Voice: Because the energy had that...
S: So as Ratnapani says there must have been something squiffy (to use his word) in the
energy to begin with. Otherwise it would not have gone into those sort of wasteful channels,
it would have [170] gone straight into its natural, creative, positive outlet.
Voice: It strikes me that if energy is stimulated by a neurotic state of mind, then it will seek a
neurotic outlet. Not that the energy is neurotic, but it will seek a neurotic act.
Voice: It must be neurotic energy if it comes from a neurotic source.
S: Well it's like polluted water, you say that the water itself is polluted or that the pollution is
in the water. It is just two different ways of speaking. It comes to the same thing practically in
the end.
Voice: I'm really mystified by this. There's this thing of compulsive work... I'm just trying to
think.

Voice: I thought that, for instance, if you cut out certain things, certain dead-end things, that
you know to be bad, it gives you more energy to do other things.
S: To some extent that is true. I mean, for instance, if you observe silence and you cut out
unnecessary talking you do get an increase of energy, that is quite true. But I don't think you
can apply this too generally, if you stop doing this and you stop doing that and you give up
something else, then with all that energy that is left you can do something really positive and
creative. I don't think it really quite works in that way. Well, it's in a way starting from the
wrong end. You have to start from the healthy positive desire to do this or do that and
gradually bring all one's other energies, including one's other minor neurotic energies, into
line with, into harmony with, that. But you don't necessarily create a fund of positive energy
just by forcibly blocking off all your neurotic outlets.
Voice: That's not quite what I meant. In my case the initial positive activity was already there.
S: Well in that case I would say that there is no problem. The only problem there might be is
with, if you were mistaken and that energy that you thought was positive was not in fact
positive, [171] but was in fact at least tainted with something neurotic. But if that main,
central energy was positive then everything else sooner or later comes into line with it.
Voice: Well, basically what happens is that certain things that I had been indulging in, I
eventually discovered as I got more into the work that they were getting in the way. So it was
this, you know, as we said yesterday, getting one's priorities right.
S: Hmm. (pause) So where does that leave us with regard to self control and the Archbishop
of Canterbury? What I was trying to do was get people to see the difference between self
control as I have outlined it here, as the right direction of energy, and self control in the sense
of an attempt to activate or reactivate guilt feelings in such a way as to oblige you to conform
to a certain conditioned pattern of behaviour which was socially or religiously acceptable.
These two are quite different things. Self control is something, obviously, that only a free or
relatively free person can do. I mean self control presupposes awareness, and mindfulness, a
certain sense of direction, a certain firmness with oneself. Whereas if it's a question of
activating guilt feelings then you are being played on and you don't really know what you are
doing, you are passive. Do you see the difference?
Voice: In one of the songs of Milarepa he talks about, well he's obviously very ascetic, but he
says something like, "renouncing of worldly things without meditation on the mystic truths
amounts to vain self torture." As if you've got to have a positive activity there.
Voice: It's like this difference between repression and suppression. When you repress you sort
of put a block on the energy, but you were saying about it being like a changing of the energy.
S: Yes.
Voice: That's sort of like another grey, added, advanced sort of suppression isn't it? I've only
really been sort of conscious I think maybe from lectures and things, of repression being
[172] unconscious and suppression being conscious. But this isn't ...
S: Yes it does seem like that. I mean, you can speak in terms of repression, suppression, and

direction if you like, direction of energies. Suppression is usually a temporary expedient.
Voices: Yes.
S: Whereas self control is a much more long term thing, isn't it? But I think perhaps we
should talk much more in terms of self control, in a positive sense, in the sense of directing
energy, especially in the light of a long term goal.
Voice: Self direction.
S: Self direction, yes. Self control is self direction. Yes.
Voice: It does seem to be a much more natural sort of thing.
S: Yes. But doing just what you feel like doing, following every whim or fancy, letting it all
hang out. That seems to be the modern ideal. Which seems to be going to the other extreme.
So that's the lowest level of all, perhaps it's even lower than repression in some ways, or at
least not higher than repression, and certainly lower than suppression. What would be a word
for that? Self-indulgence, perhaps.
Voice: It can clear blockages though, if you do it temporarily.
S: Yes, if you do it temporarily, but then if you just do it temporarily that is a sort of mindful
thing. That is part of your overall strategy for directing or redirecting energy. First of all you
must have the energy at your disposal and that means freeing it up. And that perhaps means
letting it out a little bit at first, or quite a lot, but with this overall objective in view. Whereas
the self-indulgent person lets it out for the sake of letting it out or just for the sake of the kick
that he or she experiences in the course of doing that.
Voice: Can I just ask about guilt? It seems that it's very easy to arouse people's feelings of
guilt. I've heard you comment [173] on this before. I just wondered if in fact you could say a
bit more about it.
S: I've already said quite a lot in the past. What have I not said, what is lacking?
Voice: It's just it seems a very difficult area when you are dealing with people.
S: Well, what is guilt? In a way we touched upon it a bit this morning. There is quite a
difference, although sometimes it seems a very fine difference, between a sense of shame, in
the Buddhistic sense, in the sense of hiri or hrih, and a feeling of guilt. So where exactly does
the difference lie? The feeling of guilt seems to be connected with the fear of the withdrawal
of affection. Do you see that? This is something I've mentioned before. For instance, when
you are very, very small, somebody says to you, "If you do that Mummy won't love you any
more." So you are a terrified of doing that because you know that if you do it Mummy is
going to withdraw her love. So you feel that if you do it you will forfeit Mummy's love. But
later on in your life you may do it, therefore you feel that you have forfeited Mummy's love,
that Mummy doesn't love you any more, that you are a bad boy, and this is your feeling of
guilt: I have done something which has cost me my Mother's love, or Father's love, or
Auntie's love, or whoever's - or the love of the family or the love of the group.

So guilt seems to be very much tied up with that: the feeling that you have forfeited love by
what you are doing, but at the same time maybe you very much want to do that thing, you
can't stop doing it perhaps. So guilt seems to be, at least in part, the feeling that you get when
you do something which you know certain people will disapprove of and which you know the
doing of which has cost you their love, so that in fact they do not love you any more, or if
they found out, that they would not love you any more. So this also can be transferred or
applied to God: God has said that you shouldn't do certain things, but you have done those
things, you have gone against God's will, so God, in a way, doesn't love you any more, God is
angry with you, God disapproves of you. But you can't stop doing those things, and if you are
a Protestant Christian you have no recourse even to confession. Because if you are a Catholic
you can go along every Saturday night or Friday night and say, [174] "Sorry God, I shouldn't
have done that please forgive me," you are forgiven, you are absolved, and you feel much
better. But the Protestant doesn't have that. In the case of the Protestant it builds up. So guilt
seems to be associated with this: not just fear of the withdrawal of love, but with the sense
that one has actually forfeited love, lost love, and is no longer lovable, no longer worthy. One
is unworthy, unlovable, despicable.
Voice: There is that element of self condemnation.
S: Yes. So guilt seems to be very much of this kind.
Voice: It also displays one's inability to stand alone.
S: Yes, that you need somebody's love, somebody's approval.
Voice: But if, say, it seems that certain people feel guilty because they fear they are going to
lose your affection or the affection of the group or whatever. Is there a good way of
countering that, a good counterpart?
S: Well it does tie up very much with what I was saying this morning about paying regards to
the feeling of your peers about yourself. But there would seem to be two kinds of sensitivity
to other people's opinion: one as it were infantile, and the other mature. In the ease of the
infantile need for other people's approval you just can't get along without it, you are really
desperate for it, you really need it, you almost can't survive without it. But in the case of the
approval of your peers on the part of a healthy-minded person, a positive person, a mature
person, you'd like it but you can get along without it. So it isn't so catastrophic for you if that
approval is withdrawn. But also there is this aspect that if you do what your peers disapprove
of you are out of contact, you are out of communication with them, and you value that
communication for its own sake, and you wish it to continue. So therefore you realize that if
you do certain things, or if you behave in a certain way, that your peers, your true friends, are
not going to approve of, it means that you are going to get out of touch with them by doing it,
you are going to get off the same wavelength and therefore out of communication. [175] And
this you don't want; not because you are neurotically dependent on it but because it is of
positive value, of growth-oriented value in your life. So when you need other people's
approval in an infantile way it is because you can't survive without it. But when you need it in
an objective, healthy, mature way it is because it is difficult for you to develop without it.
So that still doesn't really deal with what you were asking about. It is very easy to get people
to do things for you by activating their guilt feelings. So one really must not do this. But how

is one to avoid it? And how are to get them to do things for you which are necessary without
working on their guilt feelings? I think that you have to first of all convince them that you do
like them and wish them well for their own sake, that they don't have to be good so far as you
are concerned, in that old infantile way. They don't have to please you. Your way of dealing
with them, your attitude towards them, must be very mature, you must tend to treat them very
much as an equal and not encourage their feelings of infantile dependence and desire for
approval and all that, but treat them in a much more adult sort of fashion. But it will be quite
a long job in many cases, and sometimes one might be quite tempted because it is very easy to
work on people's guilt feelings. And by working on them you can get things done very
quickly.
Voice: You can get your way too.
S: You can get your way, yes.
Voice: A very insidious way of doing that, people who do that, is that they first of all give you
that approval. They come along and sort of stroke you and pat you on the head and coo all
over you they say, "Of course you'll do that won't you."
S: Yes, "You're such a nice person, you're so helpful, you're so kind, you are not like some
who would refuse to do it, would you? You'd never refuse if I asked you, well, would you
mind doing this," you know. It really puts you on the spot doesn't it? They give you a
reputation and then they make you live up to it. It is in some ways better to have a bad
reputation and then no one expects very much of you. (laughing)
Voice: In that way if there is any grain of immaturity you [176] want more of what they are
giving you.
S: Yes, just feed you with lumps of sugar. Anyway we have come a little way from the well
controlled of self. I think we will soon have to close. "As shuttle straight." As straight as a
shuttle. What is that phrase? Tasaram va ujju. This is where the word tasara comes from, it
means a shuttle, and ujju is straight: as straight as a shuttle, or we'd say straight as a die
wouldn't we? So the self controlled person is straight. Is there any connection there, is there
any particular reason?
Voice: He knows where he is going.
S: He knows where he is going, his energies are all going in one direction, straight to the
mark. So the self-controlled person is the person who is straight as a die, straight as a shuttle.
Voice: In all ways: the way he walks, the way he talks...
S: In all ways, yes. Straightforward, yes. And this we notice very much in the case of
Bimbisara and the Buddha. They are very straight with each other, all their energies are there,
smack on the mark, as it were. No beating about the bush, very direct, very open, very honest.
Also here is another aspect of this question of self control, especially the neurotic self control
through guilt, that there is a sort of schism, a dichotomy in you between a controller and the
controlled. Do you see what I mean? There is, as it were, a part of you that is trying to control
and another part of you that is being controlled and is struggling not to be controlled. And in

this way there is a split, and your energy goes into this battle. And this is very often what
happens, we waste our energy in this sort of conflict.
Voice: Pseudo-asceticism.
S: One could say that. So therefore it is important to get all the energies, all the different
aspects, all the different parts of one's being all moving in the same direction, at least in
principle, and not to have too much of one's energy locked up in this sort of struggle. This is
also the struggle of want and should, or want and ought. I want to do this but I ought to do
that, [177] I ought to do this but I want to do that. One shouldn't as far as possible let oneself
get into that sort of situation.
Voice: Is this a widespread conflict? Because one sees people who do seem to suffer conflict
of some sort.
S: I see quite a bit of it in the Friends.
Voice: That's what I mean, within the Friends.
S; Yes, and I think it is very important to have some wanting within the sphere of the
Dharma. For instance, several people consulted me about meditation, especially people at
Sukhavati, that they couldn't meditate for the whole period, for fifty minutes, but they thought
that they ought to. So they were doing it but they weren't enjoying it. So I said, well, don't do
that, even if it's ten minutes, even if it fifteen minutes, if you enjoy it. Because if the whole of
your spiritual life comes to be on the ought side and none of it is on the want side you are in a
very dangerous position. Do you see what I mean? So if all the things you want to do are
worldly things, and all the things you ought to do are spiritual things, well there is going to be
tremendous conflict. (laughing) You are going to lose out in the end, you are going to opt out
in the end. So it is very important to keep some measure of enjoyment and wanting and
creativity and positivity on the Dharma side of the ledger, as it were.
Voice: So forbid people to meditate occasionally so that they will want to do it perhaps?
S: It's much better to have a short meditation that you enjoy than sit for a long one that you
don't enjoy but you do it because you think you ought to.
Voice: Or you feel guilty because everybody else seems to be doing much better than you are.
Voice: I've sometimes sat through quite a long meditation, really not getting anything from it,
really not enjoying it, out of feeling guilty. If I give up I am going to disturb other people, and
all that sort of thing.[178]
S: Yes.
Voice: There's also, presumably, a healthy determination and conviction that if I just sit here I
will make progress, so I don't care whether I enjoy it or not.
S: Yes, there is that too, but you must be, in a way, pleased to do that, in a way almost enjoy
it, in a heroic sort of way. Some people can.

Voice: If you are just miserable you can't really do anything.
S: Yes, especially if you get resentful and feel that you are being made to do something that
you don't want to do. So it's very important to keep this feeling of wanting to grow, wanting
to develop, wanting to study, wanting to meditate, even if it means you keep the time you
devote to things down a bit, limit the time. But at least that doesn't matter if you are enjoying
it while you are doing it, however short the time may be. But to get that association of
enjoyment with study and meditation, and all the rest of it, that is very, very important - the
dhammarati, or the rejoicing or delighting in the Dharma - otherwise if all the things you
ought to do are the things you don't like doing, and all the things you like doing are things you
ought not to do, well there is going to be a terrific conflict, especially if you feel the "ought"
rather strongly.
Voice: What happens if you want to do more than you actually find it possible to do?
S: Well it depends what you mean by possible, whether it's possible according to
circumstances, time, energy, or in some other sense. One would always like to do more than
one actually does, but one has also to accept and recognize one's human limitations. One
would like to be in four or five different places at once, (laughing) but one can't be. One
would like to be able to talk to four or five different people at the same time, but one can't,
one can only talk to them one at a time. That places certain limitations on one's
communication. I think it's quite healthy to want to do a bit more than you actually do, that
keeps you [179] a bit on your toes.
Voice: I get quite frustrated, I mean most of the time, in that sort of thing, of wanting, say, to
meditate for longer or something like that, and maybe just finding it impossible.
S: I think one has to be a bit suspicious of wanting to meditate longer. I think it's more
important to put the emphasis on wanting to meditate better, which may mean, for the
present, keeping your hours of meditation short, so that in the long run you may meditate
better, and you don't put yourself off it for good by forcing yourself to sit too long.
Voice: So the principle here seems to be that in all of us here we must have some Dharma
activity, or activity within the Dharma, which we really enjoy.
S: Yes, I think that's very important.
Voice: And if you get into that, and eventually anything of a more worldly nature that gets in
the way will be got rid of because it is getting in the way of something you enjoy doing.
S: Yes. (pause) I think you are in a quite serious, quite dangerous, position if there's not much
in life that you enjoy doing. It's very important to keep that sense of enjoyment and zest. And
you can lead that, little by little, and lead your energies with it in the right direction, through
the positive self control. It is very important to keep the channels of communication open
between your energies and your enjoyment.
Voice: It wasn't so long ago I felt underneath, just underneath, the surface I shouldn't enjoy
what I was doing. And it was really quite a strong feeling.

S: Well this is, perhaps, a leftover from your Christian attitude: that if you are enjoying
yourself you must be doing something wicked.
Voice: Something like that.[180]
S: If it's good it always hurts, yes?
Voice: It seems in fact that happiness is a necessary by-product of the spiritual life.
S: Yes, well this is certainly the Buddhist view.
Voice: I think there is another important thing to remember and that is one is on one's own
path. And that although it is good to be inspired by the progress that other people are making,
it inspires one to make a little more effort oneself. And not feel really bad and low because
somebody else appears to be doing far better than you, and that you have got your next step
and that you are at a particular stage yourself and you shouldn't try and force it, to try and
jump three stages at once.
S: Yes.
Voice: It's difficult sometimes, it may sound a bit odd but it is difficult, you sometimes don't
enjoy something until after you've done it. At the time when you are doing it you don't
particularly feel that you are enjoying it or not enjoying it.
S: Yes, you are just doing it.
Voice: Yes. It's only afterwards you look back and think, oh, I really enjoyed doing that.
S: Well this is almost a sign that you are not enjoying it, if you start wondering whether you
are enjoying it. If you are really enjoying doing it you don't bother whether you are enjoying it
or not. The thought doesn't occur to you does it? You don't need to know if you are enjoying
it or not. If you really are enjoying doing it then the enjoyment becomes irrelevant, you are so
much into what you are doing.
Voice: Actually what I have experienced in this respect is a sort of greyness doing something,
just trying to get it out of the way. Then there's a fantastic flush of positive feeling when it is
all over and you look at it with pride and feel really good about it, and yet wish you could
have had [181] that feeling while doing it, just that flow of energy while doing it.
S: That's more like relief that it is all over and done with. (laughter)
Voice: But nevertheless really pleased with the results.
S: Also a sense of self congratulation that you had that strength of will and purpose and
determination to do it all and finish it, even though you didn't like doing it. I don't know that
that is all that healthy though. (laughter)
Voice: I'd much rather enjoy doing it at the time.

S: Yes.
Voice: Atula and I had that, putting the carpet down at Pundarika. We loathed every single
sweaty minute of it, but afterwards we came out and both felt fantastic when it was all over.
We both regretted, we both said at the same time that we regretted, having wasted a day being
miserable when we could have been happy, just by the flick of a psychological switch,
probably.
S: Well one realizes that there's just a sort of hair's breadth between feeling miserable and
feeling happy. The same energy is there, you just have to sort of flick the switch, as you say.
Voice: There's this current phrase around, isn't there, "what you need is some good hard
work." But what you need is some enjoyable work, do it well and with energy but...
S: Well hard meaning putting in a lot of energy or into which energy is flowing, not into
which energy is being pushed. (pause)
Voice: You have to push to begin with, a little bit.
S: I think you have to start with the flow of energy, if you can push a bit later on, but I think
it's important to start [182/183] with a spontaneous flow of energy. And just to keep quiet and
keep still until you get some experience of that, somehow. And then gently guide it into
various channels.
Ratnapani: I found that working at Sukhavati, with jobs that I don't particularly like, I've had
to sometimes just walk round and round and up and down until something comes which just
makes it possible to start it, which is not a flow of energy, just sufficient trickle to make it
feasible to pick up the tools. Before that I couldn't even manage that.
(end of tape six)
S: Yes.
Voice: And then the energy might pick up later with the effort.
S: Yes, because sometimes you do get energy in the process of doing the job, in some strange
way.
Ratnapani: Yes, I find myself quite secretly enjoying this horrible task after a bit.
S: Sometimes there's just a sort of relatively superficial layer of resistance that has to be
broken through, and once you've broken through that you know you really can get into the job
and you find that you've a lot of energy and are quite enjoying it. Or maybe you're almost
feeling surprised that you are enjoying it, having broken through that initial resistance.
Voice: Enjoyment seems to come with interest and one can get involved, absorbed in the job.
S: Yes.[184]

Voice: I mean, it's when you're sort of out from the thing that you get bored, fed up with it.
S: You have to give yourself to the job. It means you have to have a certain amount of
confidence and faith, believe in what you are doing.
Ratnapani: You can almost see people sometimes with their self or self image between them
and the work that they are doing. Keeping away from it.
Chintamani: ...(inaudible)... a lone activity, an activity in which you're completely alone and
not beholden to anybody.
Ratnapani: Just you and the job and that's it.
Voice: Sometimes you might enjoy a job more when you are doing it with someone else,
working with someone else.
Voice: I can see that in, say, going to a concert where you can nudge the guy next to you. I
don't know about...
Voice: I suppose, I mean, that you could be distracted by someone, you know what I mean.
Voice: I must say, I was thinking, if you're in charge of the job, I guess it makes the job a bit
more challenging.
S: Anyway let's end on that very positive word, challenging.
(end of session)[185]
S: So you remember how far we got? We were reading about Bharadvaja. He'd finished his
sacrifice and he was looking for someone to whom to offer the oblation, the remnant that
remained over from the sacrifice, and seeing the Buddha in the distance he thought he might
be a worthy recipient. On approaching, however, he discovered that he was, apparently, a
shramana, a shaveling, so he was at first inclined not even to think of making an offering to
him. But then it occurred to him that perhaps he was a brahmin. After all, some brahmins
even shaved their heads. So he approached and asked him if he was a brahmin. And then, of
course, the Buddha tells him not to ask about birth but to ask about the spiritual life, and in
this way a discussion ensues between them. And gradually the Buddha tries to put across his
ideal of the worthy person. Not just worthy in the narrow brahminical sense of receiving the
oblation, in receiving the remnant of the sacrifice, but worthy in a much higher sense.
Eventually he puts across his ideal of the real individual, the Enlightened person. So the
greater part of the sutta is therefore devoted to that. The Buddha is putting across to
Bharadvaja who the really worthy person, the really Enlightened person is. What he is like.
So we've got into a few verses of that. So the Buddha says at the beginning, "Ask not of birth
but of the faring ask!" Faring in the sense of practice and spiritual life.
"From wood is awe-inspiring fire begot:
From lowly clan noble becomes the sage
Who steadfast and by modesty restrained,

(463) Truth tamed, endued with temperance, adept
In lore and end, has the god-faring fared:
Timely on him let brahman seeking merit
In sacrifice his offering bestow.
(464) On them who, lusts forsaking, homeless fare,
The well controlled-of-self, as shuttle straight:
Timely on them let brahman seeking merit
In sacrifice his offering bestow
So let's go on from there. That's as far as we got yesterday. Let's go round the circle reading a
verse at a time and then we'll discuss anything that needs to be discussed. Let's start afresh
shall we?
Ratnapani:
(465) The passionless with faculties composed
And freed as moon from Rahu's dark eclipse:
Timely on them let brahman seeking merit
In, etc.[186]
S: You have to go back to the last verse where it's mentioned "In sacrifice his offering
bestow". All right, let's look at that. The text says "Ye vitaraga susamahitindriya". Ye
vitaraga. Vitaraga is translated as passionless, which is quite good. Raga is very strong violent
passion, and vitaraga is free from that. So the ideal person is free from this strong violent
passion, unskilful passion. I don't know whether one can within the Pali context speak of
"skilful passion", but it is significant that in the Tantric they do speak of Maharaga - the great
passion, in a very positive sense. What one must be careful not to do is to suggest that by
being passionless you are devoid of energy. In English, at least, the word passionless has a
slightly negative ring, as though you know passion has disappeared, passion has passed away,
all passion is spent and with, as it were, nothing left, it's calm and peaceful but in a sort of
negative sense. But we mustn't think of passionless as being like that. The Buddha himself is
described as passionless, as vitaraga, but he was a man of immense or intense activity and
tremendous energy, right up until the day of his death even. So we must be careful not to
confuse passionlessness with lack of energy. Do you see what I mean? Can you imagine
someone who is free of passion in this sort of sense, but also full of energy? Is it very easy to
imagine or rather difficult to imagine?
Chintamani: Well I would have thought that if you were full of passion in the negative sense,
you wouldn't have much energy to do anything else. One would block the other.
S: No. What I'm thinking of is a person who is bursting with passionate, violent, fiery energy,
(and) rushes around doing all sorts of things in a very unbalanced, excitable sort of a way.
You get quite a few people of this sort in political life. I'm not thinking of passion simply in
the sexual sense. Raga doesn't mean that; it means any violent emotion of an outward-going
nature. That is raga. But vitaraga means being free from that. We see a lot of this as it were
fiery uncontrolled vehement emotion in public life, on political platforms and so forth. So it is
that sort of passion, that sort of excitability, that sort of energy that one is to be free from. But
that doesn't mean relaxing into a dull, inert, just quietly calm state. I mean the Bodhisattva is

immensely active, but the Bodhisattva is free from passion. So one has to try and get this idea
of immense energy and immense activity, without that passionate quality that usually attaches
to energy [187] and activity in the world.
Devamitra: I'm not quite clear what you mean by passionate quality, actually. Do you mean
intensity of energy?
S: No. One could say that, well, first of all there would be craving, which means the
possibility of anger and also delusion. But perhaps the easiest way of describing that quality is
to say that it is egoistic, it is the assertion of a self, it is the assertion of an ego, it is a will,
basically. This is what is at the bottom of it. It is not the free-flow of a natural power.
Devamitra: Yes.
S: The energy is flowing from that person, as it were, not through that person.
Devamitra: Sorry, I got lost again, in which instance is it...?
S: In the case of the passion as something willed, it's something which goes through the
channel of this particular ego.
Voice: Yes.
S: Not through it; from it and of it. It's not sort of impersonal higher spiritual energy which is
merely flowing through that particular personality or that particular individuality. And also
passionate energy is out of control. Whereas energy which is not passionate is, as it were,
under control. I mean, not even under control in the dualistic sense, the sense of control does
not arise, it goes in the right direction spontaneously. It doesn't even have to be directed or
guided in the right direction.
Voice: So it's more natural energy, a more, just there, if you like.
S: It's not natural in the mundane sense, because natural energy would be full of craving, full
of anger, full of delusion. It's purified of those things, but it is still energy, it's a calm equable
energy, you could even say a placid energy.[188]
Devamitra: But even though it's a placid energy, presumably that also does not rule out the
possibility of, I don't know, just a tremendous force.
S: No, it doesn't rule that out, certainly not.
Devamitra: A sort of strength of putting over something.
S: Hmm.
Voice: But you don't do it, it does itself.
S: Yes, but in the case also of the passions sometimes you can be taken over by a passion.
And you're taken over then by something negative and unskilful. But you can be taken over

by something positive and skilful in much the same way, but on a different level, a higher
level, to the accompaniment of, or in, awareness and mindfulness, which is totally absent in
the case of passion in the ordinary sense taking you over. But what I am trying to put across is
the idea of someone who is passionless not simply relaxing into a state of inertia. This is what
we usually tend to think if someone is passionless or passion free. They just stay quiet, they
don't do anything, they seem lacking in energy compared with the ordinary exuberant worldly
person. But it isn't really like that. There is an energy which is not passionate. Or you could
say that there is a passion which is positive, which is what the Tantrics call the great passion.
Devamitra: Could you say more about that?
S: No, I won't say any more about it at the moment. That will take us a bit away from the text.
But this is all in comment on just this one word vitaraga. Yes, passion free, passionless. This
is quite an accurate translation. But then what comes next? "Susamahitindriya" which is
translated by Chalmers as "in peace have found release" which won't do at all. "With faculties
composed" Hare translates, which is pretty literal, but doesn't really tell us very much.
Indriya. Do you know what the indriyas are?
Voice: The paths.[189]
S: Indriyas are strictly speaking faculties. The indriyas are the senses, the sense faculties,
primarily or in the first place. That is to say, eye, ear, nose, tongue, touch, and mind. These
are the faculties. Then you've got the spiritual faculties: the indriyas in the sense of faith and
wisdom, meditation and energy. That's samadhi and virya and mindfulness. Also late on in
the Abhidharma there are many other indriyas. There's a whole list of twenty-two, which
really isn't very relevant here. It's not clear here whether the indriyas referred to are simply the
five sense faculties - because in Pali what we call the spiritual faculties are simply called
faculties, indriyas without any prefix or any adjective - or whether both are being referred to.
Anyway, no need to go into that at the moment. What does susamahita mean? Su is well or
happily, samahita is balanced or poised, and this is a quite important word in Pali, to be
balanced or poised, or in a state of equilibrium. Do you get the idea? Do you get the
meaning? Which also suggests a state of stability, a state of harmony. The word samahita,
being in a state of equilibrium, being balanced or poised, is also connected with samadhi, the
word we normally translate as meditation.
So, "ye vitaraga susamahitindriya" means this: that he who is passion free and whose
faculties, whether sense faculties or spiritual faculties or both, are in a state of happy
equilibrium. Right, let's go into this a little bit more. Taking, it says, the physical senses, the
sense faculties, how could one's sense faculties be in a state of equilibrium?
Ratnapani: Neither wanting or glutted.
S: Yes, neither wanting or glutted.
Devamitra: A state of contentment.
S: A state of contentment, yes.
Voice: And also in the case of the five spiritual faculties.

S: Let's deal with the physical senses first. In what other ways would they be said to be
balanced? Neither wanting or craving, content. Is there some sort of idiom that you would use
with [190] regard to your own sense faculties? Don't forget the mind is also included here.
The mind is the sixth sense faculty or sense organ. Would you use this idiom and say that
your senses were in a state of equilibrium? Meaning your five senses and your mind, would
you say that? Or how would you put it?
Voice: Peacefulness, being peaceful.
S: Hmm, peaceful, yes.
Voice: Quietude.
S: Quietude, but what is the quietude of the senses and of the mind?
Devamitra: It comes about when... It presupposes a sort of psychological integration.
S: Yes. Not only a psychological integration but a sort of healthy, natural, skilful functioning.
Look at it the other way round. What would be an unbalanced functioning of the sense
faculties including the mind? How would the eye function in an unbalanced way?
Voice: It would be unbalanced.
S: Distracted.
Voice: Oh, it's like "in the seeing, just the seeing."
S: Hmm. It is very much like that. In a way it's not just the senses themselves; it really comes
down to the mind, doesn't it? How would the mind, the sixth sense faculty, be in a state of
equilibrium and balance and poise?
Aloka: It wouldn't react.
S: Not reacting. Possibly responding, but just being aware and just being mindful. It's more
like a state of repose of the faculties. I mean, that the faculties aren't going out in a sort of
irritable, neurotic way. They're there, they're just ready. You can use them when they need to
be used. In this way they're said to be composed, or in a state of repose, or in a state of [191]
balance. And it is also said that as a result of meditation not only does the mind become
composed but the senses become composed. So with regard to the eye, you are not looking
anxiously here and there, not looking for something to look at. You're just looking. If there is
something there to be seen you see it, but you're not anxiously looking for something to see,
or listening for something to hear. So when you're in that sort of condition, which obviously
depends on the state of the mind, the mind sense, then you are said to be composed, or in a
state of repose of the senses.
All right, what about the indriyas in the sense of the five spiritual faculties? In what sense
could they be said to be balanced or in a state of harmony, or repose, or equilibrium?
Devamitra: When two pairs of opposites are in balance.

S: Yes. The two pairs of opposites being, of course, faith and wisdom and meditation and
vigour, balanced through mindfulness. So it's not only a case of being balanced, it's also a
question of something else. What is that?
Voice: (unclear)
S: No I wasn't thinking of that. It's also a question of them being well developed in
themselves. It's not that you'd have a weak faith balanced by a weak understanding or a tiny
bit of meditation balanced by a tiny bit of vigour. You must have a very vigorous, a very
ardent, faith, balanced by a very profound, penetrating, understanding. And in the same way a
very deep and very stable meditation balanced by a very lively energy, a very vigorous
energy, and a very keen awareness balancing and co-ordinating all four. So it isn't only a
question of balancing the faculties, but of developing the faculties to their full extent and
balancing them on ever higher and higher levels.
So you notice the juxtaposition here of these two terms vitaraga and susamahitindriya:
freedom from passion and balance. So it suggests perhaps that being passionate is to be in a
state of imbalance. Perhaps this is one of the characteristics of passion: it can fly to the
opposite extreme very easily. You can be very much for something one minute, at least one
day, and very much against it the next day. This is very characteristic of passion; [192] it's
very powerful but highly reactive and can easily fly to the opposite extreme. Just as you can
be violently in love with someone one day or even one minute, and hate them equally
violently the next minute, so to be passionless is not to be without energy, but to be not in a
state of imbalance, not to go flying off to extremes, not to react violently, but on the other
hand to be well balanced in all one's faculties - whether sense faculties, including the mind, or
higher spiritual faculties. So here what the Buddha is saying is the Enlightened man is the
balanced man, not the unbalanced man. Passion results in imbalance; passionlessness results
in balance; balance implies passionlessness. So this also introduces or suggests the idea of the
all-round development, which is very important; that the spiritual life is not a one sided affair,
but that you need to develop various aspects of yourself, various aspects of your individuality
- the so-called emotional, the so-called intellectual, the so-called introvert, the so-called
extrovert - and unify them all through mindfulness. You need to have both devotion and
understanding. You need to be both meditative and active, and mindful all the time.
So in this verse the Buddha is saying to those who are free from passion, to those who are not
unbalanced, to those who are in fact balanced in all their faculties, well balanced, happily
balanced, whether in respect of their sense faculties or their higher spiritual faculties, who
have won deliverance, just like the moon freeing itself from the jaws of Rahu... (Do you
know who Rahu is? Rahu is the demon of the eclipse, and when the moon is eclipsed it is said
poetically to have been swallowed by Rahu, or to be in the jaws of Rahu. Rahu is a demon
who is all head and no body, he's just got a little tail apparently, this great big head that
swallows up the moon, even the sun on occasions. So when the moon becomes free from the
eclipse it breaks free from the jaws of Rahu. So this is a very common simile in the Pali texts,
breaking free from the jaws of Rahu.) So to those who are free from passion, to those who are
completely balanced, who have won freedom just like the moon freeing itself from the jaws
of Rahu, to such people, or upon such a person, should you bestow your offering. They are
worthy of that. Sometimes you get the image of freeing oneself from impurities, freeing
oneself from unskilful thoughts, just like the moon freeing itself from the clouds. That image
comes in the Dhammapada.

Chintamani: Can we just go back to "vitaraga". I was just going [193] to write down this
definition for it. I was going to say is passion dependent on an outside source for its
stimulation?
S: Yes, if by stimulation one means a sort of, just a reaction, it's dependent, yes. So the verse
is saying, as it were, that in a sense there must be passion, in the Tantric sense. There must be
energy. But the energies must all be in a sense of balance, on ever higher and higher levels,
must all be working in the same direction. So do you see something of the nature of the ideal,
which emerges from this verse? In other words, energies should be in a state of balance, not
in a state of imbalance. If your energies are completely balanced on ever higher and higher
levels, then this is a state of freedom, liberation, or Enlightenment itself. And the unbalanced
energy is the energy that circles round and round in the samsara, you know, round and round
on the wheel of life, going from one extreme to the other. But the balanced energy is the
energy that gradually moves up the spiral in the direction of nirvana, or in the direction of
Enlightenment.
Ratnapani: Should one expect a temporary balance? I suppose, to begin with, I mean, it's not
going to be... you're not going to have the five spiritual faculties balanced with great power
until there's sufficient insight.
S: Right, yes.
Ratnapani: And then that would be Enlightenment anyway. So I suppose we set our own
temporary balances on the way, as it were.
S: Or there's no sort of permanent balance until there's some definite measure of insight. But
even then that insight has to be developed more and more, and of course the faculties
grouped, as it were, around it and developed around it, and brought more and more into
harmony around it. That provides a sort of centre, even though that centre itself is, as it were,
travelling upwards the whole time, carrying its faculties with it.
Voice: What does this mean when it says "timely on them let brahman seeking merit"?
S: Don't forget that the whole point of departure of the discussion is that the brahmin is
looking for someone to whom to [194] offer his oblation. So the Buddha is saying, well if
you're looking for someone worthy, find someone truly worthy. And who is the truly worthy
person? It's the Enlightened person. And what is the Enlightened person like? He's like this.
And he gives a description in this whole series of verses. Although, of course, you'll find at
the end of the sutta the Buddha saying forget all about the sacrificial offering, make the true
offering, the real offering, the offering of your own faith and devotion, the offering of
yourself. So verse by verse he gives a description of this ideal man who really deserves the
brahmin's offering. But, you know, to whom or for whom or in relation to whom, ultimately,
that sort of offering is completely irrelevant, as he eventually makes clear. Let's go on, let's
read the next verse then.
(466) Those unattached who wayfare in the world,
The ever mindful, quit of thoughts of 'mine':
Timely on them let brahman seeking merit
In sacrifice his offering bestow.

S: Yes. This is a quite literal translation. "Those unattached who wayfare in the world". This
"being unattached" is this. Do you feel a very sort of positive spiritual ideal, not to be attached
to anything? I mean, we often encounter this word, it often crops up in Buddhist text and
other spiritual literature. So here the ideal man is said to be one who fares unattached in the
world, who walks unattached in the world, who lives unattached in the world. So what does
one mean exactly by being unattached, and is this a very positive way of looking at the
spiritual life, as a life of non-attachment? What do you think, what do you feel about this?
Two voices: It's not dependent.
S: Great minds think alike! It's not dependent. What does one mean by dependent?
Voice: I don't know if you've said this but it's important to have a mind that doesn't stick.
S: I mean there is such a thing as objective dependence. You depend on food to sustain life.
That's all right, that's acceptable. But there's an unskilful dependence, which is sort of
neurotic emotional dependence, and you can depend on food in this way; not [195] to sustain
life but to get from food some emotional satisfaction that you either ought to be getting
elsewhere or not to be wanting at all. So that is an unhealthy dependence. So one can be
objectively healthily dependent and one can also be subjectively unhealthily dependent, and
it's the latter that one has to eschew. But do you think that this is a very positive way of
putting things, that one should be unattached or non-attached? I mean do all strive to be
unattached or non-attached?
Ratnapani: I look at it from two ways. From the top, the idea of someone who is unattached is
rather... it's pleasant, it's clean, pure. But as a working practice it doesn't inspire me very
much. I'd rather think in terms of putting myself into, or becoming, attached to the useful, the
good.
S: Ah right. This reminds me of something that used to be said by this yogi friend of mine in
Bombay. [This was Dr Mehta, tr.] He was a very unconventional character in many ways, and
thought for himself. And one day he said to me, many years ago in Bombay, he said, "All this
talk about non-attachment, non-attachment, detachment, detachment", he said, "it's all wrong.
They've got it all the wrong way round. One should think in terms of attachment, attach
yourself to the good, attach yourself to the skilful. Not always talking in negative terms of
becoming unattached or detaching yourself." He said, "let people attach themselves, but to the
right things." So I thought at the time that there's quite a lot in that, and this is virtually what
you are saying, is it? That think in terms of attaching to the positive rather than being
unattached to or detached from the negative. This is what I was getting at when I was asking
whether you think this is a very positive and helpful way of putting things. So to live in the
world unattached means to live in the world attached to skilful things, yes? Being attached metaphorically speaking - to faith and devotion, being attached to skilful thoughts, being
attached to meditation. Of course some people will say, some clever worldly people, well
what's the good of giving up your attachment to worldly things if you only become attached to
spiritual things? What would be your reply to that?
Ratnapani: It's a means to an end, which is complete detachment from everything - the only
means.[196]

S: And after all you're only using the word attachment in this way metaphorically. You'll sort
out any unskilful element in it as you go along.
Voice: And yes, another thing is that I'm not stupid. I'm not going to blunder from one to the
other like that.
S: Right. You can't be attached to meditation in the same way that you're attached to food,
quite, can you?
Voices: (laughter) No.
S: What is meditation? It's a higher state of consciousness. The fact that you're enjoying it all
means that it will be having a purifying effect upon you. It'll be purifying your wrong motive
for attaining even, or any wrongness in your motive for attaining it. So if you remain in
meditation long enough you will cease to be attached to meditation, because that's the nature
of meditation. If you're too much attached to your meditation in an unskilful way you will
soon cease to meditate, and then you'll have to ask yourself, well, why couldn't I carry on with
my meditation? Well I was too attached to it in the wrong sort of way. All right, but then you
learn. So in this way the meditation experience itself purifies your attachment to the
meditation experience, in the long run anyway.
Prakasha: This brahmin was attached to religious observances.
S: Indeed he was, yes. Well he says he delighted in making offerings, he said that he got great
satisfaction out of it. So to live in the world free from attachment really means to live in the
world attached to the right things, to positive things. And it's "sada sata", those who are ever
mindful. That's quite clear and straightforward isn't it? To be ever mindful. But so difficult.
Do you think it's literally possible to be mindful all the time? And what does it mean to be
mindful all the time? Do you try to be mindful all the time?
Voice: I aim to be mindful.
Devamitra: You can't be mindful when you're asleep.[197]
S: You can be, you can be aware in sleep. You can be aware of dreams and even aware that
you are dreaming. There is even a yoga of directing your dreams, so that you dream the
dreams you want to dream. Have you ever had this experience of controlling your dream
where you want it to go? So in this kind of yoga you dream yourself into an ever more and
more positive situation, so that you wake up feeling really happy. You dream yourself into,
well, into Sukhavati you could say, eventually. I mean THE Sukhavati, not our little one, not
our little reflex on earth. Dreams are very vivid aren't they? If you have a very happy dream
you wake up in a very positive, refreshed, peaceful state of mind don't you? So it is quite
important even to be able to extend your awareness into sleep, into the dream state, and
eventually even direct your dreams, shape your dreams, create your dreams. Dream the right
things, dream the right dreams and that way you'll wake up happy and positive and that'll help
you. You could even get into a meditative state in dreams. You can even have insight
experiences in dreams. You can even receive teachings in dreams or teach in dreams. We
mustn't attach too much importance to the waking state. You can be very busy while asleep.

Devamitra: But I was just thinking that there's supposed to be a period in your sleep where
you don't dream, in fact.
S: Yes, yes.
Devamitra: There does seem to be a complete blacking out of awareness actually. I mean,
maybe not. This is just what I tend to believe.
S: Well, there is certainly a blocking out, as it were, of dualistic awareness. That is to say
even in the dream state there is a distinction of subject and object. You, the dreamer, and the
dream, or the dream world. But in deep sleep there is no such distinction, so from the
standpoint of the subject-object duality there's nothing. But is there really nothing? Some
schools maintain, some traditions maintain, that the state of deep sleep is a state of experience
of self-luminosity, without distinction of subject and object, but still veiled as it were with a
thin transparent veil of ignorance. And it is said that this is why you find deep sleep so
refreshing. Because you have that dip, as it were, into at least a somewhat, if one can use that
sort of expression, [198] a somewhat non-dualistic state. At least you've been relieved for a
while from this burden of duality between subject and object, not in the sense of it being
wiped out, but you're in a positive state of being, you're very much alive, a positive state of
being where you don't experience subject and object. And this is why they say - this is an
Upanishadic and Hindu tradition - this is why you experience deep sleep as so refreshing, and
why they say there is an analogy between deep sleep and the experience of Enlightenment
itself.
(end of side one)
Devamitra: But there is no real remembrance of it. I mean...
S: Well how can there be remembrance in a way because who or what remembers?
Devamitra: I'm just thinking in terms of mindfulness, and mindfulness of recollection.
S: Well you can't be mindful with regard to that, because the mindful self, I mean, is
swallowed up in that sort of state, in that sort of experience. There is nothing for you to be
aware of or to recollect because you haven't experienced it in that way. That is to say in terms
of the subject-object duality to begin with anyway. How can you recollect dualistically that
which you've not experienced dualistically? That's why you don't remember gaining
Enlightenment. How can you remember gaining Enlightenment? You can't remember gaining
Enlightenment. But that's why the experience, as it were, has to recreate itself from instant to
instant. You don't remember the past Enlightenment, you've only got the present
Enlightenment. There's no past Enlightenment, and even if there was you couldn't know it.
You couldn't remember it could you?
Voices: Laughter.
S: Well maybe we had better leave that there. This is just to sort of point out the possibility of
extending mindfulness and awareness in directions that we don't normally think of extending
them, for example the dream state, especially the dream state. So it is possible to be more
mindful than we think it's possible to be? You can be mindful during your sleep as well as

mindful during the waking state. What we have to be careful of is not to try and practise
mindfulness in a sort of almost mechanical, [199] alienated way, standing aside from our
experience - this is very important - but that the mindfulness should be in and with the
experience, not split off from it and standing outside it. Do you know what I mean? It must be
an integral awareness, as I call it, not an alienated awareness. So, "The ever mindful, quit of
thoughts of 'mine'," - having given up thoughts of mine. Do you think this is really possible?
What is meant by giving up thoughts of mine, or is there any other way of putting it?
Voice: Can you just transcend yourself so [that] you're so involved in what you're doing or
what you're involved with that you don't think of yourself?
Voice: Could it be going back to non-attachment, not being attached?
S: Yes, because it's referring really to a sense of ownership, that this is mine. And this is
something very deep rooted and obviously closely connected with the sense of I and me: this
is "mine". So if you have no sense of mine, you've really gone quite a long way on the path. I
mean there are quite gross objects with regard to which you can feel that these are mine. The
ones usually mentioned in Pali texts are wealth, in the sense of property and personal
belongings, and sons. In the Dhammapada "Putta m'atthi dhanam m'atthi iti balo vihannati.".
"This wealth is mine, these sons are mine. Thus the fool torments himself." Thus the
spiritually mature person torments himself. But then you can come on to a subtler sense of
ownership, like my reputation, my idea.
Voice: My gifts.
S: My gifts.
Voice: My God.
S: My God, yes. So if someone has less and less sense of ownership, has less and less the
attitude towards things that "these are mine", then this is a sure sign that the ego sense is
weakened. But do you think there is another way of looking at it rather than ceasing to think
of things as "mine"?[200]
Ratnapani: Natural generosity.
S: Yes, there's natural generosity. There's also thinking of people as mine, not only my sons,
but my wife or my family, my tribe, my group, my nation.
Voice: The very language that we have got insists that we say that. My family, you can't say
the family.
S: Well you do say the wife don't you? I wonder why that is? (laughter)
Voice: Archetypal figure.
S: The wife, yes, the wife. Not just a wife, my particular one, the wife.
Voice: Maybe you want to disclaim any...

S: Maybe, yes. (laughter) Maybe yes. But there's another way of approaching it. There is, you
may remember, the Tantric figure - or rather maybe I should say the
Mahayana-cum-Vajrayana figure - Mamaki. Do you remember? Mamaki is, as it were, the
consort of the Buddha Ratnasambhava. Do you remember that? You remember the five
Buddhas, the five Buddhas of the mandala, the Buddha mandala? So the Buddha
Ratnasambhava is the jewel-born Buddha. He's the yellow Buddha of the south, and his, as it
were, consort, is Mamaki. Mamaki means "one who makes everything mine". So you should
either make nothing mine or everything mine. So when you make everything mine what really
is your attitude?
Voice: No distinction.
S: No distinction, no discrimination. Everything is equally yours. So you don't need to bother
about having anything - it's yours anyway, even if somebody else has it as well, it's his. If it
passes from your hand to his hand, what does it matter? It's all yours. You'd feel that even
when it's with him, it's yours. So why not let him have it? When he's got it, it's just as much
yours as when you have it. (laughter)[201]
It's like when Milarepa was offered some gold by a maiden, he said, "I don't need this gold, to
me everything is gold. The whole world is gold." So it's rather like that. The whole world is
mine, I don't need to take anything. It's mine, why should I bother? It all belongs to me.
You're like a very rich man going around his estate. He sees all the apples falling: he doesn't
bother to pick them up and put them into his pocket, they're all his anyway. But someone who
just hops over the wall sees all those apples lying around and they are not his, so he quickly
picks up a few, stuffs them into his pocket and back over the wall again, because they're not
his. If you feel that they are yours, or if in fact they are yours, you don't need to bother to pick
them because they're yours. You can, as it were, have them any time you like. So you can
either have the attitude of, "nothing is mine" or "everything is mine". Either the attitude of "I
have no self" or universalize yourself. (laughter)
Voice: It could get you into a lot of trouble. You could get yourself into a lot of trouble if you
go around thinking everything is yours and you pick up apples from somebody else's...
S: But if you really think that everything is yours, you wouldn't bother to pick it up because it
would just be as much yours lying where it was. (laughter)
Voice: What if you needed it, if you were hungry?
S: Well you would be quite free to pick it up. But then you'd accept that the social system was
such that you couldn't do that and you'd be quite happy going to jail because the jail is also
yours. That also belongs to you. (laughter) The warders belong to you. Everything in this
prison belongs to you, why should you bother. It's just like being at home. So you'd accept all
those vicissitudes quite happily. (laughter) Anyway who is doing it to you? And you'd think
"I'm doing it all to myself. It's just a big joke." (laughter) But your state of mind wouldn't be
affected, which is the main point here. So having given up thoughts of mine, or having [202]
given up "mineness", which means in Tantric terms regarding everything as one's own, one
can have this attitude towards people also. Instead of regarding just this particular son as
yours, or this particular woman as yours, or this particular friend as yours, just think that
everyone belongs to you.

Ratnapani: Particularly good for the desirable but unattainable woman, she's mine so you can
stop worrying about her.
S: Yes indeed. Not only is she, they're all yours, every single one of them past, present, future,
black, white, pink, and yellow. (laughter) They're all yours, what is there to worry about?
Voice: (laughter) ...pick any of them out.
Voice: But that also suggests that you care for them.
S: Yes, it does. But if you really had the sense that it does really belong to me, you won't
bother to take it, because usually you take things in a neurotic way, just to fill the inner
emptiness. You feel you're empty: you haven't this and therefore you have got to take it to fill
that inner emptiness. But if you feel you've got it, you don't feel any inner emptiness. You're
full, why should you bother to take? You can let it alone. For instance we go for a walk in the
country, you see some beautiful flowers, you want to pick them. Now why? Why can't you
leave them growing where they are? If you want to offer them to the Buddha - all right we'll
let that pass, you want them for you shrine, OK, that's an expression of devotion, they're
better in the shrine in front of the Buddha. But apart from that, suppose you just want to pick
them? You can't just leave them growing there. Why is that? Why can't you be happy just
thinking that flowers are growing there? Blooming there? Why do you have to pick them?
Voice: You attach them to yourself.
S: Yes, right. D. H. Lawrence writes something about this doesn't he? [Possibly a reference to
the passage Bhante quotes in The Religion of Art, which is referenced as Selected Essays
(Penguin, 1950), pp.118-9, tr.]
Voice: (unclear) of the experience of a flower while looking at it. It doesn't quite
register.[203]
S: Yes, quite. It's just something to pick, something to pluck and take home. I used to see this
as a child. I remember my father was very sensitive to this. We used to see in the summertime
droves and droves of cyclists, cycling back to London from Kingston-on-Thames. And every
one of them, on the back of his bike, had an enormous bundle of bluebells with long, white
roots. My father used to point these out to me and say, "Look, they've pulled them out by the
roots which means" (I don't know whether this is correct) "the bulbs won't sprout again". You
have to cut, whereas if you pulled them up, you destroy the bulb, and you've got all these
thousands of bluebells being destroyed. So I remember having this impressed on me as quite
a small boy by my father. I remember seeing these hundreds of cyclists, all with their great fat
bunch - or bundle in fact - of bluebells on the back of the bike. All with these long, white
roots dangling. So many destroyed bluebells, and the time they got home most of them would
be dead anyway.
Ratnapani: They only last a couple of hours.
S: Yes. So why? Why does one do this?
Voice: I was thinking also of people who go out into the country and shoot rabbits and shoot

pigeons and stuff for sport.
Chintamani: The main thing about things like that, I mean, a dead flower from that point of
view is very unattractive, but it's supremely attractive while living because it is alive. That's
the best thing about it, and so is an animal. So if you feel permanently dead inside, then you
try and suck in as much life and energy as you can.
S: There were several articles in the papers recently about the shooting of small songbirds in
Italy.
Voices: Oh yes.
S: Apparently the Italians are absolutely murderous in this respect. Every young Italian who
can afford a gun buys a gun and shoots off at all the songbirds within range. And millions of
migrant birds are killed in this way. Now why is this? Why do people do this? They seem
particularly bad at this sort of thing in Italy. I've suspicions that it's connected with some very
false [204] kind of masculine image.
Voice: I think it's that they're a bit cut off from the country. They go to the country with some
sort of mission to shoot.
S: But why do you have to shoot when you go? Why can't you just sit under the trees and
listen to the birds singing? Why do you want to bang away at them all the time? Those little
songbirds, you can't even eat them, although I'm afraid they do eat them on the continent
sometimes. But it's one of the things that really horrified me the first time I went to Europe,
which was about ten years ago. I went to France and just happened to be looking around a
market and all these little songbirds, all plucked, little tiny birds like that, rows and rows of
them for sale in the market. And some of them potted, not only just plucked, but preserved in
little jars like cherries. Really terrible - this really shocked me at the time.
Voice: It's almost like jealousy, jealousy of the bird. Because it's so free... (unclear)
S: Maybe there's something of that sort in it.
Voice: Something to do with power, the idea of being able to shoot something.
S: You're shooting these small defenceless things.
Voice: Yes, right.
S: Apparently some of these wretched Italian sportsmen have got special shooting costumes,
shooting coats and shooting caps. They dress up and go off as it were for a weekend of
shooting, shooting these little songbirds. There's nothing brave about it, nothing heroic about
it. It's not like they're going off and shooting a tiger or an elephant. They're shooting little
songbirds. So what does this tell you about the Italian male, the Italian man? What does it tell
you about Italian life or civilization or culture? They're very proud of their culture. They've
got all those old churches and thousands of oil paintings. There's lots of culture all over the
place. You trip over culture in Italy. But people go [205] round shooting these little birds. So
in a sense where is the culture, as far as those people are concerned, anyway?

Voice: It's past.
S: Anyway that was a little diatribe. Let's get back to what the Buddha says. Next verse.
(467) He who is pleasure-quit, as conqueror fares,
Hath found and known the end of birth-and-death,
Cool man, cool as the waters of a lake,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come!
S: So you've heard the description of the man who is really worthy of the offering. "Yo kame
hitva abhibhuyyacari" which Hare translates "he who is pleasure-quit, as conqueror fares". It's
quite literal. He who is done with pleasures. Here we have to be quite careful, too, in negating
this idea of pleasure. Do you think one can make a distinction between pleasure and
happiness, and say that happiness is positive whereas pleasure is negative? Or can one even
say that pleasure is positive, in a sense?
Voice: I think pleasure is, because (unclear) where there's pleasure but not happiness.
S: Hmm, yes, right. Sukha is more like happiness. But where is the danger in pleasure? Why
are all the texts - certainly all the Buddhist texts - so much down on pleasure?
Voice: As a distraction, because it can be used as a distraction.
Voice: Or as pursuing it as an end in itself.
S: Pursuing it as an end in itself. But why does one pursue it as an end in itself?
Voice: You try to own it.
S: But why does one try to own it?
Voice: The same reason as you said before, with the plant - trying to fill the gaps.[206]
S: Trying to fill the inner emptiness. So if you are a healthy positive person leading a healthy,
positive life with a definite object in view, definitely trying to develop yourself, then there's
nothing wrong for you in a little mindful pleasure. It sometimes keeps you, as it were, toned
up. The danger is that you become neurotically attached to the pleasure and dependent upon
it, and it eventually diverts you. So I think there must be some - at least initial - place for
pleasure in the spiritual life, in the sense of pleasurable bodily and mental sensations. I think
here contact with nature is very useful and very important. When I say pleasurable bodily and
mental sensations, I'm thinking of things like experience of the sunlight and blue sky and the
smell of the earth or the sight of the trees. These can be very satisfying and very pleasurable
in a healthy and positive way. So the experience of water when you swim... I mean usually
when people speak of pleasure they either think of getting drunk or think of sex, these cruder
forms which are often not even pleasurable. But I'm thinking more in terms of direct contact
with the elements, with the earth, or with water, with fire - that would be the sunlight - with
air. I think this is very important in the spiritual life. It does keep you a bit toned up, a bit
zestful, a bit alive, in the ordinary sense, otherwise you can go dull and dry and sluggish.

Voice: What about attachment to these things? Sometimes I've thought that maybe I'm
enjoying these things a bit too much. Perhaps I didn't...
S: Well, I say that supposing you started feeling, well, these things are so pleasant, I just don't
want to go back to London. I'm just going to stay here all the time, enjoy the sunshine, enjoy
the fresh air. I don't care what happens to the work. Then that means attachment is creeping
in. But when you enjoy them when they are offered, when they present themselves, according
to circumstances, you take them freely and enjoy them. But when the time for relinquishing
them arrives, well you just relinquish them quite happily and go back to what you have to do.
This is quite a healthy attitude. You haven't become attached.
Devamitra: I think we were talking about this sort of thing once before, when somebody
quotes you as saying that one could be erotic with nature.[207]
S: Ah yes, in a manner of speaking. What does erotic suggest or imply? Intense pleasurable
sensation. So you can have this intense pleasurable sensation, bodily calm, mental ... when
you are in contact with nature, even with rocks and stones, if not to speak of trees and
flowers, and earth and sky. And I think a lot of our eroticism gets unloaded and overloaded
onto sex because of our lack of contact with nature. I've noticed this in India, in the case of
people who live in villages, they're in constant contact with nature, there isn't this constant
pressure on sexual eroticism. Your eroticism is distributed more over nature as a whole.
Devamitra: What do you mean by eroticism, just the feelings for the stimulative part?
S: Yes, the feeling of bodily and mental pleasure and a certain relaxation, and satisfaction.
Voice: I used to feel sort of like communion with the countryside was a form of
self-indulgence.
S: Yes, that's just a Christian hangover you can say, that you're not enjoying yourself. Sure
there can be positive indulgence, if we have to use that term. What is indulge?
Ratnapani: I don't like that word at all.
S: Some people even say things like, "I think I'll indulge in a bit of meditation." (laughter)
That sounds awful. Well, "indulgent" ... maybe "indulgent" we shouldn't use at all, because it
suggests perhaps that you just allow yourself to enjoy something out of weakness. And you
ought not to be enjoying it, and enjoyment is wicked or sinful. Indulge - it's a really ominous
sort of word. Tells you quite a lot about the history of this culture, and Europe in general.
Voice: Indulgence sounds a bit like just overdoing it.
S: It's also to do with permission. Indulgence is permitting you to sin on payment of a certain
fee, or you sin first and pay afterwards. (laughter) Occasionally I believe you could pay first
[208] and sin afterwards, just to make sure, and this was called an indulgence. Then the word
was derived from there. Really it's permission to sin. So you're allowing yourself to sin, you're
just letting go for a bit. But that's a very negative attitude towards healthy positive enjoyment.
This is where sports and games come in as well, especially open air sports, sports that involve
contact with nature. They have quite a healthy positive effect and I've certainly observed in

the case of those people who do have some place and time in their life for sport and things of
that sort that involve contact with nature, especially things like swimming, you know, when
you're in contact with the water and with sunlight. They're not so much bothered with their
sexual drive and urges. Not that they're less sexed than other people, but there's no neurotic
overloading of the erotic feelings onto that particular area. Their eroticism is spread out a
little over mother nature in general. Maybe I shouldn't say mother nature - nature in general.
(laughter) City people, of course, obviously tend to be cut off from nature.
Voice: Presumably this is one of the reasons (unclear).
S: I think so, you're never very far from nature there, even in the city. They're garden cities,
they're laid out more, there's plenty of space. You've got a big garden, a big compound, lots of
trees, lots of bushes, lots of flowers. For instance when we went to see Aksobhya in the house
that he was living in there. He is right on the edge of the bay, you can see the blue water in
the distance. They had great hedges of hibiscus flower in his garden all growing all the way
round. Big red flowers, you're right in the midst of nature. So this is quite important. So I
think we must be quite cautious in thinking of the spiritual life in terms of giving up pleasure
as a sort of blanket statement. Or that pleasure should be given up.
Voice: Presumably the Buddha enjoyed (unclear).
S: Yes, there are little hints and indications, and also shortly before he died he said to
Ananda, wandering near Vaisali, beautiful is such and such grove and beautiful is [209] such
and such ?jetta [Perhaps Bhante means "vana". See PTS Dictionary. Jetavana (Jeta's
park/forest) was nowhere near Vaisali, tr.]. He seemed to have appreciated the natural beauty
of the area. And in the songs of the brethren, the so-called Theragatha, there are many
appreciations of the beauty of nature, and how the monks meditating enjoyed the sound of the
rain falling and the contrast between the white plumage of the crane and the dark raincloud
past which, or in front of which, it was flying. All these little touches.
So if one is to speak in terms of quitting or giving up pleasure, what sort of pleasure do you
think absolutely ought to be given up?
Voice: Those that can't conduce.
Voice: Neurotic.
S: Those which are neurotic, which means compulsive and repetitive, and which you use to
try and feed the inner emptiness. Maybe one should put it this way. You're safe only if you
enjoy a pleasure when you are happy. If you feel unhappy and you go seeking out the pleasure
because you are feeling unhappy, to give yourself a pleasurable sensation and make you feel
all right, that is very dangerous indeed. There's also the point, though, that if you are feeling
happy you will not go in search of pleasure because you've no reason to. If it happens to come
along, you will enjoy it, if it doesn't happen to come along you won't bother. Well even if it
comes along and you're feeling very happy, you think it may not be very skilful to enjoy that
pleasure, then you won't enjoy it, you'll just not enjoy it, quite happily. For instance take the
question of food. Suppose you feel in a very happy state of mind. Well you won't start
thinking of cream buns and chocolate eclairs and things like that. (laughter) You'd be too,
you're just so happy in yourself that you don't go seeking after those sorts of pleasurable

sensations. So supposing, still happy, you come in for the meal because the bell rings. All
right, you'll eat and you'll enjoy your food, but you'll eat just as much as you need and then
stop. And even though there's some extra course, which is very attractive and very tasty, if
you don't really need it you won't bother, you'll leave it. And this is the attitude of the happy
person towards pleasures. But even the happy person has to be very mindful, in the case of
pleasures.[210]
Ratnapani: I believe you once said something to the effect that unless you are mindful while
enjoying something, you're not really enjoying it.
S: There's that too. Because you can sometimes see that the person who is neurotically
craving for something is so desperate that even when he gets it he can't enjoy it. To really
enjoy a pleasure, pleasure must be added to your existing happiness. If it's meant to fill up the
gap of your existing unhappiness, it will never be able to do that. You'll have at the very most
a sort of fleeting, dismal, alienated pleasurable feeling, which will leave you just as empty
and hungry as before. So only the happy person really can enjoy a pleasure, I would say. He's
not desperate for it, he doesn't mind particularly not having it, so he can, as it were, savour it
and relish it and turn it over on his tongue, and enjoy it, which the neurotic person who needs
it can't possibly do.
Voice: Because he's sort of escaping into it, into the thing. He's not really there.
S: Yes, right.
Voice: It just shows how unhappy society must be. So much time and money into the pursuit
of so-called pleasure.
S: Does a happy person watch TV? Does a happy person go to bingo? Does a happy person
go to the races?
Ratnapani: Any one of them once in a blue moon, perhaps.
S: But I mean if you go to the Soho area of London, if you just look at the people who are
prowling around late at night in search of pleasure. Do they look happy? Even after having
the pleasure, do they look happy?
Voice: They often look worse.
S: Right, yes. So if you are feeling happy, you can afford to allow yourself to enjoy pleasures
mindfully and skilfully. Sometimes you may have to not enjoy them even, seeing that it's
[211] either unskilful or could be unskilful in the future, or might lead to unskilfulness. So
then you say no. But you won't mind saying no because you go on being happy within
yourself.
Voice: And then gradually less and less produces more and more pleasure, presumably.
S: Yes, there's that too. Whereas in the case of neurotic indulgence more and more produces
less and less, as is well known in the case of alcohol. When you really enjoy your wine,
happily enjoy it, you don't overindulge, you just take a very little, just roll it around your

tongue, really savour it. Even a few drops might be enough for the real connoisseur. There are
such things of course, you know, as neurotic connoisseurs, who get their neurotic kick out of
the exquisiteness of the sensations, and the fact that it's a very rare wine and laid down at the
time of Napoleon, and all that kind of thing.
So, "he who is pleasure-quit, as conqueror fares". This idea of a conqueror - the Buddha is
referred to as the conqueror - the word that is used here is not the same word, it's a different
word, but the Buddha is referred to as conqueror, as jina. Have you come across this epithet
before? The Buddha as jina? It's not one we often use in referring to the Buddha. I mentioned
yesterday in the Pali there are all sorts of epithets and titles for the Buddha that we just never
use at all. We always say the Buddha, but in Pali, as I pointed out, you get various epithets
including this one, the jina, the conqueror. What we call the five dhyani Buddhas are in fact
in Buddhist texts called the five jinas, the five conquerors.
Voice: It would be good to use some of that terminology.
S: It would indeed, with a capital C. So why is the Buddha called the conqueror?
Voice: It's easy to relate to, maybe?
S: I meant in the sense of what has he conquered.
Voice: Mara.[212]
S: Mara. Yes he's conquered Mara. He's conquered the whole of conditioned existence. I
mean he's like a victorious king, he's the Dharmaraja, the king of the Dharma, who has
conquered the forces of evil. So you get a lot of this sort of terminology in Buddhism. You
get it as when, "beating the drum of the Dharma". And Sariputta, what we call the chief of the
disciples, is called the senapati, the Dharma senapati, which means the commander-in-chief
of the Dharma. Some of our friends may not like this military terminology but there it is in
the Pali canon. The Buddha is the Dharmaraja, the king of the Dharma, and Sariputta is his
commander-in-chief. And the Buddha even says in a passage, he says, addressing all the
bhikkhus, "we are all kshatriyas, we are all warriors, and for what do we fight? We fight for
ethics, for meditation, for wisdom and for liberation." [untraced, tr.] So "we are warriors" he
said, or "you are warriors, bhikkhus." So it's a very strenuous and heroic ideal. So the Buddha
is called jina, the conqueror. But do you think there's any reason for connecting the two, being
quit of pleasures and being a conqueror?
Devamitra: He conquers the cravings which lead to hankering after pleasures.
S: Right, it's a contrast between slavery and freedom: the person who is conquered by Mara
and Mara's daughters, and the person who has conquered Mara and Mara's daughters, and his
sons too for that matter, the sons being anger and arrogance and pride and conceit and so on.
So the person who is devoted to pleasures is enslaved by Mara. This whole question of
pleasure is very important because our natural tendency, unconsciously, is to go where
pleasure is. This is why it is so dangerous, though in a way in itself quite healthy, to go where
pleasure is. And we're unconsciously motivated by this much of the time.
Ratnapani: I've noticed also in memory some things that were pleasurable, things that one

remembers as being pleasurable, have set up a pattern of pleasure-seeking. And you can even
take a time to realize that that isn't pleasure, perhaps never was, but certainly isn't now. Still
going that way, still heading in that direction in slack moments.[213]
Voice: London has got a kind of an aura of seeking pleasure, but never actually being
satisfied.
S: Especially central London you mean. You experience it in the shops. I remember when I
was in retreat, or during a period that I was in retreat in Cornwall, I had a quite horrific
experience, in a way. I think it was after some months. Vajrakumara and I had to drive into
Plymouth and do some shopping, and we found ourselves in the course of the afternoon in the
middle of a very big department store. I think I've mentioned this in a lecture, you might have
heard it before. We were in the food section. Now there were these vast, long counters with
all sorts of food, it was like a sort of super Woolworths. It was some other firm, not
Woolworths but something like that, but bigger and better. And there was this vast
department with counter after counter of foodstuffs. And at intervals of about four or five
yards all the way along there was an elderly rather decrepit, rusty looking woman just
hovering for all the world like a preta. And there were several dozen of these elderly women
just hovering round these counters, round the cheese, round the chocolates, round the tinned
stuff. And there was the most weird atmosphere in this whole department store, especially in
this particular department, of sort of sluggish craving. It wasn't anything active or vigorous, it
was just sluggish, dull, as I called it in my lecture ["Enlightenment as Experience and as
Non-experience", tr.], I think, reptilian greed. (laughter) And you knew. You saw this
reptilian greed looking out of their glazed eyes. So we felt so uneasy and so uncomfortable we
just got straight out of that place as soon as we could. It was a very weird experience indeed,
coming, you know, after we had been in our cliff-top eyrie for several months, and just
coming into Plymouth, and into that place. So this is very much the atmosphere of the city. I
notice that in all big stores frankly, in all the Sainsbury's you get a touch of this atmosphere,
and in the Tescos and so on, because people's greed is being stimulated. It's not that they need
that food - most of the food is rubbish anyway - but it's a substitute for something, they've a
sort of hankering which they try to fulfil. If you go in on a Friday evening and you queue up
behind the people with these vast trolleys containing all sorts of rubbish, assorted rubbish,
(laughter) the whole sort of feeling and atmosphere is simply terrible. And then as you are on
your way out, the last temptation on the left, [214/215] all the choc-bars and the Maltesers.
And you see people turning their head slowly and there's a sort of dull glazed expression
comes into their eyes and very slowly a hand goes out. (laughter) And they grab a big bar of
chocolate, or a big bag of something or other that goes into the basket, for all the world like a
sort of lizard or snake gulping down a frog. (laughter) This is what it reminds one of, this is
the atmosphere of cities.
Voice: And you can catch it.
S: It's not a healthy appetite. It's this dull, sluggish, almost stagnant, marsh-like greed.
Devamitra: Would you say that, as a measure of self protection, one should even totally avoid
that kind of store?
S: I think one should.

Devamitra: Completely?
S: Well, depending upon one's own strength or weakness. I try to avoid them, I can't always
do it, but I feel more and more like avoiding.
Voice: I became aware of it after you mentioned it.
S: It's much better to buy at the little corner shop, if there is a little corner shop. In Brighton,
for instance, in George Street, where the Centre is, they've got several nice little shops in that
same street. Including grocer's shops, but there's a plan apparently to pull them all down and
put in a supermarket. And of course there's a bit of resistance to it. Whether that resistance
will succeed we don't know, but that is the plan: to have a supermarket there instead of these
homely little shops, which are much better, where you don't get that kind of atmosphere, I
think. Occasionally you get a touch of it, but it's nothing compared with what you get in the
supermarkets and the big stores. If you go to the West End, if you go down Oxford Street and
Regents Street, again there's a very strange atmosphere, it's different but still a bit weird.
There's wealth and greed. So there's much of this sort of thing in the city.[216]
Chintamani: Consequently a lot of waste as well.
S: A lot of waste - a lot of waste of energy.
Devamitra: I must say I think you get a similar kind of atmosphere in health food shops,
though, with the sort of cranky health fads that people go in for.
S: Because it's often well-to-do people who patronize them, well you have to be well to-do-to
patronize them to any extent. It has become rather a racket I think.
Ratnapani: I find them worse, something even more intensely neurotic, more finicky about
the greed.
S: Yes. Anyway that's not a very pleasant subject, so let's leave it. So
He who is pleasure-quit, as conqueror fares,
Hath found and known the end of birth-and-death,
In other words he's off the wheel of life. There is no craving creating karma and causing him
to be reborn again and again.
Cool man, cool as the waters of a lake.
Voice: What is the word for "cool"?
S: Well, "parinibbuto", it's not really cool, it's "supremely extinguished". All passion is spent.
That's what we were talking about yesterday. He has attained nirvana - to change the verb into
a noun. The fires of craving, hatred, and delusion are well extinguished, but that of course
does not mean that nothing is left: that's the nihilistic extreme. There's no conditioned
something, but there is not a complete non-existence of everything.

Prakasha: Very much like a cool cave.
S: Like a cool cave, yes. So he's parinibbuto, extinct, as it were. Udakarahado va sito - cool.
Cool as the waters of a lake. He's extinct in the sense of having extinguished the threefold fire
of craving, hatred, and delusion. He's extinct in respect of these three unskilled roots. He has
become cool, just like the waters of a lake. This word "sito" becomes of "sita-bhava". [It]
occurs quite often in Pali texts and it [217] signifies the sort of waning of the fires of passion,
becoming cool; and especially in a hot country to be cool is clearly a positive sort of thing. So
(467) He who is pleasure-quit, as conqueror fares,
Hath found and known the end of birth-and-death.
Cool man (or extinct man), cool as the waters of a lake,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come!
You notice the change in the last line? From now onward the refrain as it were changes. So
far you've had "in sacrifice his offering bestow"; now you have "oblation-worthy is the
Man-thus-come". In other words the Buddha is really getting into his stride, he's openly
proclaiming his own ideal and using his own distinctive word, which is Tathagata - another
word for the Buddha. By the way, all these terms were applied to disciples too, though in
course of time they come to be restricted more and more to the Buddha himself.
Devamitra: "Tathagata" is Man-thus-come?
S: Well this is how Hare translates it, but what does Tathagata mean? Depending on how you
derive the word and analyse it grammatically, it can mean one who has thus come or one who
has thus gone. Usually it's explained as thus gone, in the sense of one who has gone thus, i.e.
as his predecessors, the previous Buddhas. This is one explanation. Tatha-gata is thus gone;
Tatha-agata is thus come. But if you join the two words together, both make Tathagata. So it
can mean either "thus come" or "thus gone", or both.
The Mahayanists explain it rather differently. They say, "gone through wisdom, come through
compassion". Through his wisdom he realized nirvana, through his compassion he, as it were,
came back from nirvana into the world to help others, though of course wisdom and
compassion are one and inextinguishable, indistinguishable.
Chintamani: Gone through wisdom, come through compassion.
Devamitra: That's only in the Mahayana?
S: Yes. Tathata of course is also a very important word for the Mahayana. It's a synonym, as it
were, a positive synonym, for sunyata, and it suggests the unique, indefinable, indescribable
nature of reality. What can you say about reality? What can you say about the absolute? You
can't say anything. It's just [218] like that. It's as it is. You can only speak about the thusness
of things, you can't speak about the goodness, the badness, or anything like that, just the
thusness. Things are thus, just like that. So you can get this term "thusness" or "suchness"
whatever that is. It won't be defined, can't be described, can't be communicated in words or
thoughts. So the Tathagata is one who has reached - realized - the indefinable, indescribable
state and who at the same time mysteriously comes back from it, as it were, into the world.
That is the Tathagata. This is the more Mahayana view, the more Mahayana interpretation.

The Theravadins usually simply interpret it as "the one who has come thus" (i.e. to a state of
nirvana) even as his predecessors the previous Buddhas came. That's their usual explanation.
But "Tathagata" does appear repeatedly in the Pali text as a designation of the Buddha. So
he's called the Arahant, he's called Bhaghavan, he's called Sattha which means teacher, he's
called Jina which means conqueror, and again Tathagata. All those different titles and terms.
And akijina, which means the man-of-naught. So "oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come".
So it's the Tathagata who deserves the oblation. I mean, in other words the Tathagata, the
Enlightened person, is the most worthy being of all. If any offering is to be made it should be
to him. Any query on that verse?
He who is pleasure-quit as conqueror fares,
Hath found and known the end of birth-and-death
Cool man, cool as the waters of a lake,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come!
The Tathagata. All right, read the next verse then.
Peer with his peers, aloof from crooked men,
Of boundless wisdom is the Man-thus-come,
Unsoiled by anything of here or hence,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: Hmm. The translation is quite good actually. It's quite a difficult verse to translate. "Samo
samehi" is literally "the same with the same", equal with those who are equal with him, or as
Hare renders it, "peer with his peers", which is pretty good. There is a sort of gloss on this,
which Chalmers incorporates in his translation, because Chalmers translates this as "to former
Buddhas peer" - equal to the former Buddhas - but the text doesn't actually say that. Equal to
his equals. "Aloof from crooked men", so what does this suggest [219] about the Tathagata?
Leaving aside any possible reference to previous Buddhas. As a matter of fact, probably, at
the time when the Sutta Nipata, or the suttas that make up the Sutta Nipata, or most of them
at any rate, were compiled or composed, there was not very much said, if anything, about
previous Buddhas. That seems to have come later, to have been a later development. So "peer
with his peers, Aloof from crooked men". Just think about that while I look up crooked men,
which is "visamehi". Hare translates crooked but it's actually uneven, or unequal,
disharmonious, contrary. So what does this suggest? That the Tathagata, the Enlightened
person, the real individual, has a natural tendency to associate with other real individuals, and
dissociate himself from those who are inharmonious, and not equal. You tend to associate
with your equals, don't you? You tend to associate with those who are on the same level as
you. So, it's as though even the Enlightened person has, as it were, this natural, which is, you
could also say, this transcendental, tendency to associate with his equals, to associate with his
peers and to avoid those who are unequal and inharmonious.
Chintamani: Although in the Buddha's case it is almost that he associates with his almost
equals.
S: Yes and no, because the arahant disciples also are said to have experienced the same
Enlightenment as the Buddha himself, even though not exercising the same historical
function as the rediscoverer of the way. So surely the Buddha could have, as it were, equal
communion, an equal communication with them. But of course his constant companion was

Ananda who was not Enlightened in that way, in that sense, according to tradition, until after
the Buddha's parinirvana. So even the Enlightened, it seems, according to this verse, have a
tendency to associate with those who are somewhat like themselves. And to not exactly avoid
those who are unlike themselves, but certainly not to associate with them in the way that they
do or can associate with their equals. One finds this on a very much lower level, I mean one
finds that Order members like to get together; Mitras like to get together. You're on the same
level, as it were, and there may be quite a bit of overlapping, but at the same time you like to
get together with your peers. There is a certain kind, a certain range, a certain type of
communication possible among equals - or those who are roughly equal - which is not
possible among those who are not equal in certain respects, yes? Do you see what I mean?
You can really relate, only on the level. [220] But at the same time, if you are not on the level
with someone you should not pretend that you are. Accept the fact that you are not on the
level, but either you are more experienced than he is or he is more experienced than you, and
relate within that framework. That's better than trying to pretend that you are on the level
when you aren't. And of course you shouldn't pretend that you are not on the level when you
are. So one relates best, as it were, on the level, if that is objectively possible, if in fact you
are on the level. And those with whom or to whom you naturally relate are those who are, at
least in certain respects, on the level with you.
Dave: This challenges the idea that all people are equal.
S: Well some people are equal to one another, if you want to use that word equal, but not all
people are equal. You know how uninteresting life would be if they were. Suppose you
couldn't find anyone better than you were, or more experienced than you, anyone to whom
you could look up. That would be a dreadful state of affairs. So people are not all equal in the
sense of being quantitatively equivalent, or interchangeable. If things are equal they should be
interchangeable, but no two human beings are interchangeable. You could say no two human
beings are equal. They're roughly equal for certain practical purposes, that's all you can say.
You do certainly come in to contact with people who are roughly your equals, your peers.
They are the people that you communicate most easily and freely and positively with. You
can have a very good communication with someone who is less experienced than you are, or
more experienced than you are, but you also need the communication with your equals. It gets
a bit tiring if you are always communicating to those who are on a lower level or also always
communicating or trying to communicate with those on a higher level. You need to be able to
communicate quite a bit with those who are more or less on your own level too. If you have
all three, well then you're just made, yes? Life is just wonderful.
Chintamani: Would you be a bit more specific there Bhante? You say that certain qualities...
You can get rid of individual people, as we're made up of certain qualities, which are more or
less developed. And certain qualities relate with equal qualities, and in some respects one
may be inferior, superior, the same or not.[221]
S: One could say that to those who are on a lower level, or with regard to those who are on a
lower level, you can practise generosity. With regard to those on the same level you practise
sharing and with regard to those on a higher level you practise offering. So there's giving,
sharing, and offering, you could say. And if you have opportunities for all three then you are
very lucky. So compassion, metta, and faith. Compassion, friendliness, and devotion. Yes?
The three great emotional relationships. Compassion for those, as it were, below, friendliness
towards your peers, and devotion towards those who are more developed than you are

yourself. That's a healthy emotional life or balanced emotional life. So, "Peer with his peers,
aloof from crooked men, of boundless wisdom is the Man-thus-come." Another characteristic
of the Enlightened person, the true individual, is "anantapanno", of infinite understanding, of
infinite wisdom. Why do you think wisdom is said to be infinite? Can it in fact be infinite?
Ratnapani: I think it has to be.
S: But what does that mean? What does it imply to say that wisdom is infinite?
Devamitra: Has no bounds.
S: There's no bounds, yes, but what does that mean? You're just putting the same thing into
other words.
Devamitra: Unconditioned.
S: Unconditioned, yes. It's as though wisdom is not a concrete something, it's more like a
possibility, a potentiality. If you have infinite wisdom, it means that your wisdom is capable
of being applied to an infinity of circumstances. Not that wisdom itself is a quality which is
infinite, but that that wisdom is equal to all conceivable circumstances, all conceivable
possibilities. This is what it means, more.
Voice: Could you say that...
S: For instance, ordinary knowledge. Yes, you know a certain [222] amount, you know so
many facts, so you can say that your knowledge is finite. You can theoretically postulate an
infinite knowledge, a knowledge which involves an infinity of facts. But wisdom is not
infinite in that sort of way.
Dick: I was thinking of the wise man as being the open man, receptive.
S: Well the wise man is the man who is capable of dealing with any circumstances that maybe
arise. Or that may happen to arise. Do you see the distinction? You mustn't think wisdom, it
is a power or a capacity. I mean, not a body of knowledge, even a body of wisdom.
Ratnapani: It's something that penetrates into truth, that penetrates reality. If it wasn't infinite
it would suggest that reality stopped at a certain level and that was all of it.
S: Right, yes.
Ratnapani: Which is a bit silly really. (unclear...) a confusion of realities.
S: Wisdom is, as it were, a faculty which is capable of infinite extension, or an infinity of
applications. For instance, to put it in more concrete Buddhist terms, a part of wisdom is to
know that everything is impermanent. And really you know it and realize it, yes? But you
don't, as it were, carry a body of knowledge around in you head, well, this is impermanent,
that is impermanent. Wisdom is the sum total of all those knowledges, plus the sum totals of
all sorts of other knowledges. No, you've got a certain quality of penetration, a certain
attitude. As soon as a conditioned thing comes up in front of you, you look at it and say, "Oh

yes, that's impermanent," yes? You can do that to any number of conditioned things that come
up in front of you, to an infinity of them. In that sense your wisdom is infinite. So
Of boundless wisdom is the Man-just-come,
Unsoiled by anything of here or hence,
He is unsoiled, pure, untainted. What is this word for... anupalitto, yes, stainless, unsmeared,
unsmirched. What do you [223] think of purity as a spiritual ideal nowadays? That you
should be pure, stainless, immaculate, without stain, "vimala"? (laughter) What do you think
of purity as a spiritual ideal now? Does one speak or think in terms of purity? I must become
pure, I must purify myself, I must be pure. Does one think in those terms, or is that one of the
old fashioned virtues?
Voice: I think I do. I'm sure I do.
S: You do. Yes, but what does it convey to you or what does it connote?
Voice: Well, sort of like a cleansing thing.
S: It also suggests a lack of admixture, as when you speak of, say, pure colour or pure white
sugar, there's no admixture of any foreign matter or foreign body. So this also suggests a sort
of complete integration, a complete harmony. Nothing that is foreign, nothing that is
inharmonious. Whereas I think why nowadays the word purity is not a very popular one is
that it has moralistic associations, when you think of the "league of purity", and you think of
Mary Whitehouse and all the rest of it, which gives a rather sinister twist to it for many
people. You think of purity in moral rather than psychological terms, whereas purity is a
psychological and spiritual thing, not just a moral thing. Or not even a moral thing, one might
say. I think it's because of these rather unfortunate moralistic associations that people don't
think very readily or easily, or many people don't think in terms of purity, or of purity as a
spiritual ideal.
Ratnapani: Purification has always come across - talking about the upasaka's life - as being a
process of purification. That does come across. So I can think of meditation as something that
purifies, but actual purity sounds really a bit yucky, a bit sugary, a bit nauseating.
S: But why? Nauseating is rather a strong word, why does the idea of purity nauseate you?
Ratnapani: It's a false Christian purity, an hypocritical purity, castrated purity.[224]
Dave: It has a sense of being washed out.
S: (laughing) Washed out rather than just washed.
Dick: It implies weakness.
S: In the Victorian period, to say of anyone "well he's a very pure-minded young man" was
highly complimentary, but if you were called a pure-minded young man by somebody, well
how would you feel about that?

Voice: Yeuggh!
S: (laughs)
Chintamani: If you just took the words, it would make you feel good.
S: Yes, but there's a connotation that you personally would pick up on. If Mrs Whitehouse
came on and said, "Oh, Chintamani, you're such a pure-minded young man!"
Devamitra: But it depends who said it, though. If SHE said it of course one would shrink. I
remember someone actually saying to me that they thought I was rather pure, I took it as
rather a compliment, and I appreciated it.
S: Well unmixed, integrated, whole. Direct. Perhaps we should use the word more in a
positive sense, or in its positive sense.
Vimalamitra: I'm sure if you did, with the right kind of feeling behind it, then the word would
change.
S: "Unsoiled by anything of here or hence": "here or hence" is an idiom meaning this world or
the next world. You're not touched, not tainted, by anything belonging to this world or the
next. In other words you're not even thinking in terms of heaven, or any sort of higher
conditioned attainment. You're not touched, not soiled, even by that.
I want to go back and say a little bit more about this [225] "boundless wisdom". I feel we've
not really exhausted that. Not only "boundless wisdom" but the, as it were, boundlessness of
the wise man. I think this also ties up with, or ties in with, confidence or lack of confidence.
Do you know what I mean? Or can you see what I'm getting at?
Devamitra: Lack of confidence is a limiting factor; confidence is an expansive experience.
S: Well let me sort of give a comparison. Someone may feel quite confident because he's
provided for all possible contingencies, yes? But is he really confident? No, his confidence
depends on the fact that he has made provision for all those contingencies, yes? So his is a
limited and conditioned confidence.
But if you are confident without feeling any need to make any provision for any
contingencies, then you may be said to be infinitely confident, yes? So it's just the same, as it
were, with infinite wisdom. You don't need to know anything. Your infinite wisdom consists
in the fact that you don't need to know anything, because you can know in the true sense
whenever you need to know. You don't need to lay up or store up your knowledge or your
wisdom, but you have the confidence that it is there all the time, it is not something separable
from you. It's something which you have, which you are, and which can come into operation
whenever circumstances require it to. It's not even anything you have to think about; like
when you are answering questions: you know - if you know your Buddhism really well - you
don't have to bother what sort of question people are going to ask you and what sort of answer
you are going to give, you just sit down and wait for the questions to come. You don't even
think what question might come, but you answer them as and when they come, you have that
sort of confidence. So it's the same thing with wisdom. This infinite wisdom is the wisdom

which has, as it were, confidence that whatever comes up, whatever objects come into view,
it will be able to know their true nature. That is wisdom. So wisdom is infinite in this sort of
way, that an infinity of objects can come up in front of it; it knows that it will know them, it
knows that it will see what they are really like, their true nature. But even this is not really the
right way of putting it, because wisdom doesn't even need to know that - even that it doesn't
need to know, that it can know.[226] Just like the real hero never thinks about danger. One
who is a hero, but not a real hero, thinks, "well however dangerous the situation I can cope,"
but the real hero doesn't even think of danger, the idea of danger doesn't occur to him. So it is
a bit like that. So the Enlightened person is, as it were, equal to any situation. And this also
ties up with him being the man-of-naught, not tied to any particular position or situation, so
therefore he can function in any direction as required. Zero can become infinity. One can't
become infinity, much less still two or three, but zero can.
Anyway I think we had better leave it there, unless there are any further little points on what
we've done this morning that anyone wants to raise. What sort of general feeling do you get
from the Buddha's description of the man who is worthy of oblation, who becomes the ideal
man, the Tathagata, the Enlightened man, the Buddha? What's you general impression so far?
Dave: He knows a lot.
S: He knows a lot. Who?
Dave: The Buddha.
S: The Buddha - well - not only knows a lot, he has infinite wisdom.
Dick: It's a pretty desirable state to get to.
S: Any sort of feelings about the approach to the state, or the way of looking at it, or
describing it?
Devamitra: It does sound a tremendous vastness.
Ratnapani: He's come to it from a negative way round.
S: Yes, there is that, very much so. I mean, Indian language almost obliges one to speak in
that sort of way.
Ratnapani: It does have very unfortunate connotations, effects rather, on understanding in the
West, doesn't it?[227]
S: See, when one experiences the positive, and everybody sees that you're experiencing it, and
they're experiencing it too, it doesn't matter that your language technically-speaking is
negative, no one misunderstands. But transplant, or translate, that negative language into a
Western tongue, all those negative ideas even, and there may be very serious
misunderstanding. As with this word nirvana: scholars debated for decades, even centuries,
whether it meant total annihilation or not. And some of them still believe that the Buddhist
state of nirvana is a state of total annihilation, and that is what Buddhism teaches.

Voice: I found that a bit of a stumbling block myself really, the cessation of everything that I
really most valued.
S: Well it's like referring to the rain stopping, and not going on to mention that the sun comes
out when the rain stops. You just talk in terms of the rain stopping. But you forget - or you
don't think it necessary - to mention the sun shining afterwards because it seems so obvious to
you, anybody would know that. You know that when the rain stops the sun shines, but
apparently some people, if you tell them that the rain stops, they think it becomes dark, there's
just blackness.
Voice: Was Hare a Buddhist? Hare? I don't know if he's still alive. The translator.
S: I don't know, I doubt it very much. I doubt it.
Dave: When was this translated?
S: Not all that long ago - 1944 the preface - so that means about thirty years ago, or a little
less than thirty years. So it's not bad. Many of the translations of Pali texts that are in
circulation were made eighty or ninety years ago, when not very much was understood about
Buddhism at all.
Voice: The people who did it must have had some pretty strong feel for it. It seems an
incredible amount of work.
S: Right. Indeed. All right let's leave it there.[228]
S: All right let's go on. We're in the middle, don't forget, of the Buddha's description of the
Enlightened man, the Tathagata. And we've come to verse 15.
(469) In whom abideth neither guile nor pride,
He who is free of greed and 'mine' and hope,
Void of all wrath, exceeding cool-of-self,
A brahman he, with stain of sorrow razed,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come!"
S: Yes. There are quite few points to discuss there. "In whom abideth neither guile nor pride".
That's a very good almost literal translation, but it doesn't bring out the full force of the
meaning. The word for guile is maya. M-A-Y-A. Both of the As are long. Now maya is a
term which crops up repeatedly in Indian philosophy, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist. It's
sometimes used in an unspecialized, non-technical sense, and sometimes in a
highly-specialized very technical sense. Here it seems to be used in a more popular sense.
Sometimes you find in the Pali texts, especially in texts like the Sutta Nipata, certain terms
are used in a general, popular sort of sense. They haven't yet crystallized into technical terms.
Do you know what I mean? So this word maya means something like delusion. It's a cheat,
it's a show, and especially a sort of magical show, a magical illusion, or a mirage. So it
suggests something false, something that isn't what it seems to be. You're all familiar with the
phenomenon of a mirage, you know what a mirage is? A fata morgana, something you see in
the distance but it isn't actually there. So if you say of someone that in whom, in him there is
no maya, no deceit, no cheating, no illusory sort of shows, what are you sort of suggesting?

Voice: He's straight.
S: He's straight, he is what he seems to be, he's real. Maya also means unreal, in the sense that
the mirage which you see in the desert is unreal. The oasis, the palm trees that you see, or the
city that you see in the desert, aren't really there, they're unreal. They are only a mirage. So it's
not just guile in the sense of craftiness but it's general deceitfulness of character and
behaviour, which produces on other people a totally false impression, and makes you seem
other than you are. The [229] Tathagata is completely free from all that. It also suggests
perhaps freedom from acting. The Tathagata doesn't put on an act. He doesn't make himself
out to be what he isn't. It also suggests being oneself, not presenting any image which is not
really oneself to other people, having no persona, having no mask. It implies all these sorts of
things. The Tathagata is free from all these things. So you notice how careful one has to be
with translations, because if you just take the word guile literally, it just doesn't give you that
meaning at all. It's quite a good word and, yes, surely the Tathagata is free from guile, guile is
one form of maya, one form of deceit. But the word maya itself conveys far more than just
guile. So "In whom abideth neither guile nor pride". The word for pride is "mano" which is
more often translated as conceit, and you may remember that it is the tenth of the ten fetters,
the ten samyojanas, the last one to be broken. So mano or conceit is something very basic,
very fundamental. It's your basic ego-identity. So the Tathagata has got no ego-identity, and
he puts on no shows, no false pretences. Do you think there is any reason for these two being
linked? No maya and no mano? There is of course the alliteration.
Chintamani: Well if you've got a very strong sense of ego and self, you've really got to put on
a show to maintain it.
S: Or to disguise it.
Chintamani: What, to pretend, you put on an act to pretend you are really like that, you're
really very nice, and so on?
Devamitra: Presumably one can only take pride, in this sort of negative sense, in something,
which was unreal anyway, sort of a persona.
Ratnapani: With conceit I've understood it to be a more general term, we tend to take it as just
thinking that you are better than you are.
S: Yes, conceit is not thinking that you are better than you are, conceit is thinking that you
are. This is why I said a sense of basic ego-identity. We are making do with this English word
conceit; it isn't very adequate. The word mano in Pali and Sanskrit conveys [230] a different
sort of impression.
Ratnapani: Well, thinking that you are other than you are, which is sort of not...
S: Mano is the sort of attachment to and identification with your own conditioned self and the
unwillingness to overcome that, or to change that or dissolve that. Yes, attachment to yourself
as you are; one can also paraphrase it in that way. "I'm all right as I am." Maya is also
something like "trickery". For instance there is the travelling magician, the mayavadin, who
goes around from village to village, and he's supposed to gather a crowd of villagers together
and perform various feats of magic, maya, which are sometimes just sleight of hand, just

trickery and jugglery. So it's got that suggestion too. For instance he has a pot, plants a seed in
it, and puts a cloth over it, and says, "Keep on looking, I'm not putting anything in there," and
whips off the cloth and there's a fully grown plant. Tricks like that, these are called maya.
(end of side one)
So it's not only a magical delusion but sort of trickery, jugglery. The word conveys all these
sort of things. So one can do this as it were with one's own character and with one's own self.
One can indulge in trickery and jugglery, making oneself appear other than what one really is.
So the Tathagata is free from all this. So in whom abideth neither maya nor mano, he who is
free of greed and mine and hope - vitalobho. Free from greed. Lobha is this very basic word
that you get in Buddhism as one of the three unskilful roots. Lobha, dosa, and moha. You're
quite familiar with these terms, yes? Greed, hatred, and delusion or bewilderment or
confusion, symbolized of course by the three animals at the centre of the wheel of life. Lobha
is symbolized by the cock. So, free from greed. And "mine", we dealt with that before:
"amamo". But here's a word we haven't dealt with: "niraso" - free from hope. The Enlightened
person is said to be free from hope, and also incidentally free from fear. So what does it mean
to he free from hope? Is that a very positive state? We don't usually look at it like that do we?
Why does the Tathagata not hope, why is he free from hope?
Vimalamitra: He knows, he doesn't need to hope for...
S: Yes, but isn't it more than the fact that he knows?[231]
Chintamani: He's quite happy where he is.
S: He's quite happy where he is. I mean, when do we hope? What is hope?
Dave: It's looking forward to something in the future.
S: It's looking forward to something pleasurable in the future and wanting it to come. But if
you're completely content with the present why should you look forward to the future? If you
are going to enjoy the same happiness under all circumstances regardless of what may come,
well what reason have you to look forward to anything? Your state then will be precisely the
same as your state now, i.e. you'll be Enlightened. That's the basic fact that will remain
unchanged. So you've no need to look forward to anything. Whatever happens, you will
remain Enlightened, so what have you to fear? No hope, no fear.
Dave: How true is that to a normal person?
S: I think a normal person can't help hoping and fearing. You can't help hoping and fearing.
You can't help looking forward to something good that is coming or fearing something bad
that may be coming. But I think if hoping becomes too important to you and if you are
thinking far more about the pleasant things in the future than what you have actually got in
the present, it means you are sort of alienated from the present and beginning to live in the
future, and that is not very healthy. If, for instance, the thought crosses your mind, say this
week, or just today, "Oh well, next week I'll be in the country, how nice," and then you get on
with your work, well fair enough, but if you have to be thinking about the future all the time
because the present is so unbearable, or because you want to escape from the present, then

that isn't very helpful.
Ratnapani: More of that "hole filling".
S: More of the hole filling, yes. So there can be a sort of neurotic hope. I don't think we've got
a word for that. Pleasurable anticipation is quite healthy. If you set your heart on something
happening, on some pleasant experience coming your way next week, you'll be quite anxious
in case it doesn't come. And maybe by the [232] time it does arrive, and you are in the process
of enjoying it, you'll have been so ridden or riddled by anxiety you won't even be able to
enjoy it properly. So the Tathagata is free of hope, and also free of fear. "Void of all wrath."
The word for wrath here is kodho, or krudha in Sanskrit, which is a very strong word meaning
violent anger and hatred. "Exceeding cool-of-self". We've had this before and we've seen it
isn't really "cool-of-self", it's really abhinibbutatto, "with oneself having become completely
nirvanized". In other words everything unskilful in oneself has been burnt up, one can say,
fizzled out, has become extinct. But it doesn't mean that nothing is left, that you've
experienced annihilation. Even though it may be very difficult to say what is left and what
sort of state you are now in, or in what sense there is a "you" surviving at all. "A brahman he,
with stain of sorrow razed", "sokamalam ahasi". There is no more stain of sorrow. You notice
that sorrow is described as a stain, or grief it is, rather than sorrow. "Soka" is regarded as a
stain. What does that suggest? Well, there is nothing particularly meritorious, nothing
particularly virtuous, in being sorrowful or full of grief. In the New Testament, Christ is
described as a "man of sorrows and acquainted with grief," as though that is something
worthy. [This is a prophecy of Isiah, in the Old Testament: Isiah 53:3, tr.] And Christians who
want to identify themselves with Christ sometimes feel that they have to be sorrowful and full
of grief to be like Christ, though according to the Buddha's teaching grief is a stain to be got
rid of. You shouldn't have any grief, you shouldn't be sorrowful. But where does compassion
come in then? What do you think about that? And does the Bodhisattva feel grief? Does the
Bodhisattva feel sorrow?
Dave: Not permanently.
S: Or at all? Well if he feels it at all, surely he feels it permanently, because people are always
suffering, there won't be any end of people who suffer.
Devamitra: Is it sort of sympathy for their suffering?
S: It's sympathy. Grief and sorrow seem to be ego-based, whether they are on your own
account or on the account of other people. But you can have a sort of selfless sympathy for
those who suffer [233] without, in a strange way, your own inner tranquillity and even
peacefulness and joy being impaired. It's the sympathy of the healthy person for the unhealthy
person, the sick person. But the healthy person remains healthy.
Voice: What about when somebody, say near and dear, dies? The sorrow that one feels then.
Is that just trying to fill the void, the emptiness that is created by that person's death?
S: No, I don't mean if someone near and dear dies. I think the normal person does experience
great grief or great sorrow. If you are normal and healthy you get over that, you don't cling on
to it. I cited the example on the last study retreat of a woman I met some time ago, a year or
two ago, who told me the sad story of her life. She was by that time aged about 55 and she

said her husband had left her and that she just could not get over that, that every day she
thought of him and she wanted him to come back, and of course he'd left her for another
woman and that woman wasn't doing him any good. And he was miserable with that other
woman and she was encouraging his worst side, whereas she, the wife, had encouraged his
better side, et cetera. So she was really grieving over this, and she said she just couldn't get on
without him, and she just lived for the day he would come back. So I said, well how long is it
since he left you, and she said, well, twelve years. She just hadn't got over it, and was still,
almost, counting the days to when he would come back. So I mean, you can say, if your
husband - or your wife for that matter - leaves you, yes you have experienced grief and
sorrow, but if you're a healthy person, you'll still get over it, you certainly won't be suffering,
brooding over it, after twelve years. It's not that one should be, or try to be, cold and
indifferent and not feel anything. That's the other extreme. If you feel, you feel, and you have
to acknowledge that. But if you are healthy you will get over it, in the course of time.
Voice: I remember something about this, in this connection, I think Marpa - his son dies and
he weeps. I think Milarepa or somebody says, well why do you cry? You'd think everything
like that as being delusion.[234]
S: Well it may be, you see. I think a completely Enlightened person wouldn't be upset on such
an occasion. Don't forget what happened at the time of the parinirvana of the Buddha, when
the Buddha passed away. The arahant disciples, those who were Enlightened, were not
moved, they did not feel grief. But those disciples who were not Enlightened, but were very
devoted to the Buddha, they experienced very great grief and sorrow at the thought that they
were losing the Buddha. So that this gives one a sort of clue, that if one is really Enlightened
one doesn't feel even any momentary grief or sorrow. But an unenlightened person, even
someone who is very spiritually developed, may well feel, at least for a short time. And
certainly the normal healthy person will feel grief and sorrow, for a longer or shorter time.
But the normal "healthy" person always gets over it in the end or even relatively quickly, after
a few months. The worst of it will be over. Even it might be your father or mother, son or
daughter, husband or wife that you lost, brother or sister. You do get over it. So "with stain of
sorrow razed". It is really the attachment that produces the grief and the sorrow. So you are
completely free from grief and sorrow only when all attachment is removed.
Ratnapani: I read something recently, in that magazine that Michael Waller started, about a
Vietnamese chap who, by way of illustration of his goodliness, someone said that they went
to see him, and he told them that he hadn't slept last night because he'd read of the death of
some Vietnamese refugees. And they wondered whether reading a report in a newspaper and
then not sleeping all night might be an example of his tenderness, but perhaps not of his
Enlightenment or his ...
S: What can you do? If you can do something, if you can stay up all night helping people, fair
enough. But what good does it do you, or them, to lose a night's sleep over it? It is, as it were,
a waste of emotional energy. I think one has to be very careful about that: this sort of
sentimental wastage of emotional energy. You could open your newspaper every day and
spend the whole day grieving and sorrowing over the reports of all the people who have been
killed, murdered, et cetera. But what good would it do anybody? You'd just add to the sum
total of [235] negative emotion in the world. If you can't do anything to help, it is better to
stay clear and not think about it and not feel about it. Save your emotional energy for those
situations where you can be of help, otherwise you can drive yourself crazy just thinking of

other people who are in the world who are suffering at this very moment. You can't afford to
think about it. It's almost a sort of emotional self-indulgence to think about it. Help when you
can, whenever you can, and use your emotional energy for that. So therefore, in this verse, the
Buddha says,
In whom abideth neither guile (maya) nor pride,
He who is free of greed and 'mine' and hope,
Void of all wrath, exceeding cool-of-self,
A brahman he, with stain of sorrow razed.
You notice in quite a few instances, the Buddha's description of the Enlightened man, the
Tathagata, goes very much against our sort of Western religious way of thinking? Have you
noticed that? It's not quite as one would have expected, as it were, of or from a spiritual ideal.
Ratnapani: People who've just read these words or heard these words about our ideal often are
quite resentful about it all. "That's not spiritual, that's not good."
S: Well it's not religious. I think one must acknowledge this and say, yes, it is not a religious
ideal, we're not trying to be religious. We want to have nothing to do with being religious.
This reminds me of something I was going to read to you: a letter which I got today, which is
very relevant from this point of view, I'll go and get it and read it.
This letter is from Maitreya, who is one of the Finnish Order members. Have any of you here
met him? You have? Anyway this is his latest letter, received this morning.
"Dear Bhante, Last weekend I went to see some people who belonged to the Marxist-Leninist
movement in Finland. I was quite surprised of the feeling they got. I think it might be most
positive feeling in a group that I have yet seen in Finland. It reminds me of my early days
when I was involved in underground movement. Maybe it's the danger in the situation which
makes people close to each other, because this is the only movement that is openly against the
Soviet Union, which in a country like this is very dangerous, but honest if not wise.[236]
"I noticed that there are certain features in their thinking that are not so far from Buddhism.
First their way of living is very much, as much as I have seen, Hinayana. They emphasize
very much morality and also their activity is based on dana. For instance, when I was there
somebody stood up and said that they're going to start an electronic department, and said that
they needed a telephone. Before he had finished two telephones were offered. It might not
always be like that, but I got a feeling that it might be much like that. Second, their aspiration
is a bit like Mahayana, something like Bodhisattva kind of thinking. Third, they draw their
inspiration from China, and also very much from Albania, which means that they are
interested in acupuncture, t'ai chi, and traditions like that have got Chinese background. They
have even tried yoga but the guy who led the yoga does not have much experience in that.
(Maitreya by the way is a yoga teacher.) I talked quite a lot with him and he seemed to be an
open kind of person and not so much an ego-trip, maybe not at all. Even suggested that I may
give some lessons in yoga, which would be good and make it possible to have contact without
being so much politically involved. Another interesting feature was their ideology of the
function of art is in the process of taking form. I think this is very interesting... (I won't read
that bit - I'm coming now to the bit I'm more concerned with.) I'm going to concentrate my
activity away from the Centre (that is, the FWBO centre). I want to make closer contact with

all kinds of people, to know where people's minds are at. I've been going to the centre now
about two years and noticed that I want to look at the world from a different point of view for
a while. There are a lot of people interested in meditation, about the idea of higher
development, but once you mention Buddhism, off they go. This may be because Buddhism
doesn't have any history in Finland and it is associated with religion. And people have the
idea that it is something for neurotic people, like religions generally, or that it is some kind of
middle-class entertainment. I have noticed that when I have talked of meditation in yoga
classes people are interested. Some have come afterwards to ask where these meditation
courses are held. Once they hear "Buddhist" you don't see them any more, they don't even
come to yoga classes any more. This has happened so many times that I have become very
careful to use the term before I turn off anybody. On the [237] other hand there are all the
time more people who are actually creating living history of Buddhism in Finland. It's like
double situation. Love Maitreya."
Vimalamitra: It is a bit like that on a flag day, when you're going around with your tin, as
soon as they see Buddhism, as soon as you mention Buddhism...
S: It's because they associate Buddhism with religion, or classify Buddhism as a religion. So I
think one has to get away as much as one possibly can from this religious association and this
religious image. If one is going to, well first of all if one is going to present oneself as one
really is because one is not religious, in the sense that they understand the word religion.
Ratnapani: What is a religion?
S: I don't think it's a question so much of what it really is, but of what it has come to mean in
people's minds. You could of course try to say well, we are the real religion, ours is the real
religious approach, but I don't think ... you see, because this is what the Buddha also tried
with Brahminism, that he put forward the idea of the real brahman, but it didn't really work,
historically speaking. The brahmans staged a comeback eventually, because the word
"brahman" was there. So I think, probably, it is much better to say that we've nothing to do
with religion, we are not a religion. And if necessary eventually try and drop the word
Buddhism - though it might be quite difficult - and speak of the sasana or something of that
sort. But dissociate ourselves as it were from all religious associations.
Ratnapani: What anyway is a religion, technically speaking?
S: That's difficult to say in a few words. The Bible, the dictionary, would say a sort of system
of faith, and occult and so on.
Ratnapani: And some definitions presume theism too, don't they?[238]
S: Yes, but even if you say Buddhism is a non-theistic religion, which certainly helps, still
you use the word religion. But what do you think most people sort of feel, or a lot of people at
least feel, when you use the word religion, or they learn that you belong to a religious
movement?
Dave: They're going to have something rammed down their throats.
Voice: Or they think it's some escapist activity, or that sort of thing.

S: Because, in a way they're wrong in looking at escapism even like that, because what's
wrong in escaping if there is something to escape from? One could say that. But I think they
get an impression of something effete.
Voice: What does that mean?
S: Sort of degenerate, something lacking in life, lacking in energy, cloistered, cut off, dusty,
out of date, old fashioned, old maidenish. I'm sure a lot of people get this sort of feel off the
word religion or religious. And one can clearly see from what the Buddha is saying that the
Buddha's ideal, or the Buddhist ideal, was not a religious ideal as the word religious is
understood nowadays in this country. So if people think that Buddhism is a religion, and you
are following it as a religion, well they're not really seeing you as you are whether you in the
sense of the Movement as a whole, or as an individual belonging to that movement.
Devamitra: I've not come across, I mean not used, the word religion or religious much in
ordinary vocabulary, but quite often used the terms Buddhist and Buddhism, and that seems
to arouse a lot of resistance especially among intellectuals because ...
S: Admittedly it may be due to quite a bit of conditioning on their part, and a lack of
open-mindedness on their part. One has to say that. They ought to be prepared to listen until
they understand better what it is all about. But when it is described as Buddhism, then it
becomes classifiable as a religion. You see [239] you can get a book on comparative religion,
there's a chapter on Hinduism and a chapter on Buddhism, a chapter on Judaism, a chapter on
Christianity, et cetera. So it's lumped with all of those, automatically.
Devamitra: But you have mentioned the possibility of dropping "Buddhism" and "Buddhist".
S: I have, but it's going to be quite difficult to do, yes?
Devamitra: How would one even begin to do it?
S: I haven't really thought yet.
Vimalamitra: You could just, kind of, drop all titles. Maybe you could just talk.
S: But what about your actual source of inspiration? You find your inspiration in what are
called the "Buddhist texts", you don't find it in the Bible, you don't even find it in Plato. So
how are you going to describe or acknowledge that?
Vimalamitra: Well maybe you could just say basically "Truth", and "Reality" and use terms
like that. And from that you could draw back and say, well, in Buddhist literature they...
Ratnapani: But that's pretending to be other than we are.
Vimalamitra: Well, no it isn't because that is what we are. Truth and Reality, Buddhism is
just...
S: It's more a question of making clear that one as it were makes use of the material found in
the Buddhist texts, rather than accept that material in the way that say Christians accept the

Bible. For instance, someone might get inspiration from reading Plato, but he doesn't become
a Platonist or a follower of Platonism.
Prakasha: There are a number of groups who do mix everything together.
S: That is a great danger, because you mix together in an [240] intellectual sort of way and
end up by not practising or following anything. So there certainly needs to be a definite path
and definite tradition and definite way that you are following. The point to be clarified is that
one doesn't want to present this as a religion in the sense that the term religion is currently
understood, at least in this country. That the activity that I'm engaged in, and wholeheartedly
engaged in, without any sort of mixing or any sort of compromise, is not the kind of activity
which could be described as religious. This is what one wants to put across. I'm not leading a
religious life, I'm trying to gain Enlightenment. Maybe one should be a bit provocative in that
sort of way. "I don't believe in religion, I'm Buddhist!" Or "I'm against all religions, I'm a
Buddhist," or "the Buddha was against religion, that's what it means to be a Buddhist."
Ratnapani: That sounds like quite a good poster.
S: If the point is made that, well after all Buddhism is included among the great religions of
the world, well that's just people's mistake. Buddhism just doesn't belong there. When it
degenerates it becomes a religion. But Buddhism, in the sense of the Buddha's teaching, the
Dharma, has got very little to do with religion, if anything.
Ratnapani: One can lament that Buddhism in places has become a religion.
S: Yes, right. And quite justly so. Trevor Ling goes into this quite a bit in his book "The
Buddha", and this is one of the reasons why we are going to study it. He's very strongly of the
conviction that Buddhism is not to be regarded as a religion, not to be treated as a religion or
classified as a religion. And he tries to show that the Buddha's intentions were quite different.
Devamitra: Maybe one could adopt some phraseology like "Buddhism is revolutionary",
because that's one. I mean it is in fact revolutionary.
S: Right, yes.[241]
Devamitra: And that's one of the more acceptable themes of the day, as it were.
S: Well I've said somewhere or other that awareness is revolutionary. One has to be a bit
careful about using contemporary catch-phrases or catch-words, and follow it up by
explaining what you mean by revolutionary. Otherwise they'll think that you're revolutionary
in their sense, and they'll be liking you for the wrong reasons, instead of disliking you for the
wrong reasons. But this is certainly the general impression that we get from the Buddha's
description of the Tathagata, that it does not represent a religious ideal in the contemporary
sense or the current sense of the term religious. Right let's go on, next verse.
(470) He who hath razed all harbours of the mind,
In whom abides no claim to things whate'er,
He, unattached to things of here or hence,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.

S: Nivesanam yo manaso ahasi: "He who hath razed all harbours of the mind." It's not quite
that, but that is quite a good translation. The word "razed" - both in this version and the
previous one - isn't the original at all, the original is simply "in whom is not": in whom is no
harbour, no abode, no dwelling place for the mind. The word for dwelling place is nivesa. I
rather suspect that's a misprint, it should be nivasa, [PTS also has nivesanam, tr.] but we'll
leave that for a moment. This harbour of the mind, the dwelling place of the mind, what do
you think it means to have a harbour or dwelling place for the mind?
Vimalamitra: Somewhere where it can kind of come into or stop, or...
S: Where it settles down.
Devamitra: Where it holds to an identity.
Voice: A private place.
S: This is emphasized particularly in the Perfection of Wisdom literature, that the
Bodhisattva's mind does not abide anywhere. [242] That it doesn't stick anywhere. So what is
this non-abiding or this non-sticking of the mind?
Aloka: You're not identifying yourself with anything in particular.
S: Yes. It is in fact not only stopping, but it's entering and settling down, entering and
stopping. So this suggests a certain kind of situation in which you stop, in which you settle
down. So what sort of situation would that be?
Devamitra: Coming back home again.
S: Coming back home again. It's also a security. To settle down means to make yourself
secure, or to want to be secure. So you can settle down in a material situation, in a place. You
can settle down in a relationship, you can settle down in your knowledge, you can settle down
in your particular world, in your particular sphere, because you feel safer, you feel secure. So
it's this sort of stopping, this sort of settling down, that the Tathagata is free from. So this sort
of settling down suggests that - if you want to use the word "identification" - the identification
with a limited, closed situation, which will enable you to feel safe and secure. But once you
do that of course the possibility of progress is precluded.
Chintamani: Is that what is wrong with resting on one's laurels?
S: Well, if they are laurels. Sometimes they are not even anything as heroic as laurels.
Sometimes you rest on your failures, yes?
Ratnapani: I seem to remember you once saying that to be making progress you should feel
that you are hanging upside down in a vacuum, or something along those lines.
S: Well, sometimes. But as I mentioned, this whole point is insisted upon very much in the
Perfection of Wisdom literature with regard to the Bodhisattva. The Bodhisattva does not
settle down anywhere, he regards nowhere as home, literally or metaphorically.[243]

Prakasha: That's one of the things that's most evident in our society, isn't it, that everyone
settles down?
S: "It's time you settled down." Hare uses the word "harbour" which is not bad. It's as though
harbours are all right if you go sailing out from them. So even these home-like situations are
all right if you go forth. But supposing you just think, "Oh well I don't want to go out to sea
any more, it's all rough and dangerous out there, let's stay in harbour, let's just settle down in
harbour." So you moor your boat, which is meant for going out to sea in, and it just becomes
your home. You just tie it up at the quayside and you become a landlubber, spiritually
speaking, even though you live in a boat. You could if you wanted extend the metaphor, you
could say, "Worldly people live in houses, non-religious people live in houses on the shore,
but religious people live in boats and ships which are moored to the quayside and which
never go out to sea. But there's just this pretence of being on board ship, or being in a boat.
The spiritual people are those who actually sail in their ships, out to sea, and maybe never
come back to harbour. So "he who has razed all harbours of the mind, In whom abides no
claim to things whatev'er": "pariggaha yassa na santi keci". Which is a bit like not regarding
anything as mine, or as one's own, that we've already talked about. "He, unattached to things
of here or hence, Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come." Unattached is anupadiyano, which
is "not depending upon", maybe making use of, maybe objectively, but certainly not
subjectively and emotionally depending. (pause)
So he doesn't settle down anywhere, he doesn't claim anything and he's unattached,
independent. The ideal, quite clearly, is rather a heroic one. At the same time it's a very
human ideal, the description is very much in human terms. There's no reference to anything
supernatural; no reference to any God or anything of that kind.
Chintamani: "Harbouring" is really rather good when you think of things like the raft parable
and the ocean of becoming and all that.
S: Yes.
Vimalamitra: If you look on that in psychological ways, you [244] you don't try and
remember things or carry things around in your mind. Your mind is always a clear flow, so
that it's always there in each moment.
S: Right. Well this is very much akin to the infinite wisdom I was talking about. You don't
have to remember your wisdom all the time and carry it around with you, do you? You don't
have to remember what you know, because you, the knower, are there all the time. You, the
wise man, are there all the time. Your wisdom is on instant demand, instantly available. It's
just like the bell: as soon as you strike the bell it gives a note. So as soon as you are struck, as
it were, you give forth wisdom. You don't have to have all those sounds humming around you
all the time. When the situation is such you will respond in the right way.
Vimalamitra: You don't actually think of that, it just flows.
S: Just as I said, for instance, in answering questions about the Dharma, you don't have to
carry around with yourself a list of answers, the answers are all there in you. You are the
answers, you are all the answers, so they are instantly available - in the case of the
enlightened man that is, in the case of the wise man.

Vimalamitra: That suggests again that everything comes from inside you.
S: Well in a sense it's not inside, it's not outside, it's just you, once you are wise, once you are
Enlightened, once you are a real individual. All right; next verse.
(471) He who with mind-intent hath crossed the flood
And Dharma in the yondmost view hath known,
The cankerless who his last body bears,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
Chalmers is a bit astray here. He says, "who stoutly crossed the Flood". There's nothing about
stoutly in the text, it's "samahito". [245] Samahito we've already dealt with - susamahitindriya
- the well-balanced faculties. So samahito is balanced. Who balanced, integrated, has crossed
the flood. What is the flood: "ogham". The flood is the flood of birth and death, samsara,
conditioned existence. But "samahito": let's spend a little time on this word. Samahito means
something like integrated, together, in a very positive psychological and spiritual sense. It
means being in the state of having all one's energies integrated, all working, all moving in the
same direction. And it also suggests meditation, because as I mentioned, the word samadhi is
connected with this word samahito. You're familiar with samadhi as a term for meditation, as
a term for the dhyanas? So what happens in samadhi? What happens in dhyana? Among other
things all your energies come together, at higher and higher levels. Have you noticed this?
When you have a good meditation, a successful meditation, it's as though all your energies are
flowing together. You feel much more together yourself, your energies become more
integrated, you become more integrated. So samahito indicates this state of integration of
energies on ever higher and higher levels. So when energies are integrated they become much
more powerful because they are no longer divided, no longer fighting among themselves. So
if you have all your energies behind a single point, or all your energies converging on a single
point, which is what successful meditation is, then you are in a very powerful, positive,
vibrant, integrated state of mind and being indeed. And it is through being in this state, or
when in this state, or while in this state, that one can "cross the flood". One doesn't cross the
flood - one doesn't overcome conditioned existence - unless one's energies are completely
integrated, at all levels; that they're all converging. It's just like all the streams of water
flowing down from the mountain, all the little streams join up into big streams, the big
streams join up into small rivers, the small rivers all join up into big rivers and the big rivers
all join up into one very big river that flows straight into the ocean. It's rather like that.
So this is the state or condition of integrated energy, everything flowing together; a very
powerful, vibrant, dynamic [246] state. And it is this state - or it is when your energies are in
this state - that you can cross the flood, otherwise you can't do very much. If only one little
trickle of your energy is behind your meditation you won't get very far. Or if two or three little
trickles are behind your spiritual life and practice you won't get very far. You have got to have
all the trickles, all the streams, all the rivers, and the great big river itself, behind it. Only then
you can make some real progress. So "samahito". Only when one is in this state of unification
and therefore balance and integration can one cross the flood.
"Dhamman ca nasi paramaya ditthiya," which Chalmers translates: "whose vision saw the
Truth," and Hare more literally: "and Dharma in the yondmost view hath known". It's in or by
the yondmost view. You could say the ultimate vision: "who in the ultimate vision has seen
the truth". The word ditthi or drsti is used in various ways. It is a view, something that is seen.

The term is also used in the sense of opinion, and usually in the Pali texts opinion - ditthi has a very bad press indeed: one is asked to be free from views, free from opinions. But
sometimes the word is used in a positive sense, as here. So ditthi here means sight or vision in
the sense of spiritual sight, spiritual vision, insight; seeing the truth, seeing the Dharma:
Dharma in the sense of truth.
But what about paramaya ditthiya? Paramaya or parama is that which is beyond. Very often
the term "the beyond" is used to refer to nirvana; it is what is beyond this world, or the
transcendental. So it is the view or vision of what is beyond, what is transcendental or what is
ultimate, as I said. So "who, in his ultimate view, his ultimate vision has seen the truth." So
you've got the reference to meditation and you've also got the reference to insight. You've got
the reference to what in the later terminology is known as samatha and vipassana. So it's as
though the Buddha is saying that with the help of one's united energies one crosses the flood
of conditioned existence and in one's ultimate vision one sees what is beyond all that. It's as
though unified energy helps you to cross over the conditioned and your spiritual vision
enables you to see the unconditioned.
"Khinasavo, antimadehadhari". Khinasavo: this is a word which occurs again and again in the
Pali texts. Hare translates it as "cankerless"; Chalmers "whose cankers now are gone", but
khinasavo: in whom the asavas have waned away, withered away. [247] It's rather like the
withering away of the state in communism. It's the withering away of the cankers; in whom
the cankers are withered out, withered away. So what are these cankers, these asavas?
Voice: It's the fetters.
S: No they are not fetters.
Voice: Is it the three cankers?
S: There are three cankers, sometimes four are enumerated, but usually three.
Voice: Is it attachment to becoming?
S: Yes, right. There's kamasava, bhavasava, and vibhavasava, and sometimes a avijjasava is
mentioned. Let's look it up.
Voice: Ignorance?
Voice: That's right, yes.
S: It comes from a root which means "that which flows out". It is something which
intoxicates, it's a discharge as from a sore, it's a drug, it's a poison. So in other words the
asavas represent all that is most negative, most conditioned, in us.
Voice: Desire for sensuous experience, desire for becoming and ...
S: Yes, here a list of four is given. Kamasava, bhavasava, dittha asava, and avijjasava. The set
of three which is probably older is kamasava, bhavasava, and avijjasava. One could say that
the ditthi here used in the negative sense, the pejorative sense, represents a sort of

concretization of avijja, but the first two are always the same.
So what is kamasava? Sometimes asava is translated as bias. I sometimes translate it as bias.
It is a flowing in a certain direction, it's a gravitation in a certain direction. But in the sense of
the gravitational pull you could say that [248] kamasava represents the, as it were, natural,
innate tendency of the mind towards sense experience. I mean, how would you feel if you
were shut up in a dark room and experience sensory deprivation? What is your natural
tendency? You want to see, you want to hear, you want to feel, you want to take, you want to
smell. So there is this very sort of strong tendency of the mind, of the whole being in fact,
towards sense experience. You can't do without sense experience for any length of time. In
ordinary human terms we almost need sense experience to keep you going. You'd almost
break down without it. So there is this very strong, very powerful tendency towards sense
experience; which means of course experience of a certain kind, of a certain type, on a certain
level of existence. And in Buddhist thought there is a plane of existence called the
kamavacara, the plane of sense experience. So it's your strong tendency towards sense
experience which, as it were, ties you to this particular plane, you could say; the material
plane if you like.
And then bhavasava. Bhava is becoming, but becoming in the sense of existence, conditioned
existence. The tendency towards - the craving for - continued worldly existence, continued
existence within the samsara.
And then avijjasava: the natural tendency of ignorance to perpetuate itself. One has a natural
tendency, as it were, not to want to know; a natural tendency to remain in, to remain settled
down in, one's own spiritual blindness and unawareness.
And ditthi asava, the fourth, possibly later, asava. Ditthi represents simply specific forms of
avijja concretized or crystallized in the form of philosophical opinions and doctrines and
teachings - particular views. So do you get some sense of this word asava? It is the sort of
inertness of one's nature, one's conditioned nature, which has this constant tendency, constant
weight almost, in the direction of sense experience, continued existence in the world,
ignorance and darkness and opinions based thereon. It's the natural heaviness of one's nature,
the resistance in one to the higher evolution; it's all that. So your natural tendency is to flow
down, to sink, or to backslide.
Voice: This is on a very primordial level.
S: Yes, and it is not only a flowing: it is a flowing, [249] as it were, of something almost
poisonous, like a drug that keeps you stupefied or like pus oozing from a boil.
Voice: This previous talk of poisons and cankers and so on has got some suggestion that it is
all a bit wrong and wicked to have these things, and how it is really an imbalance, that that is
what a human being left alone does, and what we have got to do is more than the ordinary:
not just the good but the supreme, not just avoiding the bad but doing the supreme, going
beyond the ordinary.
S: Right, yes.
Voice: Well I think, in a sense, maybe not guilty, but as far as I can say, certainly feel rotten

that you are like that. Even so-called ordinary, if it means that.
S: Well to put it in rather more neutral everyday terms, to say that someone is under the
influence of the asavas means he is very much oriented towards the senses; he wants to go on
living in the way that he is familiar with and he's just not interested in spiritual things. This
about sums it up, doesn't it? And he has got all sorts of false views that justify his attitude.
One need not make it sound too heavy or pseudo-spiritual but this is what it is. You think in
terms of sense pleasure and sense enjoyment, you want to go on living in the same old way, in
this world, in this life, and the next one too if there is one, if it is possible, and you are just
not interested in anything spiritual. You are quite blind to those sorts of values, you just don't
want to know. And you've got all sorts of rationalizations supporting that attitude.
So the Arahant, the Enlightened man, the Tathagatha, is khinasava; in him all the asavas have
withered away, dried up. And as I mentioned, this word "khinasava" occurs quite often in the
Pali texts. It is quite a key term in Pali Buddhism, in the Theravada.
"Who his last body bears": he is born on earth as a human being for the last time. There is
nothing left in him which will cause him to be reborn on earth as a human being, or in fact
anywhere in the samsara, anywhere on the wheel of life, again. If you want to be reborn you
will; if you don't want, you won't. It's as simple as that, according to Buddhism. Most people
want, [250] so they are. A few people don't, so they aren't. A Buddhist would regard it as
really odd, the fact that some people are worried that they might not be reborn.
Voice: Isn't it inevitable that you get reborn?
S: Well it is according to Buddhism, yes. It is inevitable so long as the asavas are still there.
So it is quite foolish for people to worry about it when the asavas are present in full force, and
they are worried about not being reborn. They all go to seances and try to get proof of life
after death! But you do go on living.
Voice: So really one can say that there is really no excuse at all for not becoming
Enlightened.
S: You could say that.
Voice: Or for not trying to become Enlightened.
Voice: What about this... something that Chintamani just mentioned about the bad feeling
being there, although you said not necessarily a guilt feeling? What I meant was I think it's
good to feel rotten that you are like that.
S: What does one mean though by feeling rotten?
Voice: Well, you want to get rid of it.
Voice: I don't think that is, I think if you are feeling rotten there is something a bit wrong.
S: Traditionally, the Buddha would talk much more in terms of being aware of the situation
and doing something about it.

Voice: Well the initial sort of awareness that comes may make you feel really like that.
S: Hmm. For instance there are these similes of the man who suddenly realizes that his turban
is on fire: his first impulse is to fling it off. And then the person who suddenly realizes [251]
that there is a poisonous snake round his neck: his impulse is to fling it off. He has a sort of
feeling of loathing and horror and fear. So one can feel very much like that with regard to
one's own skilful mental states. He has a sort of feeling of loathing and horror and fear. So
one can feel very much like that with regard to one's own unskilful mental states. You
suddenly wake up to what they are really like and you just want to get rid of them. You want
to just vomit them up, as it were. You feel them, you experience them, as something really
unpleasant and nasty, in a sense foreign to you. You just want to get rid of them. But feeling
rotten: in a sense you are just feeling low and depressed.
Voice: That doesn't quite, that's just vague words...
Voice: You mean just dissatisfaction with that state?
Voice: No, it's like you are sort of travelling along quite merrily thinking that you are really
quite something, that you are really quite good. And that kind of builds up and then
something happens that knocks you down, you're brought face to face with who you really
are. I mean you have got your good points, admittedly, but you have also got a hell of a lot not
good and you suddenly realize this. And the realization is quite overwhelming.
S: But feeling rotten doesn't really convey that does it?
Voice: No.
Voice: What I immediately thought of was the thing that you were talking about before, the
sort of positive sense of shame.
S: Yes, but again feeling rotten doesn't convey that.
Voice: Yes, but I think that is what I got from Chintamani saying "feeling rotten".
S: If someone came to me and said they felt rotten I would take it to mean that they were
feeling rather depressed and [252] bad and that that was not a very positive state for them to
be in. Not that they had suddenly seen something about themselves and were going to do
something about it.
Voice: ... sort of "horror with hope".
S: Yes, a horror with hope. But if you feel rotten or say you feel rotten there doesn't seem to
be that suggestion of hope.
Voice: If you really do see it, then intrinsic in that is doing something about it.
S: Yes, right. And again that doesn't seem to be the case with the word rotten. It's almost as if
you accept the situation.

Voice: So that in feeling rotten you sort of start wallowing in it. Is that it?
S: Possibly. There's even maybe a touch of resentment in it. You are sort of resentful against
yourself but not in a very positive way.
All right, next verse. You'll notice there is quite a bit of repetition in these verses. You notice
it more and more as we go on.
(472) In whom acquiring, cankers, all harsh speech,
Are quenched, gone to their end, and are no more,
He, lore-adept, released in every way,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: "In whom acquiring, cankers all harsh speech, are quenched, gone to their end, and are no
more." Acquiring, acquisition, which is also bhava. What do you think this means?
Voice: I thought bhava was becoming.
S: Yes, but it is used here apparently in a more technical sense of acquisition, according to the
little footnote here. It is not bhavasava, the asava of bhava, but bhava and asava and khara or
rough speech.
Voice: Acquiring spiritual growth?[253]
S: No, it's not just that, it's acquiring in general. It refers to the general tendency that we have
to collect and acquire. So why do you collect and acquire things?
Voice: To fill a hole?
S: Not just to fill the hole, I think, but to create conditions of security for yourself.
Voice: Almost reassure yourself of your own existence, in a way.
S: Yes. The acquisitions, or the bricks, as it were, with which you build up your abode, your
harbour in which you can settle down safely and securely. (pause) So that in the case of the
Tathagata, the Enlightened person, this tendency to collect and acquire, to accumulate, doesn't
exist, because he doesn't feel insecure; he feels in fact perfectly secure within himself. And
then there are asavas that we've already dealt with, and then "no harsh speech". Perhaps it's
rather significant that harsh speech is particularly mentioned. What sort of harsh speech is
meant here? (pause) It is speech which is intended to hurt, which is intended to wound. So
these things are all gone.
"He lore-adept". "Vedagu": one who knows, one who truly knows. "Sabbadhi vippamutto":
completely released, released in every way or released from all sides. Incidentally this word
"release" or "freedom" in various forms, again is very, very common in the Pali texts. The
state of liberation, the state of nirvana, is described as a state of freedom - vimutti or vimutta
or here vipamutta, which is complete freedom. And this again is no doubt quite significant,
this emphasis on spiritual freedom.

Voice: Maybe we could call ourselves a spiritual liberation front.
S: (laughs) Front?
Voice: Yes, a bit narrow though isn't it?
S: Might confuse you with the National Front. Friends [254] of liberation, friends of spiritual
liberation.
Voice: I think spiritual has got the same connotation as religion.
S: Yes, very often it does have. A lot of people confuse it with spiritualistic - it doesn't mean
the same thing, but quite a lot of people think it does.
Voice: What about transcendental?
S: Well I think the Maharishi Mahesh Yogi has pre-empted that, he's got in first.
Voice: There's also the LSD association.
S: Yes.
Voice: There aren't any words left, we've ruined them all.
S: All right, on to the next verse then.
(473) 'Mid men of Pride, no man-of-pride himself,
Bond-overcomer who hath no bonds left,
Who understandeth ill, its base and scope,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: Yes. Actually the translator reverses the order of the lines a bit. It's the bond-overcomer
comes first, he's one who has overcome all bonds, everything that binds one to samsara - the
wheel of life - who has no bonds left, and who among the conceited is free of conceit. Not
only that but he has known what suffering is and he has seen its base and scope, Hare says.
It's ?feel, yes its ?fear.
What does it mean to know or to understand suffering? This suggests of course the four noble
truths doesn't it? Dukkha, dukkha samutthi, and so on. Suffering, the cause of suffering,
cessation of suffering, and the way leading to the cessation of suffering. But to understand
suffering, what is meant by that do you think, to understand the truth of suffering, what is
meant by that?
Voice: Seeing how it arises.[255]
S: Seeing how it arises. Does it necessarily mean actually experiencing suffering in the form
of painful feelings? No, not necessarily. There is quite a bit of misunderstanding in people's
minds about this Buddhist teaching, that all conditioned things are dukkha, are suffering, If
you were to say this, or if you were to tell this to someone who knew nothing about
Buddhism, that according to Buddhism all conditioned things were suffering, what do you

think his reaction would be? How do you think he would understand that?
Voice: Quite literally, that every sensation is unpleasant. And then he'd say that that is not
true because I like some things.
S: Exactly. But this is not in fact what Buddhism says. Buddhism says that there is
pleasurable sensation as well as painful sensation but if you allow yourself to become
attached, if you allow yourself to become neurotically attached to the pleasurable sensation,
the pleasurable experience, that will result in suffering because that pleasurable sensation - or
that pleasurable experience - is by its very nature impermanent, and you cannot cling on to it
forever. If you try to do that you will suffer. So in this way even the pleasurable sensation even the pleasurable experience - becomes in the long run a source of suffering, on account of
your clinging and attachment and craving. But Buddhism certainly doesn't say that all
sensations and all experiences are painful. But this is how people, if you are not careful, will
understand it. And also Buddhism says that nothing conditioned, nothing transitory, can give
you full and lasting and complete and perfect happiness. At best some measure of temporary
satisfaction, even temporary happiness, temporary enjoyment, but not full, final, and complete
and perfect happiness: that can only come from the unconditioned. So one has to be really
careful talking to people about the Buddha's teaching of suffering.
Voice: You can also use the word "unsatisfactoriness".
S: Unsatisfactoriness, yes. (pause) All right, let's pass onto the next verse then.[256]
(474) Seer of the lone, not trusting here to hope,
Who view and lore of other men hath passed,
He in whom no supports whate'er exist,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: Here again the translator has reversed the order of the words. "Assam anissaya" comes
first, which he translates as "not relying on hope". What do you think that means, that the
Enlightened person does not rely upon hope? We have talked about hope already, but what is
meant by relying upon hope? Relying for what or relying in what way?
Voice: Trusting in future rewards.
S: Yes, thinking in terms of the future rather than in terms of the past. Hoping that the future
will make up for the present. There's a very interesting word now: "vivekadassi". Dassi means
one who sees, but what is viveka? Viveka means that which is alone, that which is apart,
separate, by itself, dissociated, detached. So vivekadassi means the seer of that. So Hare
translates it "seer of the lone", which is not bad but it doesn't give the full meaning. So what
is the lone?
Voice: Well presumably that which is beyond the ?menu of the conditioned.
S: Yes, right, beyond the ?menu of the conditioned. It is the transcendental, the
unconditioned, it's nirvana. Nirvana is described as the lone, even the aloof, the separate, the
dissociated, or the separated, if you like, or separate simply - the seer of the lone. Perhaps
there's a suggestion also of the unique, the one, the single, the solitary. Solitary would perhaps

be better, the seer of the Solitary - solitary with a capital S. There's just One thing, One with a
capital O. The Neoplatonists talk about the absolute as "the one", which is not a numerical
one. So seer of the Lone, seer of the Solitary, seer of the One. What sort of impression does
that convey? (pause) Well it conveys an impression of detachment, concentration, of
loneliness but in a very positive sense. If you are the seer of that lone in a way you are alone
yourself aren't you?
Voice: It also conveys something really worthwhile, to treasure.[257]
S: Right. It's like for instance if you are digging in a mine and you just come across some
enormous diamond. This one, single, solitary diamond and you are just lost in admiration of
that. You are just totally preoccupied with that, you don't want anything else, you are
completely satisfied with that, just that one thing - so seer of the Lone, seer of the Solitary.
"Paravediyam ditthim upativatto" which Hare translates as "who view and lore of other men
hath passed". Literally the knowledge and vision of others: has passed over the knowledge
and vision of others. What does that mean? It means that he knows and sees himself. He is no
longer dependent upon others for his knowledge and vision. His knowledge and vision are no
longer second-hand things. They are matters of first-hand personal experience, he knows and
he sees for himself.
Voice: Oh I see. I took that to mean that he'd surpassed.
S: Not necessarily in the sense of knowing and seeing something better than they know and
see, but for instance no longer relying upon the Buddha because you are the Buddha yourself.
You don't need to take on trust what the Buddha says, even though that is a very healthy and
positive thing to do. You are now the equal of the Buddha, you see for yourself, you are a
Tathagatha. So the Tathagatha doesn't depend on anyone else for knowledge and vision, he
has his own knowledge and vision. Indeed this is one of the characteristics of the Enlightened
person, that he has everything at first hand. He gets everything at first hand, spiritually
speaking; experiences everything at first hand. He doesn't have to quote from other Buddhas,
he just speaks himself because he is a Buddha. I mean, Gautama the Buddha doesn't have to
say such and such Buddha said so and so in such and such place. Well he might just very
occasionally just to give the disciples a bit of information, but he just speaks straight out for
himself.
"Arammana yassa na santi keci". So what is arammana? It is a basis or support. "He in whom
no supports whate'er exist". Who doesn't need any support? This idea also you get in the
Perfection of Wisdom literature, where there is a verse which says, "that which is supported
has no supports." What do you think that means? If you are supported you have no support.
Voice: You support yourself?[258]
S: If you have a support, a support which is external to you, that support can be taken away at
any time. So in that sense are you supported? No. You can only be truly supported when your
support is not external, when your support is within yourself. When you have no support. So
that which is supported has no support, that which has no support is truly supported. That is
what the Perfection of Wisdom literature says. So if you rely on something else for your
happiness, peace of mind, knowledge, you can lose it any time, it can be taken away, so you

are not truly supported. True support comes from within.
Sometimes people expect you to make them happy. Have you heard this expression, making
someone happy? There is a story of D. H. Lawrence in which, on their wedding night, a
husband went down on his knees to his wife and vowed to devote his whole life to making
her happy. Do you think such a thing is possible? Can you make another human being happy?
Voices: No.
S: No you can't. You can help them to be happy themselves and in themselves. You can
create favourable circumstances or provide them with facilities, but you can't yourself, by
your mere presence, make them happy if they are not happy already. So if you depend for
your happiness on another, you may feel all right so long as they are with you, but when they
are away you feel wretched and miserable. So you must depend for your real happiness on
yourself, within yourself. And then when you are happy with someone else, then that is
something extra. You don't use something which is outside you as a substitute for something
that we ought to be getting from within. But if you are dependent on outside support in any
way then you are not supported, you have no support. So the Arahant, the Tathagata, the
Enlightened person, has no support. "He in whom no supports whate'er exist." It's even "in
whom", because there are no mental supports, no mental crutches even, he doesn't even need
those.
There is also the suggestion of a basis or support for continued existence in the world. In
other words the support for a repeated birth.
Voice: Aren't the samskaras sometimes referred to?
S: Here the word upandana is used, upadana-skandha: [259] skandhas which are the basis for
clinging and hence for rebirth.
Voice: Are the basis?
S: Yes, basis for dependence. (pause)
All right let's go on.
(475) He who hath reached the yon and nigh of things,
So all are ended, quenched and are no more,
Calm man, and in attachment's end released,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: "He who has reached the yon and nigh of things". What do you think that means? Yon is
what is beyond, so who has reached what is beyond and also what is near? What do you think
that means?
Voice: Is it that he is able to get both into the heart of things?
S: Yes, his vision is absolutely transcendent, as it were. He's gone absolutely beyond and at
the same time he is quite capable of dealing with ...

(gap in recording)
.... it suggests something like that. So, "all are ended, quenched and are no more". It's almost
as though the whole distinction between the beyond and the near at hand has been abolished
for him, because he himself is there. So what was formerly yonder has become near. You
could say that he has reached the yon and nigh of things because what was once far away, the
other side of the ocean of birth and death as it were, the other shore, has become this shore for
him. The far has become the near, so he has reached the end of the far and reached the end of
the near. One could look at it in this way interpreting a bit paradoxically. So "all are ended,
quenched and are no more." For him there is no question any longer of yon and near - the
transcendent and the immanent as it were - because he is there, the far is near the near is the
far.
Voice: Is this the same as, say, the distinction between nirvana and samsara?[260]
S: Yes. In Mahayana terms, yes. There is no longer any distinction between samsara and
nirvana, conditioned and unconditioned. In other words, yon and nigh, nirvana and samsara,
are now for him meaningless terms because he is Enlightened, because he is the Tathagata.
Voice: And no duality either.
S: No duality therefore. See this is referred to a bit later on.
"Calm man": santo, the peaceful man. "And in attachment's end released", released through
the ending of all attachment, all support, all bases, all bias. Once again the emphasis on
freedom, release, emancipation. One sees here that the Buddha is getting, as it were, a bit
more philosophical. Do you see this, or do you feel this? He's getting deeper and deeper. All
right let's go on to the next verse.
(476) Seer of the end and term of bond and birth,
Who passion's ways hath wholly left behind,
The cleansed, the spotless, taintless, without flaw,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: So "samyojanamjatikhyantadassi", yes, who has seen the end of the bonds and of birth,
who has seen the ending of the fetters and of birth. In later Pali texts there are lists of ten
fetters. The same term is used: samyojana. So it is these fetters that bind one to the wheel of
birth and death. So the fetters are broken and birth and death come to an end. Therefore the
Buddha says here, "seer of the end of term of bond and birth," because if you see the end of
the fetters - in other words if you break the fetters - you also see the end of future births and
future deaths.
"Who passion's ways hath wholly left behind" the word for passion here is raga which we
mentioned before.
"Suddho niddoso vimalo akaco". This is very vigorous and emphatic in Pali and Hare
translates it as "the cleansed, the spotless, the taintless, without flaw". So all these words try
to convey an impression of complete purity, spotlessness, freedom from all blemish.

So in this verse you get the sense of everything mundane having dropped away, all the fetters
have been cast aside. There is no more birth, all the ways of passion have been left behind,
while he is completely pure, he is completely spotless, completely free from taint, without any
flaw, without any blemish. [261] That's the sort of impression conveyed by this verse, this is
what this verse actually says.
Voice: It's beginning to sound like a primitive or rough Heart Sutra.
S: In a way it is, yes. Strange to say there are certain sections of the Sutta Nipata - which, as I
have pointed out, is a very archaic text on the whole - which do come very close to the
Perfection of Wisdom. Especially one will find this if one goes into the Atthakavagga, which
is the oldest section of all, the Chapter of the Eights. It comes very close to the Heart Sutra or
to the Perfection of Wisdom literature generally.
Voice: What is that, the...?
S: The Atthakavagga, the Chapter of the Eights. Because all the suttas in it have eight verses
each.
All right on to the next verse.
(477) He who perceiveth not self by the self,
Intent-of-mind, straight-goer, poised-of-self,
He truly still, the vital, doubt-free man,
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come.
S: We are getting into some very, sort of, difficult terms. "Yo attana 'Attanam' nanupassati":
who doth not perceive the self by the self. Now what on earth does that mean? What does it
mean to see the self by the self? Can you see the self by the self? How do you see the self? Do
you see the self? Do you see yourself?
Voice: Self-consciousness.
S: Who sees what?
Voice: As it is translated here, "He who perceiveth not self by the self". Doesn't that imply
just insight into anatta, by...
S: No, it's not "who perceiveth, not-self by the self" it's "he who perceiveth not, who does not
perceive, self by the self".[262]
Voice: Oh, I see. Usually our ego considers our ego, or considers our self, as a thing.
S: Yes, right. All right, taking that as a starting point, can you therefore, can the ego see the
totality of the ego?
Voice: No.
S: No. There has to be a bit left over to do the seeing. So can the self see the self?

Voice: Not in its totality.
S: No, the self can only see the not self. Subject can only see object, subject cannot see
subject. So how can you know the self? You can't know the self.
Voice: That suggests in a way that you can never know nirvana either.
S: Yes, if you take nirvana in the sense of an object. But is nirvana an object?
Voice: No it's a state.
Voice: It's an experience.
S: Well you can call it a state, but then again you make it an object, even to speak about it you
make it an object.
Voice: I mean if it's reality, if it's the ultimate reality, and everything is permeated with some
kind of reality, then you can't say anything.
S: If everything is equally that, well you can't say anything about it can you?
Voice: If you see yourself with yourself you immediately have a sense of I. From there you
can go on to say I am better than so and so, I am worse than so and so, I am clever, and build
the whole thing up. But if that all breaks [263] down ... I don't know quite how to put this.
S: Well what it is really suggesting is the usual concept - or the usual situation - is of subject
perceiving an object. This is the normal situation, subject perceiving object, and all our
experience takes place within that framework. Either it is object and perceived by us, or it is
subject and it is doing the perceiving. All right, you can turn it round to some extent and
make the subject the object, but we can't do it altogether, we can't completely turn round and
make the total subject an object.
Voice: You mean look within?
S: Yes, as it were, because as soon as you look within, you make what is within, without. In
other words you make subject object.
Voice: It's a bit like the tongue tasting itself. It cannot.
S: Yes, right. In fact this sort of illustration is used in the Mahayana. They say the tip of the
finger cannot touch itself, mind cannot perceive itself. In other words you find yourself within
a sort of dualistic trap, within which self cannot know self, mind cannot know mind. So the
Enlightened person, the Tathagata, is not one who perceives self by the self. He knows that
that is useless. He doesn't try to do that. It means really that he has transcended the dualistic
framework of the subject-object relationship. This is what it really means. In other words,
strange to say, we are coming not even into the Mahayana, we are coming into the
Mahamudra. This is what the Mahamudra is all about. It is very similar to the songs of
Milarepa.

Voice: "The Shepherd's Search for Mind"
S: Right, yes. So, "He who perceiveth not self by the self": who does not indulge in that vain
attempt, who has transcended, who has burst through the whole subject-object relationship.
"Intent of mind".[264]
Voice: I see, it's sort of saying that he doesn't get caught up in that knot and therefore he has
transcended the subject-object.
S: Yes. Sometimes you have to get very much caught up in the knot indeed before you can
break through. And this of course is the point of many of these Zen koans. They are knots of
this sort, that you can't get out of, from which you can't disentangle yourself. You just have to
break through, burst through.
Voice: There's a koan here really.
S: Really, yes.
Voice: Because what we have been dealing with in this last section has been all about
purification and getting rid of this and getting rid of that, and we suddenly end up with "He
who perceiveth not self by the self", which is in a sense a sort of contradiction.
S: Yes, because the self can't perceive the self, and by puzzling over this and pondering over
this and driving yourself silly over this you break through into another dimension, where there
is no subject and no object, where there is the one Mind, capital M, which is not the object of
the ordinary mind and which is not the subject, which is not of that mind itself, which
transcends that distinction, that duality, and which cannot even be thought because that would
be to make it an object. So that is the one Mind, just in a manner of speaking.
Voice: Is this why you get sometimes in Tibetan texts, where it talks of the yogi who no
longer fears negative states of mind?
S: No, I don't think it has got anything to do with that, no. Because in this sort of case there
are no bad thoughts, no negative states of mind. They are only possible within the
subject-object relationship, duality. There are no positive thoughts in that sense, not to speak
of negative thoughts.
So "intent of mind". This is the word we've had before, samahito, all energies fully
concentrated. One could say [265] in an even higher sense, because those energies are now
not locked up within the subject-object relationship. The subject-object relationship itself
represents a sort of short-circuiting of energy. Your energies burst through, they break
through that. I hope I am not mixing my metaphors or anything. And they become purely
creative, purely expansive, transcendental.
"Straight-goer": ujjugato, they are all flowing in the same direction. So the Tathagata is one
who is a straight-goer, that's an exact literal translation. Look at all these terms we are getting
for the Tathagata, the Enlightened man. He is now termed the straight-goer, also the intent of
mind. The man whose energies are all unified, concentrated, now straight-goer, like a river
going straight to the ocean. "Poised of self", another very interesting term; thitatto: poised,

established in himself, like a spear resting on a single dimensionless point. What do you pick
up from this expression "poised of self"?
Voice: Centred.
S: Centred upon oneself.
Voice: In harmony.
S: In harmony, not dependent upon anything. "He truly still, the vital, doubt free man".
Voice: It's a very good juxtaposition that.
S: "Sa ve anejo akhilo akankho". Anejo: he translates that as still. It means not restless, I
think. I'll look that up just to make sure... According to the dictionary it simply means free
from desires. Hare translates it as "the truly still". Why do you think that is? The two are
connected of course. In the Abhidharma it is said that one of the characteristics of emotivity
in the ordinary sense is restlessness. If you are free from desires you are still. If you are full of
desires you are restless. So all right, that will do.
"The vital, doubt-free man." This word "vital" actually it is a very good translation but not
quite, in a sense, faithful to the original. The original is "akhilo". Khila is a very interesting
term, it means something like stiff. There is a whole sutta [266] in the Madhyamika dealing
with this subject. Akhila means not stiff, which means loosened up, alive, lively, hence vital.
Let me see what it says under the heading khila, because it is a very interesting term. Khila is
waste or fallow land, barrenness of mind, mental obstruction: a state of mental constipation or
spiritual constipation, you could almost say. You are dried up, barren, you are in the
wasteland, as it were, unproductive, obstructed, constipated - khila. So akhila means to be just
the opposite of that, loosened up, open, productive, flowing, free, alive, vital. So akhila
therefore is a very important term. So the Tathagata is like that, he is not barren, not fallow,
he is lively, productive, flowing, free, open, unobstructed. "Akhilo akankho": akankho is free
from doubt. Doubt is of course one of the nivaranas, one of the hindrances. But how is the
Tathagata free from doubt? Well he is free from doubt because he knows, obviously. (pause)
All right let's go on to the final verse of the Buddha's description of the Tathagata.
(478) He with no room for error whatsoe'er,
The seer of knowledge as to all that is,
He who his final body beareth now,
Won to the full awakening, utter bliss,
(Such is the cleansing of that spirit here)
Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come!
S: This is quite a powerful verse. "Mohantara yassa na santi keci". It's not exactly error, it's
moha: mental confusion, bewilderment - as in dosa and moha. This word moha is a really
difficult, untranslatable term. It's a sort of mental stupefaction, bewilderment and confusion,
turmoil. It's not just ignorance, not just error. So, he in whom there is no room for moha.
"Sabbesu dhammesu ca nanadassi": who is the seer of knowledge of all there is. Sabbesu

dhammesu: amongst, or in the midst of, all dharmas - dharmas in the sense of things,
phenomena, appearances - who in respect of all things, all appearances, all phenomena,
knows and sees them according to reality. This again is very important from a Mahayana
point of view. The Mahayana speaks in terms of understanding the true nature of all dharmas:
sarvadharma: realizing, seeing that all dharmas are sunyata.
"He who his final body beareth now" - which has been mentioned before - who will not be
reborn.[267]
"Patto Sambodhim anuttaram sivam" - who has attained to, who has reached, supreme
Enlightenment, sambodhi, and sivam it should be: supreme, perfect Enlightenment.
Sambodhi we can say is perfect Enlightenment, and then anuttaram sabodhi, which is
supreme perfect Enlightenment, and sivam. Sivam means a state of happiness and bliss and
auspiciousness. It's the name, of course, of a Hindu god also, but here occurs simply as an
adjective. And then in brackets:
"ettavata yakkhassa suddhi", which is quite interesting. Such is the cleansing of that spirit.
What is the word for spirit? It is yakkha, and what is a yakkha, a yaksha?
Voice: A natural force, being, a natural spirit...
S: Yes. A yaksha was a sort of deity, a popular deity in the Buddha's time, usually regarded as
a sublime terrifying sort of spirit. You may remember the Buddha denied that he was a yaksha
- the brahman was so impressed, so overwhelmed, by his appearance that among other things
he thought he might be a yaksha [Anguttara Nikaya 4.36, tr.]. There was a whole yaksha cult
in India in the Buddha's time. The word really should be demigod. A yakkha is a sort of
demigod, a heroic spirit, rather sublime, rather terrifying. So here the Buddha applies the
word yakkha to the Tathagata himself. We know incidentally that some of the early Buddha
images were modelled upon yakkha images. That those were the images of the Buddha that
represent him as a very powerful, strongly built figure - very impressive, very dignified, very
sublime. So what is the significance of the Buddha here using this symbolic and poetic term
yakkha to describe the Tathagata? (pause) Of course he is not saying that the Buddha is
literally a yakkha, he is using it symbolically and poetically. He is suggesting he is something
sublime, almost terrifying, something uncanny, out of this world, very impressive, very
dignified, very majestic, overwhelming.
And "Oblation-worthy is the Man-thus-come". So it is significant, interesting, that he
concludes his description of the Tathagata in this way. He works up to this tremendous
climax: one in whom there is no moha, one who sees the true nature of all things, who wears
his last body, who has attained to complete perfect Enlightenment, who is utterly happy.
Then, he says, such is the cleansing of that yaksha. So he has to fall back on poetry, as it
were, to try and convey the [268] right impression. And it is to this Tathagata that the offering
should be made, he is worthy of the offering. You certainly don't get any impression of gentle
Buddha meek and mild or anything of that sort do you? (laughter)
I think we'll close there. We have at least finished this description of the Buddha, the
Tathagata who truly deserves the brahman's offering, the Enlightened man.
So having gone through the whole thing now, what sort of general impression do you get
from this description of the Tathagata, which is after all the spiritual ideal of archaic

Buddhism? That is what is being presented here. So what sort of impression do you get?
Voice: Pretty far out.
Voice: Descriptions in every direction.
Voice: Many coloured.
Voice: It's so big, it completely obliterates...
Voice: It's like every area has been covered by the whole.
S: But there is this very noticeable fact that it is, as it were, non-religious. A lot of things
which would be regarded in the Christian West as essential to the conception of the perfect
man are completely omitted, are just not there at all. Especially the more emotional side,
there's nothing about humility or love. That is, as it were, taken for granted. That will follow.
There is not even anything said about compassion. There is a great deal of emphasis on
knowledge and freedom and liberation and integrity and integration, harmony and balance.
These seem to be the emphases.
Voice: It's all things that one can see at one's own stage apart perhaps from the self by the self
bit. All the rest one can relate to.
S: Well the not the self by the self bit is the most far out bit of all, you could say. (laughter)
Voice: Do any suttas stress compassion?
S: Not stress. It's mentioned, certainly, but there isn't a great stress apart from the Mahayana
sutras.[269]
Voice: This is presumably why Buddhism is known as the religion of wisdom, rather than the
religion of emotion.
S: But you also get from this description, for want of a better word, a humanistic impression,
though it is very far out, although it does go beyond and has that strong transcendental
element aspect, but it is at the same time humanly intelligible, in a way.
Voice: Each individual thing one can relate to, even if the whole is a bit mind boggling.
S: Yes. ..(unclear).. freedom from attachment, surely, freedom from conditioning. You know
that this in the case of the Buddha is carried to the nth degree, and one's own is carried to a
very tiny, a very limited degree. But there is the point of connection to one's own experience,
however limited.
Voice: It's as if it covers the distance from any human condition, right up to Enlightenment.
S: So it is a very positive and powerful statement of the ideal. In this chapter so far we've got
the glimpse of the Buddha before his Enlightenment, when he has just gone forth. Then at the
time of his Enlightenment, the time of his conquest of Mara, then one's attention is drawn to

the importance of perfect speech. And then one is plunged straight into a delineation of the
ultimate spiritual ideal, that is the ideal of the Tathagata via a repudiation of ethnic religion.
So this is as far as one has got and we are going to hear a bit more, we haven't quite finished
this sutta.
(next day)
S: So the brahman Bharadvaja was looking for someone to receive the remnants of the
sacrifice, someone worthy to receive that, and he found the Buddha. At the back of the
brahmin's mind of course there was a certain idea of worthiness based on his own caste
prejudices and ethnic ideologies. But the Buddha, in the course of the main part of this sutta,
shows him a much higher ideal, a truly spiritual ideal, and suggests that this sort of person is
the one who is truly worthy to receive offerings.[270]
So this is as far as we've got and we go on with the story, as it were, and the brahmin speaks
again.
(479) Then is my offering true offering,
For we have found the type, the lore-adept!
Brahma is my witness! Sir, receive from me,
Eat, sir, this sacrificial offering!
S: But what does the Buddha say?
(480) Not mine t'enjoy fare won from chanting hymns;
'Tis not the thing for seers, O brahmana!
Fare won from chanting hymns the Wake reject;
Where Dharma reigns this, brahman, is the rule.
(481) Nay, thou must offer other food and drink
To a great rishi wholly consummate,
The cankerless, untroubled man of calm:
Sure field is that for merit-seeking man!
S: All right let's go into that. So what is the Buddha doing in his reply? He is rejecting the
brahmins offering, and quite decisively. He doesn't give exactly reasons for this but he does
say, "not mine t'enjoy fare won from chanting hymns, 'Tis not the thing for seers, O
brahmana! Fare won from chanting hymns the Wake", that is to say the Buddhas, the
Enlightened Ones, "where Dharma reigns this, brahman, is the rule." Why do you think the
Buddha says that, why do the Enlightened not accept food which is won from the chanting of
hymns?
Voice: Because there is no value in it.
S: But it is food.
Voice: Presumably it would be an act of encouragement to a specifically ethnic religious
practice.

S: Yes, it seems more like that. There is not only that aspect, but there is also the aspect that
presumably the brahmin makes his living from the performance of such ceremonies. So from
the Buddhist point of view, perhaps, it should be regarded as wrong livelihood. So the
Buddha rejects any food which is the by-product of wrong livelihood, which has of course all
sorts of implications. It is rather interesting that the Buddha doesn't reject the offering of what was her name - Amarapali, but he rejects the offering of the brahmin. True, Amarapali
was following what [271] might be considered a wrong way of life, you know, she was
making a living by entertaining gentlemen at her beautiful house which had been provided by
the town council for that purpose. The Buddha didn't refuse her offering. But in the case of
the brahmin, presumably the offering and everything that had made that offering possible was
bound up with quite a lot of wrong belief, of miccha-ditthi, which presumably he did not want
to encourage. So he rejects the brahmin's offering.
Also the brahmin seems to be entertaining a misunderstanding, because he says in his reply,
"then is my offering true offering, for we have found the type, the lore-adept! Brahma is my
witness, sir, receive from me, eat, sir, this sacrificial offering." Though no doubt he has been
very impressed by what the Buddha says, he still regards the ideal put forward by the Buddha
as a fulfilment of his own ethnic ideal, and wants to make the offerings appropriate to that. In
other words although he's certainly sympathetic to what the Buddha says, he's taken it in to
some extent, but he is still looking at it very much in the light of what he already believes and
accepts. He thinks that the Buddha is still describing the brahmin who is a worthy recipient of
that particular kind of offering, whereas in fact the Buddha has ceased to describe that kind of
person, that kind of ideal. He is describing an ideal which infinitely transcends anything that
the brahmin had imagined. But the brahmin is still continuing with his customary offerings.
Voice: As the Buddha encourages him to do.
S: In a sense as the Buddha encourages him to do. But now the Buddha is beginning to make
that decisive break, and he says this kind of offering is not appropriate because you are not
concerned any more simply with someone who fulfils your brahminic ideals; you are
concerned with someone who is infinitely more than that, the Tathagata, with an Enlightened
One who has nothing to do with offerings of that sort, nothing to do with that whole
sacrificial system, nothing to do with your whole ethnic outlook. And he rejects his offering.
We get a parallel, in a way, to this sort of thing, when Buddhism, to use that unfortunate term,
comes west - in other words with regards to people's attitude towards the Buddha himself.
They want to see the Buddha in terms of what they already think and what they already
believe. And this was certainly very [272] evident towards the end of the last century when
some knowledge about Buddhism and the Buddha started filtering through: the way people
looked at the Buddha. If you read some of the early, quite old books about the Buddha and his
teaching, including - or especially - those which are sympathetic, you find very often that the
authors are looking at the Buddha very much in terms of Christ and the life of Christ, which
produces quite a bit of distortion, very often. Do you see what I mean? Perhaps they couldn't
look at him to begin with in any other sort of way, but eventually you have to start looking at
the Buddha in the Buddha's own terms, or seeing the Buddha through the eyes of the Buddha.
So the brahmin could not but do this at the beginning, to see the Buddha - to see the
Tathagata - as simply the kind of person who was a suitable recipient of that kind of offering.
But eventually the Buddha helps him to get beyond that point of view, and see the Tathagata
as Tathagata, to see the Buddha as Buddha.

Let's go through these verses in a bit more detail. The brahmin says, "my offering is a true
offering", I'm making my offering to the right person. So, "for we have found the type, the
lore-adept!" In other words the vedagunam. He thinks he has found someone who lives up to
his brahminic ideals, and therefore he is more than ever convinced that he should make his
offering to the Buddha, that his sacrificial offering should be given to the Buddha.
But then the Buddha says, "Not mine to enjoy fare won from chanting hymns". Oh there is
one other little point: he says, "Brahma be my witness." Why do you think he says Brahma be
my witness? [273] Brahma is one of the Vedic gods. The brahmin seems to have a special
connection with Brahma. Brahma was the creator. Brahma was the original progenitor of the
human race and of the brahmins themselves. Brahma was a sort of priestly figure, a sort of
God the father figure, and Brahma was especially connected with the whole sacrificial
system. So he says "Brahma be my witness", as if to say Brahma be my witness that you are
the right person to receive this offering. But then the Buddha completely repudiates the
offering, and he goes on to say, "Nay, thou must offer other food and drink to a great rishi
wholly consummate, the cankerless untroubled man of calm: sure field is that for
merit-seeking man." In other words he is not discouraging all offerings, but only that
particular kind of offering, with its sacrificial ethnic implications.
Voice: So offer him food and drink, so long as it is not ceremonial?
S: In a way, yes, at least as long as it is not left over from a sacrifice of that type. We are not
told of course what. We are not told in detail about the sacrifice. It could have included the
sacrifice of animals, which the Buddha certainly would not have approved of, but sacrifices
were very common, we know. In fact in other portions of the Pali texts there are descriptions
of these sacrifices, the fear and terror of animals who were going to be slaughtered. So if it
was such a sacrifice certainly the Buddha wouldn't have wanted anything to do with it. But
even if it was not a sacrifice of that sort, even if it was only a sacrifice which involved
pouring the clarified butter into a sacred fire, still it was bound up with all sorts of beliefs and
practices and customs of which he didn't approve, with which he didn't agree, so he would
want nothing at all to do with it.
Annena ca kevalinam mahesim
khinasavam kukkucavupasantam
Here the Buddha is adding a few more extracts to the description of the perfect man, the
Enlightened man, the Tathagata. He says, "Offer something else to the kevalin." What is the
kevalin? What is kevala or Kyvolia? This is another quite difficult but quite important word.
Kevala is something like free, something like liberated, but also, as it were, separated. We
had a word like that yesterday: viveka, the sole, the solitary. Kyvolia is quite an [274] archaic
word - not only in Buddhism but in Jainism and Vedic Hinduism - for the state of liberation.
It's freedom, detachment, but also sort of solitariness, aloneness, dissociation. It's used very
much by the Jains; they used this term. So the kevalin is one who has reached this state. So
the Buddha says, "To one who is a kevalin", to one who is free, detached, liberated, aloof, one
who is "mahesim". Mahesim means something like a sage, one who is wise, one who is
khinasavam, in whom the asravas, the poisons, have all dried up. We talked about this
yesterday. One who is consummate, who is completely Enlightened, something else, another
kind of offering you must make to him. And if you make that offering he is a field, a field of
merit, for that offering. Are you familiar with this? Field of merit, the word for field is ksetra

or khetta. That is, if you plant a seed in a field it springs up; in the same way if you perform
an action, a good action with regard to a certain person, that person is your field of merit, in
as much as from the performance of that good action with regard to that person a certain
amount of merit will accrue to you. Do you get the idea? But then there's a further
development: the more meritorious the person, the greater the merit that will accrue to you
and also the greater the demerit if you do anything against that person. So therefore it says
that the best field of merit is the Buddha himself, because any offering made to the Buddha
has a far greater fruit, far greater result. So any offence committed against the Buddha
personally produces far greater demerit. Why do you think this is? What is the principle
behind this?
Voice: If you offer something to someone who is meritorious, presumably you've seen that in
them and therefore the feeling is greater.
S: Yes, the feeling is greater, you are more inspired, yes.
Voice: And vice versa: if you can harm a Buddha then you must be really rather sick.
S: Yes. If you just don't know, you don't recognize, that someone is a Buddha and you
perform a bad action with regard to them, presumably then that is not demeritorious. Some
texts might say that it still was demeritorious but perhaps that is more by way of [275]
stressing the greatness and importance of the Buddha and maybe not to be taken too literally.
This is not unconnected with the idea that any act of violence against your parents is more
serious than an act of violence against other persons because to bring yourself to that point
you will have had to overcome all your natural affection, as it were, towards your parents. So
it represents a much greater violation of natural feeling.
So the Buddha is not discouraging the brahmin from making an offering, but he wants him to
make the right sort of offering, the offering which is in keeping with the nature of the ideal,
which is in keeping with the Buddha's own nature. And he points out that an offering made to
the Buddha is very fruitful, or will be very fruitful, because the Buddha is the supreme field
of merit. The Buddha is the best possible person to whom offerings can be made, but they
must be the right sort of offerings.
But the brahmin is still obsessed with the idea of his sacrificial offerings, so what does he go
on to say?
(482) Brahman: "Well is it sir, that thuswise I should know!
But who should eat the gift of such as I,
Which at this sacrifice I seek to give?
Thy bidding, sir, I would obtain herein."
S: So the brahmin says, "Well is it, sir, that thuswise should I know." It is very good that I
should know this, that I should know that this kind of offering is inappropriate to you. But
who should eat the gift? Please tell me this? I would like to learn this from you. Here I am
with this oblation in my hand, I've got to give it to somebody, to whom shall I give it? I
accept that I cannot give it to you, you require another kind of offering. But there is this
oblation in my hand, please tell me to whom I'm to give it then.

Voice: He's attached.
S: Yes, he's still attached, he's still thinking in those sorts of terms. Any real Buddhist would
throw away the oblation, throw away all the sacrificial apparatus, forget all about it. But he
can't do that. He's seen the greatness of the Buddha. He's in a way accepted the spiritual ideal
that the Buddha has put forward, but he's still bothered about what to do with the sacrificial
offering. He is by no means completely free from the preoccupation with those [276] ethnic
ideals and practices, which he is now rapidly outgrowing, as a result of his contact with the
Buddha. So what does the Buddha say?
(483) Him th'unprovokable,
Him of unclouded mind,
Freed of all lustfulness,
Void of all indolence,
(484) Guide of those on the brink,
Master of birth-and-death,
Type of the silent sage,
Perfect in silent lore,
Come to the sacrifice:
(485) Him with thy brows unknit
Venerate with joined hands,
Worship with food and drink,
Thus prosper holy gifts.
S: So what is the Buddha in effect saying? Does he answer the brahmin's question?
Voice: Not really.
S: No he doesn't at all.
Vimalamitra: He seems to suggest, in a way, come to the sacrifice.
S: No, that refers to himself who has come to the sacrifice.
Ratnapani: He ignores it as the trivia that it is and carries on with what is important.
S: He ignores it, yes. He says in effect, just forget all about giving the sacrificial oblation to
somebody, he says just venerate the Buddha. "Venerate with joined hands, worship with food
and drink." In other words with the appropriate offerings, "thus prosper holy gifts." He's just
saying, "Yes, well forget about making your sacrificial offering, forget all about finding
someone to give it to, just venerate the Buddha, just make the right offerings to him, forget
about everything else." So how does he describe the Buddha? [277] How does he describe the
Enlightened one? How does he describe himself? "Him the unprovokable, him of unclouded
mind." Let's see what that is in Pali.
"Sarambha yassa vigata, cittam yassa anavilam"
Unprovokable, one who cannot be incited to become angry or quarrelsome, whose mind is
completely unclouded, not besmeared, "vippamutto ca kamehi," free from all craving, free

from all desire. "thinam yassa panuditam". "Thinam" is quite an important word that we
haven't had yet. You remember the five hindrances? Remember what they are? The five
hindrances to meditation? Is this familiar ground for most people? Because kamacchanda, the
first, what is that? It means urge towards sense experience. I think we should go into this a
little bit. Although I've mentioned it in a few lectures, it's something one should have as it
were, at your fingertips. If you want to get into a dhyanic state you have first of all to
overcome five hindrances. That is to say if those five hindrances are present you cannot go
into a dhyanic state, yes? So, therefore, many of the texts speak in terms of the overcoming of
the five hindrances. The term for hindrance is nivarana. Are you familiar with that term,
nivarana? The five nivaranas? Nivarana means not just hindrance but covering obscuration.
So the first is kamacchanda. "Chanda" means urge. It's a strong word. Kamacchanda means
something like urge in the direction of sense experience. So one can see the relation of this
particular hindrance to meditation, to the dhyana state, quite clearly. That if you are trying to
get into a dhyana state, which is on a higher level, on a higher plane than sense experience,
and if your mind is constantly turning in the direction of sense experience, if it's got a very
strong craving for sense experience, you won't be able to get into a dhyanic state. Have you
noticed that? Supposing for instance you are hungry so you keep on turning over and over in
your mind the thought of food, sort of mentally savouring the taste of food. In that case your
mind is turned toward sense experience. You won't be able to get into the dhyana state. So
long as you are bringing to mind sense experiences that you had in the past and savouring
them over again and relishing them in the mind, by anticipating them you won't be able to get
into the dhyana state. So for it to be possible for you to get into the dhyana state, you have to
be turned away from all preoccupation with sense experience, or experience on the sense
plane, whether [278] to the eye, the ear, the nose, the tongue, or even through the lower mind.
Do you see what this hindrance means? In other words for it to be possible for you to get into
the dhyana states (the first dhyana to begin with) there must be no preoccupation with sense
objects. The mind which is preoccupied with sense objects is not on the dhyana plane.
Voice: In a way, the one who is thinking about the one who is meditating...
S: You can't even be thinking about that particular hindrance and overcoming it, because once
you have overcome it you just forget all about it. So for it to be possible for you to get into
that dhyana state there must be no thought of any sight or sound or taste or smell or touch,
and no tendency of the mind, at least for the time being, to go in the direction of any of those
things or turn towards any of those things. You must be able to completely forget about them,
and in fact you find that if you get deeply into meditation, or at least concentrated, if you are
absorbed, there's no consciousness of sense objects except in a very vague and distant sort of
way. You might even hear a sound in the distance, but the mind doesn't turn towards it. It's
that turning of the mind towards the sense object that gets in the way, yes? The mind isn't
interested in that particular object.
Voice: Then if you try to, or if you maintain a kind of dhyanic state even when you come out
of meditation, then how does that affect your sense perception?
S: It doesn't affect your sense perception. You will see objects, but your mind will not be
turning towards them in the same way, not interested in them in the same way, not latching
onto them in the same way. They will just be there. Yes? You notice when you are deeply
thinking about things, you might be sitting in the garden and you see the trees and you see the
flowers but the mind is not turning towards them, the mind is not particularly interested.

They're just there because you are mentally preoccupied with something else, maybe
something quite different. In fact you find this when you have had a good meditation and you
just come out and walk about; your mind doesn't turn towards anything for a while, your mind
doesn't [279] take an interest in anything for a while. It's quite, as it were, content within
itself. External things don't attract it even though you can see them, hear them, and smell
them, you can taste them when you start eating, but the mind doesn't really turn towards them.
Vimalamitra: You still experience them.
S: You still experience them.
Voice: But there's no inclination to...
S: There's no inclination to, yes.
Voice: I often wondered about that. I've got this kind of feeling that as soon as you come out
of meditation you ought to be in contact.
S: Well there's no question of ought to be in contact because you are in contact by virtue of
the fact that you perceive. You see the forms, you hear the sounds, but your mind doesn't
incline towards them, there's no inclination on the part of your mind towards them, it's not
interested in them, it doesn't take them up, it doesn't latch onto them. That only happens
gradually as you get, as it were, out of meditation. So long as you are actively preoccupied
with, interested in, inclined towards, sense objects you can't get into the dhyana state. So for
this reason the kamacchanda is said to be a hindrance to meditation in the sense of absorption
in the dhyana states. You have at least for the time being to turn aside from your
preoccupation with those things. Do you see that? It's not a question of saying, "Well that sort
of preoccupation is bad or wicked." It just pertains to a particular plane. If you want to get
onto another plane - the next highest plane as represented by a dhyana state - then you have to
cease to preoccupy yourself with the objects which belong to the lower plane, otherwise you
can't get onto the higher plane. So this is the first of the five hindrances, kamacchanda.
Voice: How does this relate to the four stages of the mindfulness of breathing? When you're
concentrating on that [280] point on the tip of your nose or wherever, you're experiencing that
sensation. If you're experiencing that sensation are you still not in a dhyanic state?
S: You're not fully in a dhyanic state so long as you experience that sensation.
Voice: That's the jumping point.
S: Yes, that's the jumping point. You've brought all your sense experience to one fine point,
yes? So the thing to do then is forget about that point but retain the concentration on the
point, if you see what I mean. After a while when you are deeply into that you just don't
perceive the breath at all. The point vanishes, you may go on breathing very faintly or you
may not, but even if you are you don't notice it. There's no point perceived, the breath has, as
it were, disappeared, but you remain suspended in that state of concentration. That particular
object, i.e. the fine point of the breathing, has disappeared but your concentration doesn't
disappear with it. You're left concentrated. All right, what's the next of the hindrances after
kamacchanda?

Chintamani: Anger and hatred.
S: Anger and hatred. What's the Pali word here? It's vyapada, which means extreme anger and
hatred and antagonism. So it's quite obvious that as long as your mind is occupied by thoughts
of anger and hatred you can't get into a dhyana state. Maybe there's nothing so inimical to a
dhyana state as a feeling of anger and resentment and hatred. If just before you sit someone
has annoyed or irritated you, your mind continues to be preoccupied with that; you can't
possibly get into a dhyana state. Has anyone ever had this sort of experience?
Voices: Yes.
S: You just can't get it off your mind. Your mind keeps running over it, "He did this to me, he
said this to me. He behaved in such and such a way or he was in such and such a way. He
doesn't even need to do or say anything, it's just the way he is." (laughter) One whom you
intensely dislike. So [281] if you allow your mind to run in this way you don't get into a
dhyana state. So this vyapada is a hindrance. This is pretty obvious isn't it? So this is when
the metta bhavana comes in useful. Sometimes you might have to do the metta bhavana just
to counteract these sort of feelings of anger and hatred so that you can get into the dhyana
states. Sometimes the mindfulness of breathing doesn't help you very much here because you
keep being dragged away from your concentration by your strong feelings of anger and
hatred, resentment and irritation.
Voice: I find it quite good to just kind of accept that in the world you're liable to come against
aggravations and things. It's just part of being in the world.
S: Yes, you just got in his way.
Voice: Yes.
S: All right, so that's vyapada. Then after vyapada there's thina-middha, and it's with thina
that we are really concerned; this is where it all started from. We've come against this word
thina.
Voice: What does it translate as?
S: The Buddha is described as "thinam yassa panuditam" which Hare renders as "void of all
indolence". Thina is usually translated as sloth-and-torpor. Thina is said to be more mental;
middha is said to be more physical. Middha or torpor is the state you get into after you've had
a very heavy meal, maybe with a bit of alcohol. It's a very hot day so the state that you then
get into is one of torpor. Then mental equivalent of that is sloth. So sloth and torpor.
Voice: Is there a connection between sloth and torpor and the lack of energy that arises
through conflict. Or is that something different?
S: No, I think that is something different. That is more like khila, the state of barrenness and
stultification that we talked about yesterday.[282] So indolence: perhaps it's very difficult to
draw a hard and fast line between the two. Why are you indolent? It may be due to the fact of
internal conflict, or it may be something else, just some general sort of heaviness. So sloth
and torpor covers everything like drowsiness, sleepiness, indolence, lack of energy, lack of

effort. You know quite well when you get into that sort of state you can't meditate, can you?
You know the sort of state that is implied here? It's not very bright, not very wakeful, a bit
dull, heavy, stagnant, torpid, like a boa constrictor after an enormous meal. So what happens
in this sort of state? Why do you get into this sort of state? It may be due to quite simple
reasons. You may have had a very heavy meal just before you were going to meditate, so
naturally you feel a bit heavy. Some people can break through that, others can't. This is one of
the reasons why one is advised not to have a heavy meal before meditation. But barring that,
supposing you haven't had a heavy meal, supposing it isn't a very hot day, supposing you
haven't been working hard and you're tired. What brings about sloth and torpor? Why is one
indolent? Why doesn't one make an effort? Why isn't one buoyant and lively?
Voice: The energy gets blocked.
S: The energy gets blocked. Do you think it is just blocked energy? And if so, why does the
energy get blocked? In the case of sloth and torpor, it's not so much that the energy is
blocked, or gets blocked, it's more that the energy doesn't move. In a way this is the whole
point of sloth and torpor, the energy is not blocked, but it doesn't move, one could say.
Voice: There's no desire or will for the energy to move, more like laziness.
S: It's more like laziness but, as I sometimes say, what is laziness? It's easy to say that
someone is lazy, but what is laziness?
Devamitra: Well, it implies to me that someone who is lazy is someone who has got the
energy available but won't apply it.[283]
S: But why won't he?
Voice: There's no reason to.
S: There's no reason to.
Devamitra: Lack of inspiration.
S: Lack of inspiration, lack of interest. It's more like that.
Voice: Half-heartedness.
S: Half-heartedness, you feel this in connection with meditation when maybe it hasn't been
going all that well and you begin to feel or to think that perhaps there's not much point in it
all. You don't feel much zest, much interest. Then you get all sluggish and torpid and lazy.
Voice: I think this also seems to come hand in hand with kind of happiness... Like at
Sukhavati, sometimes it's good to go out to see a film if you're getting dull, or do something
creative or something you know will get some energy moving.
S: Yes.
Voice: You see in the zoo, wild animals who have been caged for many years. They look

completely drained of energy.
S: But also I think one must be careful when one speaks of laziness to be sure that it really is
laziness that one is talking about. For instance, you might be a very busy, active person, doing
all sorts of things. Somebody else might not be doing anything. Apparently, so far as you are
concerned, you might think that that person is very lazy. Would this necessarily be justified?
Voice: No.[284]
S: No. He might not be choosing to do anything, certainly not the things that you are doing.
He might just be quiet. He might just be thinking, not necessarily lazy. So laziness, real
genuine laziness, seems to be a sort of by-product of lack of interest, lack of enthusiasm, lack
of inspiration, lack of zest, lack of liveliness. I think probably this is one of the great
difficulties on the whole spiritual life. This is why I was talking about even the place of
pleasure in the spiritual life yesterday, just to keep you a bit alive, a bit interested in things, a
bit happy as it were. Otherwise it becomes very difficult.
Ratnapani: ... also lack of confidence, which makes some people lazy because they don't feel
they can do something, so they do nothing.
S: Yes, in a way a lack of faith in the sense of sraddha. Where there is faith there will be
energy. So that's thina middha, and what's the opposite?
Voice: Worry and flurry.
S: Yes, uddhacca-kukkucca, sometimes translated as hurry and flurry or worry and flurry. It's
mental restlessness or mental instability and physical restlessness, excitability, flightiness.
Devamitra: It sounds very like it.
S: Thina-middha sounds quite stagnant. So also if you are very restless, very excited, then
also you can't meditate can you? Have you experienced this?
Voice: Frequently.
S: So this also is a nivarana, a hindrance, an obstacle, to meditation. You have to get this out
of the way. And then fifthly and lastly vicikiccha. This is usually translated as doubt, but it's a
bit more than doubt: it's more like indecision, lack of commitment, lack of faith - it's when
you don't have full confidence in what you are doing. How can you [285] really do something
wholeheartedly if you don't have full confidence in what you are doing, or in yourself as
doing it? If you start thinking, "Oh I don't know why I am doing this, don't know why I am
sitting here trying to meditate," well you probably won't have a good meditation. (laughter)
Voice: The last three seem very closely related. They seem to overlap. Because I find if I sit
in a sort of restless state of mind there comes a very brief period of calm followed by a torpid
period. I find one sort of gradually slides into the other.
Voice: It's almost like little stages. I've noticed that. You can sit and do all these different
kinds of manifestation of... and the same kinds of difficulties come up.

S: So to put it all in positive terms, when you sit to meditate, first of all your mind must be
firmly turned away from all the sense objects. You must be in a state of positive good will
towards everybody, you must feel light and buoyant and fresh and energetic. At the same time
you should be calm and peaceful and very confident with regard to what you are about to do,
and about your spiritual life in general. If you can fulfil these conditions then you will find it
relatively easy (laughter) to get into a dhyanic state, in fact you will gradually be in a dhyanic
state.
Voice: That's the irony, isn't it? You've got to be like that to get like that and we do it to get
like that anyway, we do our practice.
S: Little by little, yes?
Voice: Actually I never thought of applying confidence to all of that in terms of my practice.
S: It's more like confidence in the sense of wholeheartedness. Do you see what I mean?
Voice: Yes.[286]
S: It's very important that when you sit, you sit down with a real determination that I'm going
to do something with this half hour, or this hour; something is going to really happen; this is a
piece of work that I've got to get on with. You sort of tackle it quite vigorously, as it were.
Ratnapani: This is the one thing that is opposed to the "should-ing" as well, isn't it? This
should be done. I should get this much together.
S: Yes, quite. You feel interested, you feel enthusiastic. This is why Zen, for instance, speaks
in terms of "beginner's mind". Because most people, the first time they try meditation or a
particular method of meditation, they were very interested, maybe a bit enthusiastic, even if it
was simply because it was a new thing, something not done before. The chances are that they
will get on with it relatively well, so that same sort of interest one should bring to every
session because, in fact, every session is new, no two sessions are ever the same. So one
should try to think not that this is the same old meditation all over again: "Here we are sitting
in the same old place, same old cushions, same old people, same old practice." So think that
this is completely different, completely new. These are fresh, unique, situations.
Voice: How do you, why do you get like that?
S: Why do you?
Voice: Is it that you get in your head more, in a kind of mental way of looking at it?
S; Isn't this something we do sort of generally, but again why do we do it?
Voice: We're looking for experience I suppose, thirsting for excitement.[287]
S: It means we're not looking at things as they actually are at this moment. We're bringing
recollections from the past.

Voice: ... tendency to solidify everything around one... solid concepts and ideas and things
like possessions, in fact.
S: Yes.
Chintamani: There's also the point that whenever one of these hindrances or one of these
negativities comes up, it tends to drag all the rest with it.
S: Anyway, this all arose out of a consideration of "thina", the Buddha being void of all
indolence, void of all laziness. "Guide of those on the brink." This is quite interesting: those
on the brink, those at the limit. He is guide of those on the brink or at the limit. What do you
think is meant by that? What is that brink, what is that limit?
Voice: Our conditioned existence.
S: According to the commentary, it means those with passions. But that doesn't seem
altogether satisfactory. One could look at it in various ways. Those who are on the brink,
about to topple over the precipice of conditioned existence, in other words, those who are
ready for something more, something further, something beyond, or those who are on the
brink in the sense of being constantly in a state of peril - because in the world, in the midst of
conditioned existence, you are in a very precarious situation, you're not really safe, you're not
really secure. You may think you are, but actually you're on the brink, you're at the edge. All
the time, you may fall over. Any time you may fall into suffering, any time you may fall into
sickness, you may fall into death. You're on the brink all the time. All the time you're in a sort
of existential situation, though you very often don't know it. So you're on the brink all the
time. So the Buddha is the guide to those on the brink. It seems to mean something more like
this. Yes? They are on the brink, of course, because of their passions, but simply to say those
who are on the brink are those with passions doesn't bring out the meaning very fully or very
powerfully. So one is constantly on the brink.
Devamitra: It's like, in a sense, Shantideva's case, his preoccupation as if he were personally
continually on the brink.
S: You feel that very strongly with Shantideva. But therefore, as you say, there is that sense of
urgency. Anything may happen to you any minute. You may fall as it were straight down into
hell. So what are you going to do about it? So the Buddha is the guide to people in that sort of
situation, or who feel in that sort of situation. Milarepa felt very much on the brink because
he had [288] committed all those evil deeds. He brought about the deaths of all those people
through black magic, so he knew that if he were to die he would just go straight down into
hell and suffer for aeons and aeons. So what was he going to do? He was on the brink in a
really desperate sort of situation and then he found Marpa, and Marpa showed him the way.
But there was only one way for him by that time, well it would just have to be Buddhahood:
all or nothing, Enlightenment or hell. Those were the alternatives before Milarepa. Yes? He
really was on the brink - and he knew it and Marpa knew it.
Devamitra: A very positive situation actually, to know one's on the brink.
S: Yes. In a way it is, because it does galvanize one's energies. Just as in time of war
everybody perks up. I remember this, it's really amazing. I remember the declaration of war, I

think it was 11.00 on the morning of the, I think it was, 9 September 1939 and the air raid
sirens started blowing, yes? Everybody sort of perked up. Everybody sort of came to life after
the uncertainty of the previous year, whether there was going to be war or not. Now it was
war, it had a kind of galvanizing and invigorating effect upon lots of people. After some
months when nothing seemed to happen, they got a bit dull and lethargic again. Everybody
perked up at the time of the blitz. (laughter) It may sound strange but this is what sort of
happened. Lots of elderly men really came to life during that time. They never enjoyed
themselves so much. Despite all the disaster, despite all the hardships, in a way they never
enjoyed themselves so much, and you could see that. They got out of the rut, away from their
wives and families.
They were almost enjoying the war, you could say. They had something to live for. Not just
something to fight for, but something to live for almost.
Voice: Otherwise, why all the memoirs, the films, the recollections and all the rest of it.
Voice: Jolly good fun.
S: Yes, yes.
Voice: People had to become efficient.
S: People had to become efficient - wanted to become efficient. There was a reason for being
efficient. There was a definite objective to win the war and this was very, very strong among
people. If you have a definite objective in which you are really interested, that means
something to you, you'll be galvanized into activity, otherwise not. So, even a worldly
objective like winning a war can galvanize you into activity. What about winning
Enlightenment then? That should galvanize you into activity even more so. But if you can't
quite think in those sort of sublime terms, then at least think in terms of some general
spiritual progress, evolutionary development, helping to create better conditions [289] for
other people. At least think in those sort of terms, because everybody is on the brink really.
Very often they don't know it, they just sort of sleep on the brink. They feel so safe and
secure. They're sleeping there. But you know everything may collapse beneath their feet at
any minute.
Devamitra: I have a sort of feeling of being on the brink in that sense. It's something which
spurs me on quite a bit personally. I find it a very useful thing because I sort of feel, what
happens if I don't make enough progress in this life and might not be so fortunate to have ...
S: Well, what? This life, this week!
Devamitra: Well, you know.
S: If you're really on the brink you think, well, this week, today - if I don't do it today, I may
not be able to do it at all, I may not have tomorrow. I don't really ... nobody knows. You
might be run over by the proverbial bus or gored by the proverbial bull.
Devamitra: When I say in this life, I mean bearing in mind that life could end tomorrow.

S: Yes, right.
Devamitra: I remember also when Maya, before Maya was ordained. He said "I really want to
get ordained because I might die tomorrow."
S: Yes, right, yes.
Devamitra: (unclear)
S: Yes. I remember that when we had our first talk about that particular subject, he and I, I
felt this tremendous urgency on his part. That's why I had absolutely no doubt about ordaining
at all, because - you know - this is supposed to be the spirit with which one should go for
refuge. As though you were a deer pursued by the hunter and you're just desperately looking
around for somewhere to flee to, to be safe, to be sheltered. You should go for refuge like
that. Just like that deer pursued by the hunter you're pursued by the hunters of birth, old age,
disease and death. You've got to get away from them. So the deer feels on the brink. (pause)
Voice: I just get laughed at when I sound so desperate: don't be silly, it's not that (inaudible
interjection).
Voice: In what circumstance? Quite often. I mean I was always saying at one time, you know
it's something I really want to do, something I'm quite panic stricken about almost. But, you
know, it's turned into a thing like, oh I'm being a bit extreme.
S: I feel one has to be careful to whom one speaks in this sort of way because you remember
that instant which I mentioned before of the Buddha teaching, presumably in the Buddha's
early days after the Enlightenment, teaching the [290] meditation on death to some of his
disciples as a means of detaching them from the world, yes? And he left them practising the
meditation on death, and when he came back he found they'd all become so depressed they'd
committed suicide. Yes? [Vinaya vol.1 (Suttavibhanga), section 3. Also the Ananpana
Samyutta (Samyutta Nikaya V.321), tr.] So, there's some sort of moral could be drawn here, I
think. If one feels this oneself that's OK, but you should be very careful about bringing people
to a sudden realization that they are on the brink, because they feel that there's not time to do
anything, so what's the point of trying to do anything? I might die tomorrow, and I can't do
anything much today. What's the point of trying?
They might feel in that sort of way, so you should be very careful in speaking in these sort of
terms to some people, especially if they are rather anxious, worried people. If they are people
with a lot of positivity and confidence and cheerfulness, then it's all right; they'll take it in the
right spirit, will be galvanized into action. But very timid sort of fearful people, anxious and
nervous people, shouldn't be spoken to in this sort of way - only the more heroic spirits;
they'll find it very galvanizing, very inspiring, you know, very encouraging. If anyone does
sort of genuinely feel this way himself, well obviously he shouldn't be told that it's silly.
Maybe if people say that, it's because you've made them feel a bit uncomfortable. They don't
want to think about being on the brink. Maybe they can't afford to do that. Perhaps you
shouldn't press on them the fact that you are on the brink, or feel on the brink. It may be a bit
too much for them. But certainly the occasional reflection that you are on the brink is very
salutary. At least that, and there's no time to be lost. There's a lot to be done. But don't reflect
that way so much that you become panic-stricken about being able to do anything.

Ratnapani: You must feel positive, basically.
S: Yes, you might think, well, I might die in half an hour's time, what's the point in doing
anything positive in this next half hour; might just as well enjoy myself, there's no time to do
anything worthwhile.
Ratnapani: (inaudible)
(laughter)
S: Right.
(pause)
Devamitra: I must say that in my own personal experience at that has always been a source of
inspiration.
S: Well, this is probably because you are basically very healthy and positive. Simply that.
Ratnapani: I remember something of this sort on the first retreat I ever went on and it made
me feel really awful, really miserable. I didn't know what to do about that one.[291]
Vimalamitra: Reading that section from the "Three Jewels" about the real nature of existence,
that finally made me ask for ordination. I also felt that you were going to New Zealand at that
time, I just wondered if you'd ever come back.
S: Right. I often sort of think in this way before I go off anywhere, well in case I don't come
back, so and so, and so and so. When I went off to New Zealand I left a will behind, because,
I don't know, I'm going by air, anything might happen. I don't want things to go wrong as far
as I can help it. So I wrote out a detailed will before I left, making certain arrangements, just
to make sure, as much as one can. I came back, I can write another will now, next time...
(laughter)
Voice: Buddhadasa made a point in one of the early Shabdas about Order members making a
will, but I don't know whether anyone ever took it seriously.
S: Certain Order members I know have taken it seriously and have made their wills.
Voice: It quite struck me in the new puja, "Our bodies too, like flowers..."
S: Yes, quite. (pause) There's no need to be morbidly preoccupied with death and all that kind
of thing, though - you know - to be preoccupied in a positive way is very good. (pause)
Voice: (inaudible) like a dakini ...
S: Dancing in the cremation ground.
Voice: Yes, right.

Voice: Do you feel that, on the whole, within the Order, that we are sufficiently positive to
think in this negative way, if you like?
S: To think in this more inspiring way, really.
Voice: Well, maybe "negative" in inverted commas.
S: I think a lot of people are, though some people are not. I don't want to name any names. I
think quite a lot of people are sufficiently positive to be able to think in this sort of way, at
least from time to time.
Voice: So that, in that case, will you still insist that before you do vipassana practice, but
especially say something like the six element practice or the root verses practice, one should
always do the metta first, or if one feels in a generally positive state of mind, is that
sufficient?
S: I think if one feels generally in a positive state of mind that is sufficient, yes. (pause) But
one should be quite sure of that. I think there are not all that many people who are generally
in a positive state of mind. (pause) The "guide of those on the brink. Master of
birth-and-death," the word for master is kovida. It's not exactly master. I'm just going to look
that up.
(long pause)
One who is in possession of right wisdom. One who is in possession of right [292] wisdom
with regard to birth and death, who knows birth and death, who has mastered birth and death,
who has seen through birth and death, it's more like that. (pause) "Type of the silent sage." So
what is that? (pause) This is another interesting word, which is often applied to the Buddha,
again from pre-Buddhist times: "muni". It means one who is silent and also one who is wise.
I've gone into this before several times in lectures: the Buddha is often called maha muni, the
great muni, or Sakyamuni, the sage, or silent sage or silent one of the Sakya tribe or Sakya
clan. So very often the Buddha is called the muni or maha muni, or Sakyamuni. (pause)
So he is the muni, endowed with the quality of being a muni, this is what it literally means,
more or less. In other words, he really is a muni, the perfect muni, or the perfect sage, as
Chalmers translates, or as Hare translates, "Type of the silent sage." "Perfect in silent lore,"
the silent one, endowed with silentness, or the wise one endowed with wisdom. There is that
double meaning. (pause) So when such a one, who cannot be provoked, whose mind is
unclouded, free from all passions, void of all indolence, guide of those on the brink, master of
birth and death, type of the silent sage perfect in silent lore. When such a one comes to the
sacrifice, as the Buddha himself has come to Bharadvaja's sacrifice, or come near it, "him
with thy brows unknit, venerate with joined hands, worship with food and drink, thus prosper
with holy gifts." Why does he say "him with thy brows unknit venerate"? What does "knit
brows" signify?
Devamitra: To me, submission to an authority figure, something you don't really want to do,
rather than a natural sort of expression.
S: I think it's broader than that. Knit brows signify worry, yes? What does worry suggest?

You're thinking about something else, yes? So when the Buddha comes into your presence,
when a figure of this kind comes before you, then venerate him with brows unknit - don't
worry, don't think about anything else, and especially in the case of this brahmin don't think
about what to do with the remnants of your sacrifice, with your oblation; forget everything,
simply venerate him. Yes? Salute, "namassatha pujetha", yes, worship, venerate, pujetha.
(pause) Salute him with joined hands and worship him "with food and drink". In other words,
puja and vandana, yes? Why with joined hands? This is the customary outward sign of
respect, according to Indian tradition.
Devamitra: Is there any particular significance in the fact that one has joined hands when you
bow to the shrine?
S: There are various traditions, for instance there is... sometimes, the Tibetans [293] touch the
head, heart, and throat centres to signify the whole being - with body, speech, and mind; so
that it's [demonstrates] body - speech - mind. In Theravada tradition or general Indian
Buddhist tradition, you salute the gods from here [?forehead, tr.] and the Three Jewels from
here [?crown of head, tr.], another practice, another custom.
Devamitra: That's what you actually do in the shrine room?
S: Yes.
Devamitra: You actually touch the forehead with the palm?
S: What is usually said is that the way of saluting is Brahminic or Hindu, and this is Buddhist.
This forms the lotus, and this is the jewel in the lotus. So strictly, in the Buddhistic way, it's
more like this [?fingers flexed, tr.] - not like that [?fingers straight, tr.], which is said to be the
Hindu way. I suppose you know when there were both Buddhists and Hindus in India in
medieval times especially, when they wanted to distinguish them.
Devamitra: I was actually wondering if you do actually touch your forehead with your thumb,
was there any significance in that particular gesture.
S: No - if you touch - you can't help touching with the thumbs if the thumbs are like that.
Devamitra: On the forehead.
S: Yes.
Devamitra: But there has known ...
S: Also there is this tradition of bowing the head, saluting with the head, the head being the
noblest part of your body, so you salute with the noblest part of your body, suggests that you
completely salute. Yes. So when you join the hands against the head you're emphasizing that
you're saluting with your head. That is a Pali idiom, to say "I salute the Buddha with my
head", or "I salute the Buddha's feet with my head". In other words, I completely, as it were,
humble myself - the head being considered the noblest part of the body, yes?
Voice: (inaudible)

S: There's no hard and fast rule as to what one should do, so
Him with thy brows unknit
Venerate with joined hands,
Worship with food and drink,
Thus prosper with holy gifts.
So the Buddha's saying, yes, when such a person comes before you, an Enlightened person, a
Tathagata, you forget everything else, don't have any worries; forget all about your sacrificial
offering, just salute him, just worship him in the right sort of way, with the right sort of gifts,
just be completely devoted to him. Then what does the brahmin say? He seems to be
thoroughly [294] converted at last. So what does he say?
Thou art the Wake, oblation-worthy lord!
Thou art the field of merit unsurpassed!
Most meet recipient of all the world!
Great is the fruit of gifts to thee, O lord!
S: "Thou art the Wake" - you are the Buddha, you are worthy of the oblation, he still can't
completely get rid of this idea of oblation. "Thou art the field for merit unsurpassed" - any
offering made to you will be productive of the greatest conceivable blessings. "Most meet
recipient of all the world" - not only the right recipient of my gifts of offerings, but for those
of the whole world. "Great is the fruit of gifts to thee, O lord". In other words he is more or
less completely converted, you may say. All right, let's go on from there, reach a conclusion.
Voice: "Then the Brahman Bharadvaja of Sundarika said thus to the Master: "'Tis amazing
Master Gotama; 'tis wonderful, Master Gotama! Just as a man might set up something
overturned ... even so Master Gotama has declared the Dharma in many ways. Lo, I go to
Master Gotama for refuge, to Dharma and to the order of monks. I will go forth nigh to
Master Gotama. I would obtain full acceptance." And Brahman Bharadvaja did so .... and
became a man-of-worth."
S: Actually, Hare condenses, and so he misses out quite a bit. I think there's a standard
passage which he's translated before. I'll just try to find that so we can read the whole thing.
(pause)
The whole thing is contained in the end of an earlier sutta in connection with another
Bharadvaja Brahmin, Bharadvaja being the name of a whole gotta [i.e. lineage, tr.]. Now not
long after his acceptance: "'Tis amazing Master Gotama, it's marvellous Master Gotama, just
as a man might set up a thing overturned, reveal the hidden, show the way to the blind, bring
a lamp into the darkness so that those with eyes could see forms, even thus Dharma has been
declared in many a way by Master Gotama. Lo, I go to Master Gotama for refuge, to Dharma
and to the Order of Monks. I would go forth nigh Master Gotama, I would obtain full
acceptance, and Brahmin Bharadvaja went forth nigh to the Master and obtained full
acceptance. Now not long after his acceptance, the Venerable Bharadvaja, dwelling alone
apart, earnest, ardent, resolute, ere long entered in the abode in that supreme end of the godly
life, for the goal of which clansmen's sons rightly go forth from home to homelessness, and
by his own knowledge did he realize it here and now and he knew birth is destroyed, lived is

the godly life, done is what had to be done, there is no more of this state, then the venerable
Bharadvaja became [295] a man of worth". This is a stock or standard ending to an episode
when someone has been listening to the Buddha's teaching, is completely convinced by it, and
goes for refuge and becomes what nowadays we unfortunately call a monk. I'll just turn back
to the Pali of that earlier on.
(long pause)
So Brahmin Bharadvaja of Sundavika said this to the Master: "'Tis amazing Master Gotama.
'Tis wonderful Master Gotama! Just as a man might set up something overturned or reveal
what has been hidden away or tell a man who'd gone astray which was his way or bring a
lamp into darkness, so that those with eyes might see the things about them, even so in many
ways has Gotama made his doctrine (or Dharma) clear." This is the Brahmin's immediate
reaction. I think it's quite important to go into this and try to as it were understand it. What
does the Brahmin feel, or what does he experience?
Vimalamitra: He started seeing.
S: Yes, there's been a complete change. That is illustrated, and again that is a standard or
stock passage with four comparisons. He feels, he says, it's just as though someone had set
upright something that had been knocked over or knocked down or turned over. Yes, it's just
like revealing something that had been hidden or telling someone his way when he'd lost his
way or bringing a lamp into the darkness. Let's look at each of those in turn: "It's as though a
man might set up again what had fallen down." What does this suggest?
Voice: It suggests a previous fall from grace.
S: As it were, yes. "Just as a man might set up a thing overturned." Hare says "reveal the
hidden, show the way to the blind, bring a lamp into the darkness". It suggests that our
ordinary state is a state of being upside down, turned over, knocked over, knocked down, but
we don't see that. It's only when the Buddha expounds the Dharma, or the Enlightened person,
you know, enables us to see things in a completely new perspective, that we realize that we
are in a sort of topsy-turvy state. There is a Pali word and a Sanskrit word that expresses this.
There's the term called vipariyasa. Have you come across this term? There are four
vipariyasas. Vipariyasa mean a sort of topsy-turviness. So it means seeing what is painful as
pleasant, seeing what is impermanent as permanent, seeing what is insubstantial as
substantial, and seeing what is repulsive as attractive. These are the four vipariyasas, the four
topsy-turvy ways of seeing things, seeing things the wrong way round, seeing things all
upside down. So usually we live in this topsy-turvy, upside down state. But when the Buddha
appears, [296] when the Dharma is made clear, everything is set upright. Everything is turned
the right way round.
Voice: Can you say these four again?
S: Seeing that which is painful as pleasant, seeing the impermanent as permanent, seeing the
insubstantial as substantial, and seeing the repulsive as attractive. These are all dealt with in
some detail in "The Three Jewels" by the way, yes? The four vipariyasas. They're quite
important. The first three correspond to the three laksanas, the three characteristics of all
conditioned existence. Yes? As usually given. But, you know, one of the things that happens

is that when you start straightening yourself out everybody else thinks you're crooked. If you
start standing upright everybody else thinks you're upside down, because they're still upside
down. If you start going in the right direction everybody else, all your friends and relations,
think you're going in the wrong direction. This is why he says the spiritual life is going
against the stream, going against the current, i.e. the stream or current of worldly life. So this
is why you cannot in a sense expect to justify yourself to people who do not share your ideals.
They cannot but regard you as misguided and foolish, this is inevitable, you have to accept
this. (pause) If they think you're doing the right thing you're probably compromising. (pause)
(laughter) Be very suspicious of yourself when worldly people approve of what you are doing.
(laughter)
Ratnapani: I think there are exceptions.
S: There are always exceptions.
Ratnapani: ...sort of person like my father, for instance. He said "I haven't got a clue what
you're up to but you look healthy on it. You look like you're happy, so I guess it's all right."
S: Well, happiness is the criterion.
Ratnapani: Yes.
S: Suppose you looked miserable.
Ratnapani: Then he'd think it's all wrong. Yes.
S: Yes. (pause) But fair enough, you know, you don't want to antagonize people
unnecessarily. If they feel that they can sympathize with you and can even up to a point, fair
enough. (pause)
Vimalamitra: It's very difficult for materialistic people to see why you want to give up
opportunities.
S: Yes.
Various voices: Nobody works for nothing ...[297] Why don't you get married, settle down ...
You're not really happy, you think you're happy .... (laughter) but how can you be happy like
that?
S: Again to go a little forward in Buddhist history. In the Yogacara school there is this talk of
the turning about, the paravritti, the turning round, or, as Suzuki translates it, the revolution in
the deepest seat of consciousness, the turning right the way round, seeing things in a
completely different perspective: paravritti, turned about. So if you're turned about, obviously
everybody else is turned the other way round, you know, in as much as the minority is always
wrong, they'll think you're turning the wrong way and they're all turning the right way, you
will think otherwise and sometimes you'll have to keep that thought to yourself.
Voice: Gnostics and mystics tend to go into this quite deeply.

S: Yes, true.
Ratnapani: More bizarre, that someone who really is turned around in the deepest sense,
taking that none of us are really, we're almost half and half as it were: going in a particular
direction but still very much with the other direction.
S: Well, this is most people's state for quite a long time, obviously.
Devamitra: I suppose it's a question of the intention and the actuality.
S: Yes. (pause) All right, "setting up what you overturned", "Reveal the hidden". The
Brahmin feels as though something that was hidden has been revealed. What do you think
that means?
Vimalamitra: There always seems to be something that sometimes you know you are on the
track of something, you're getting near somewhere, but you never actually see it.
S: And suddenly you sort of see the light as it were, somebody says something or you read
something or you think something or you have a sudden flash of vision, flash of inspiration:
everything becomes clear.
Voice: As if you knew it all along.
S: As if you knew it all along. Yes. (pause) "Show the way to the blind," "Show the way to
the blind," or as Chalmers has translated it, "tell a man who had gone astray which was his
way." Give him a sense of direction. The Brahmin's got a sense of direction now. He sees his
way. The way has been shown to him. So what exactly do you think that means, or how
important is [298] that?
Voice: He knows what to do.
S: He knows what to do. He's not floundering any more, not on the wrong track. Before he
was on the wrong track, though he didn't know it. Now the true way, the real way, has been
shown. He realizes that he's gone astray. So have people ever had that sort of experience?
Suddenly realizing you'd been on the wrong track, but now you see the real way that you've
got to go? You see what you've got to do next? (agreement and laughter) I don't mean just
with regard to little everyday matters but - you know - quite basic fundamental matters. You
see that you've really gone astray, you've got off the track or maybe never got onto it - that
you were on the wrong road. But now you see the right road, the main road, and you know
where it's heading and you know that you've got to tread it.
That fourth simile: "bring a lamp into darkness so that those with eyes can see forms." Not
very much unlike revealing the hidden, maybe a bit more explicit, a bit more detailed. (pause)
So what do you think the Brahmin is trying to convey by the simile?
Voice: He can see.
S: He sees, he sees more clearly, he sees in a more detailed manner. So as I said, this whole
passage is a stock passage or standard passage. So one could say that one isn't concerned here

simply with the response to the Buddha's words of this particular Brahmin. It's a sort of
almost archetypal situation, almost archetypal response of the worldly person, especially the
person immersed in ethnic values whose eyes are suddenly opened to the truth and who does
respond to it. This is his experience. He feels as though something that has been overturned
has been set up; something that was hidden has been revealed, that the way has been shown to
the blind, a lamp brought into the darkness. He experiences all this in a very sort of
overwhelming manner. When he says "'Tis amazing Master Gotama, 'tis marvellous Master
Gotama", what are those words? Let's just see (pause) "abhikkantam bho Gotama,
abhikkantam bho Gotama": wonderful, marvellous, it's the same word, amazing, so what do
you think this sort of signifies?
Vimalamitra: He's blasted out. (laughter)
S: Plato says all philosophy begins with a sense of wonder, that may be putting it rather
mildly, the Brahmin has experienced it in a much more dramatic fashion, a much more
cataclysmic fashion.[299]
Chintamani: What about that Caravaggio painting of the conversion of St Paul, where he's
lying on his back on the ground.
S: So what is the result of all this? He says "Lo, I go to Master Gotama for refuge, to Dharma
and to the order of monks. I would go forth nigh Master Gotama, I would obtain full
acceptance." So he goes for refuge. This is his response to what he has seen, to what he has
realized. This is his response to the impact of the Dharma on him. He goes for refuge, to the
Buddha, the Dharma, and the Sangha. You notice he goes for refuge to the sangha of
bhikkhus, there was a little note about this sort of thing in Shabda not so long ago: that the
object of refuge was always the Arya Sangha, not bhikkhu sangha, that is not strictly speaking
correct, though probably at that stage there was no real distinction between Arya Sangha and
bhikkhu sangha. The two maybe were the same or virtually the same. But why do you think
he says he goes for refuge to the bhikkhu sangha, the community of almsmen let's say, to
avoid the term monk, the community of full-timers. He goes for refuge to the community of
the fully committed, this is what it really means, you know, degree of realization apart, they
are the fully committed. Those who are trying their utmost, who are not compromising,
because only by going for refuge to them can he get any real help for himself, not by going for
refuge to the semi-committed, that won't help him. So he goes for refuge and he goes forth. "I
would go forth nigh Master Gotama", so here is this going forth.
He intends to leave behind home, family, the whole household situation, all the sacrificial
paraphernalia, the Vedas, the Vedic rites, the Vedic traditions, all his Brahmin friends and
acquaintances, pupils. He's going to leave, he's going to "go forth nigh, Master Gotama," that
is, as it were, under the auspices of the Buddha, and he wishes to obtain full acceptance into
the community. This is what afterwards became becoming a bhikkhu, becoming a monk, but
really there is this twofold procedure: you go forth from your home, from your clan or
whatever, from conditioned existence, from worldly life, and then you are accepted into the
community of the committed. This is what he wants to do. He wants to leave everything
behind and be accepted by the Buddha's disciples as one of themselves, a full-time disciple
that is. The bhikkhus and Brahmin Bharadvaja "went forth nigh to the Master and obtained
full acceptance". In later terminology he received the lower and higher ordination, which
gives quite a different flavour to the whole thing. "Now not long after his acceptance the

venerable Bharadvaja (he'd become "Venerable" Bharadvaja, you notice) dwelling alone,
[300] apart, earnest, ardent, resolute, ere long entered in the abode, in that supreme end of
godly life." We don't like "godly life" very much, do we? It's the brahmacariya, the noble life,
the sublime life, the spiritual life. It's no long time afterwards.
Vimalamitra: Is this the bit missing in this last sentence?
S: Yes, that's right. I'm restoring it from earlier on in the Sutta Nipata where it's given in full:
"Now not long time after his acceptance the Venerable Bharadvaja, - eko vupakattho - living
solitary," which doesn't necessarily mean out of contact with other members of the Sangha:
"eko" doesn't mean by himself in the literal sense, but as an individual; it's more like that.
Otherwise what would be the point in going for refuge to the bhikkhu sangha if you are going
to go away and live on your own afterwards all the time? (pause) So, alone, solitary;
appamato: mindful; atapi - that's a very good word translated as ardent, which isn't bad, it's
more like blazing, with his energy all on fire, it's connected of course with this tapati, heat,
with his energy all ablaze, resolute, with aroused self, determined self. "Ere long entered and
abode in that supreme end of the godly life" the goal of the whole brahmacariya, the goal of
the whole spiritual life, that is to say Enlightenment or nirvana itself. "That goal for the sake
of which the sons of clans rightly go forth from home to homelessness, and he knew "birth is
destroyed", (there's no more birth for me) "lived is the godly life" (I've accomplished the
spiritual life) "done is what had to be done;" I've done my duty, as it were, "there is no more
of this state", there's no more conditioned existence for me. Again, this is the standard or
stock conclusion, "and the Venerable Bharadvaja became a man-of-worth", he became an
arahant, in later technical terminology, yes? He became worthy of offerings.
So you see the sort of pattern, you see the sort of sequence. First of all the Brahmin is
immersed in his sacrificial duties, immersed in the Vedic tradition with his limited ethnic
outlook, suddenly coming into contact with the Buddha, in fact through that ethnic
preoccupation because he was looking for someone to whom he could offer his oblation, but
the Buddha very quickly leads him beyond all that, and presents him with the ideal of
Enlightenment itself, which clearly makes a tremendous impact on him even though he
initially resists it quite strongly, and tries to cling onto his, you know, his ethnic past, though
eventually he is completely overwhelmed and accepts it, accepts the ideal. [301] And he feels
as though he's been sort of spiritually reborn, as though there's a new life for him, he's been
completely turned around, he's seen what he didn't see before. Everything has become
changed. He himself feels new, feels changed. So the result of this is he goes for refuge. He
commits himself to the realization of that ideal, commits himself to the Three Jewels, and
goes forth, leaves behind the past, leaves behind the old, leaves home, is accepted by the
community of the Buddha's disciples, practises himself, and realizes, reaches the Goal. That
is the pattern. That is the sequence. It's in a way quite a familiar one in the Pali scriptures. It
happens in all sorts of ways many, many times.
Ratnapani: Then you say he "eventually" was converted. It must have taken ten minutes. It is
pretty fantastic.
S: Yes. Though of course towards the end he says "after no long time..." that is, no long time
after his acceptance into the spiritual community. It could have been months, could have been
years, could have been twenty, thirty, forty years. But it's no long time, you know, not in view
of what it is one's seeking to attain. It might have taken, or probably did take, several decades,

but "in no long time". It's not too long, because you get there in the end.
All right. What sort of general impression do we get from this sutta as a whole - apart from
what I've said?
Dave: Packed with information.
S: Packed with information, yes. What sort of information are you thinking of?
Dave: Well, what it's like to be a Tathagata. What you've got to get through.
(pause)[302]
Ratnapani: It leaves me extremely stimulated by the thought of being a healthy human being
and meeting a Buddha.
S: Yes, right.
Ratnapani: ... and it's incredible the difference between them and what we have to go through
(being what we are).
S: Because even that Brahmin, immersed as he was in his ethnic beliefs and practices, must
have been a relatively healthy person.
David: A spiritual leader of some kind.
S: Yes, very likely. (pause) Ah, this is interesting. I've just noticed something. (quotes Pali)
Not just going forth from home into homelessness, but taking up the "anagariya" or
"anagarika" life. I mean this term is used sometimes synonymously with the term "bhikkhu".
Phil: What exactly is the anagarika?
S: Well in modern Buddhism it means one who has left home, but who hasn't become
ordained as a bhikkhu, but who is more or less living like one - like Anagarika Dharmapala,
you know, the founder of the Maha Bodhi Society. But in the Pali texts we sometimes find
the term "anagarika" used very much like "bhikkhu".
Voice: What about as in Lama Anagarika Govinda?
S: Well he started off as being an anagarika in the real sense, but many Buddhists were not at
all happy when he continued using the term even after getting married. I mean probably that
was quite improper.[303]
Dick: He's also called lama: Lama Anagarika Govinda.
S: Yes. Again some people aren't quite happy about that, because lama is not a title one gives
oneself. It's just what people call you, or, the way people regard you. Originally he was
Anagarika Brahmachari Govinda. But after being married obviously one can't call oneself
brahmachari - which means celibate, bachelor, but I suppose he didn't want to make his name

sound too different from before, so he kept on the anagarika. But strictly speaking, that isn't
correct.
Chintamani: Has he received no ordination before?
S: Not as far as I know. Not as far as I know...
Devamitra: Is it just sort of style, the title?
S: Well, lama, yes. He might have had a ceremony for anagarika originally. I just don't know
that. It's possible. But that would have been in Ceylon, quite a long time ago.
Dick: Presumably he received some formal ordination from Tomo Geshe Rimpoche.
S: Oh yes, he received initiation, but to be a lama is again something quite different. I mean
Tibetans use the word lama rather differently from what we've come to use it. They don't say
Lama So-and-so, they just never use the word in this way. They would say, "he is my lama."
They use it like that, or "the lama from whom I received the initiation." It's not used as a title:
Lama So-and-so, Lama Such-and-such. No, they never use it in this way. They don't for
instance even say "the Dalai Lama". They don't use this expression. This is an expression
used by Westerners. They usually refer to the Dalai Lama as Yeshe Norbu, which means the
chintamani: Yeshe Norbu or gyama-cinta, gyama-ratna. Yeshe Norbu: the jewel of
knowledge.
Vimalamitra: How in that case has he... Has Lama Govinda actually taken refuge in
Buddhism?[304]
S: Yes. This thing he has done, he must have done, yes. Maybe, though, not in quite the way
we regard this. Because this tradition was practically lost in the East, of taking the Going for
Refuge as seriously as it was taken in the old days and as we now take it. But on the whole
the Tibetans take it very, very much more seriously than most other Buddhists do.
Vimalamitra: How important is it to formally take Refuge? Presumably you may...
S: Well, I think "formally" itself is the wrong word. I know what you mean but, you know, for
us in the West "formal" has come to mean something quite bad, sort of merely external, in a
sense a bit artificial and unnecessary, you "merely do it formally", "it's a mere formality", yes?
You're told, "Just sign on the dotted line. It's a mere formality". It doesn't really mean
anything. But that is not the Buddhist view. You do everything with body, speech, and mind.
So if you go for Refuge you as it were do it properly, you do it fully and completely; which
means in front of an actual spiritual community, not just in your head. You actually go
through the motions, because you want to do it completely with every particle of yourself. But
still, in any long-standing tradition, there's always the danger of something becoming actually
formal in the negative sense, and that one has to safeguard against. I was thinking the other
day it might be a good idea if we really emphasized the going forth and make it much more
difficult that it's been so far.
Devamitra: In what sense?

S: Well, there's a sort of literal going forth of someone just literally leaving home, of giving
up everything, before they are allowed to go for Refuge and to be accepted.
Prakasha: Perhaps a long period of solitary retreat.
S: A long period of solitary retreat or something of that sort. In fact several people who are
going to be ordained, or who know that they're going to be ordained, do make a point [305] of
this - of having a solitary retreat beforehand. This is very much in that sort of spirit.
Dave: What about sort of chucking someone out of Sukhavati, or not allowing them to go to
any of the centres and they haven't got any money or anything?
S: But that's quite good for the really committed - but, (laughter) you know, we have friends.
If they're out of contact they might not be able to carry on at all. I mean, one must really be
careful about that.
Devamitra: Sorry, I'm not quite sure about what you're actually suggesting.
Dave: Well like somebody wants to be ordained to not allow them to sleep, or live off...
S: You mean the centre has become like a home for them, you mean?
Dave: Yes.
S: Yes, so they've got to go forth from the centre, as much as they would have gone forth
from home.
Dave: Or the Friends as a whole.
S: But you don't really go forth FROM the spiritual community.
Dave: No.
S: You can only go forth from the spiritual community to the extent that you've
misunderstood it as just a group.
Chintamani: Though it could be quite good to spend some time living... (three or four words
unclear)...
Dave: Maybe just for a month.
S: Well, that's the solitary retreat.[306]
Dave: Yes.
S: I mean, maybe before people sort of go for Refuge, there should be a much sharper and
clearer and more open break with the world, as it were.
Ratnapani: You've mentioned a few things like being clear of debt, and so on.

S: Yes, right.
Ratnapani: But often people do just seem to, it just appears to be a mark on the calendar and
their life goes on.
S: I mean this is - I mean I think you all know - a sort of rigorous application of the path of
regular steps; because you can sort of go for Refuge quite sincerely and work on leaving
home afterwards. In fact Going for Refuge may give you strength to break off and leave
home. So, one mustn't be sort of too rigid about it. But it would be very good if at least some
people made a complete clean break with their past and then just went for Refuge. You know,
some do, some have done that: they give up their jobs, leave home, yes, they're there, you
know, completely at the disposal of whatever needs to be done.
Dave: My parents seem to be going round the bend. They sent me this letter which just
repeats, which requires information which I've sent before, about the shrine room.
S: Well this is what people do in ordinary conversation don't they. They just go on telling you
things which they've told you several times or more, or they've been telling you all your life.
Dave: I've just got the feeling that me cutting myself off from them is affecting them in some
way, maybe not that well.
S: Well that may be. It depends - the extent to which you're cutting yourself off - whether
you're the only son, et cetera.
Dave: Yes, I'm the only one.[307]
S: Maybe it's likely then. (pause) But generally, for not only parents but for friends and people
you've known before, it must be a quite baffling sort of situation. They can't really understand
what you are doing and why. And this is not very pleasant for anybody. They just can't
understand. They try to explain it in a way which is satisfactory to themselves, or in terms that
they can comprehend - even if it (?) concluding that you've gone a bit crazy, gone a bit off
your rocker.
Devamitra: I suppose in fact that this kind of situation could have been quite dangerous a few
years ago when I believe it was still possible for one, say for one's immediate family, to have
you certified.
S: Oh yes, indeed.
Devamitra: I don't think that's possible any more, is it?
S: I wouldn't... I don't think it is. I think there are more safeguards now. Apparently a wife can
have a husband certified. She just has to get I think two doctors, or even one doctor,
sympathetic and sign the certificate, and he'll be bundled away.
Devamitra: But I just mention this because in fact my own parents actually mentioned this to
me: that they were thinking of calling in the psychiatrist...

S: Gosh.
Devamitra: ... and it sort of... I sort of, I became quite worried about that, because I know
there was a sort of legal situation; and, one wonders, if such a situation did arise what on
earth could one do about that?
S: I think this is just an indication of the very dangerous position occupied by the psychiatrist
to some extent in society today. I think I've referred to Soviet Russia, where the psychiatrist is
in the pay of the State, and where you can be [308] certified in sort of subtler ways in other
countries for, in a way, leading your own life. You're regarded as requiring treatment. Of
course, this is one of the advantages of being a religious order you see, and having that sort of
label, because that is as it were socially acceptable. It's intelligible.
Chintamani: How long ago was that?
Devamitra: Last time I was home.
Voice: (inaudible) how many ...?
Devamitra: (inaudible)
S: But when people feel threatened, I mean however near and dear they may be, they may go
to all lengths. I mean in the old days fathers used to have their sons arrested and dragged off
to prison until they came to their senses, just fed them on bread and water until they came
round and did what their parents wanted them to do; which was usually get married and settle
down. "Forget all about this spiritual nonsense. Think of that when you're old, think about
that when you're my age - let's say about seventy - that'll be high time for that!" That's very
often the attitude, or used to be the attitude. It's a very heavy sort of thing that... there has
started going around as it were that there's something wrong with you, or you need... as I
mentioned at breakfast time about Guru Maharaji's men. Were you there when I was talking
about that?
Devamitra: I was here. I was listening in actually.
S: Well they used this sort of technique it seems.
Vimalamitra: Bit more subtle.
S: But ... Kevin told me that when he went to the Alexandra Palace just to see what the Guru
Maharaji people, the Divine Light people, were doing, for the big successful meeting, that
there were several Christian protesters who were trying to stand up and say that "only Jesus is
the Saviour". So the strong-arm [309] men moved in and marched them outside, and Kevin
followed to see what would happen to them. And the Divine Light people had their own
psychiatrist; and these people were taken to see the psychiatrist. (pause) We'll just have to get
our own psychiatrist! (laughter) But you see the danger of a situation when these sorts of
people are invested with authority and power? They are in a position to certify you.
Chintamani: That's horrific.

Voice: Really frightening.
Ratnapani: It's quite likely... a quite unhealthy human being in fact.
S: Oh yes, indeed, indeed. I mean this is the worst aspect of it.
Ratnapani: I mean, a friend of mine ended up at a psychiatrist's, I think via the courts. It was a
way of getting out of home trouble. He said he felt really sorry for this bloke. He really
wanted to help him because he was such a mess - the psychiatrist who was supposed to be
sorting him out - he was really a terrible mess.
S: Why do you become a psychiatrist? I mean that wants looking into. I mean, you've heard
the old joke, the Jewish joke. I don't know whether you've heard it? But someone once said,
"A man who goes to see a psychiatrist needs his head looking into". (laughter) It's more like
the man who becomes a psychiatrist needs HIS head looking at.
Dave: Can't you get... if you know some psychiatrists can't you get them to certify you as
sane? To combat any other psychiatrist...
S: I suppose you could. It's very interesting to see, or to hear about, the different opinions
given by psychiatrists on the Patty Hearst case. Some of them seem to consider [310] her a
model of sanity who acted in a perfectly reasonable manner. Others considered her a
thoroughly sick, neurotic young woman seriously in need of help. It depends who's paying
you.
Vimalamitra: What's the Patty Hearst case?
S: Well she was kidnapped, and then she joined her kidnappers and robbed banks, to tell the
story briefly. (laughter) But among the experts there can be this difference of opinion on this
very vital matter of mental health; and it's these who are in a position, apparently, to say who
is mentally healthy and who is not. A certain legal force attaches to their opinion.
Phil: I think "One Flew Over The Cuckoo's Nest" showed them all up.
S: Yes, right, indeed, it did. So what has happened, or what is happening? I'm told that that
film is a bit out of date and that even in the States now things aren't as bad as that. I just
wonder.
Vimalamitra: It's very... I think it's very kind of, a bit mechanical there. I remember going into
a psychiatric hospital, for a short time, (laughter) and they had all these... You had to go
through certain little processes, circles of patients, and talk over your problems, and why you
were there, and what you were doing.
S: It seems to be almost as dangerous to have sort of experts in mental health, as to have
experts in religion. People have got to know all about the thing factually - but you know
they're quite out of touch with it in terms of life.
Chintamani: I remember going to see some free shrink in my adolescent years... tormented
me. I had amongst other things, passion for a young lady - so this psychiatrist in all good faith

just brightly says, "Ring her up and try to get [311] involved with her."
Vimalamitra: (laughs)
Ratnapani: Didn't he assure you that probably, since your passion was so strong, you'd end up
marrying her and all would be all right in the end?
Chintamani: No, it didn't go that far, but he said that I ought to try and sort of summon up
courage to get in there.
Vimalamitra: A bit of fatherly advice.
S: Anyway, any final comment on anything in this particular sutta? Any final thought suggest
itself? (pause)
Devamitra: I just really found the whole background to the thing so appealing - that it was so
uncomplicated then; and sort of in a way I sort of wish that it was equally uncomplicated
here.
S: Well, for some people it is. I mean I've met a few people within the Friends, you know,
who are just leading their worldly lives more or less happily. And they happen to come along
to a centre, start meditating, hear some taped lectures, and really felt quite suddenly that they
saw everything differently and wanted just to get involved. This does sometimes happen, and
I think probably it's going to happen more and more.
Devamitra: That's on a very much lower level. I mean it in terms of gaining full
Enlightenment, which means a vaster step. And it was so much easier in those days, it seems.
S: Yes, I think actually it was, you know, without idealizing the past. I think the whole
situation, the whole social and cultural situation, was so much more helpful, or at least it
didn't get in the way to nearly the same extent.
Ratnapani: Not to mention that one had a Buddha walking around and talking to you.[312]
S: You could of course disentangle yourself from it much more easily.
Vimalamitra: Well you could just walk out into the forest. There was (one word) there (three
or four words unclear). I mean you could be fed quite easily with no...
S: People were happy to feed you. It was as though they made merit by feeding you. They
were happy to have the opportunity of feeding you, they were grateful to you for giving them
that opportunity. And they had quite different attitudes.
Devamitra: I think it's that sort of thing that I find really appealing actually: that it's practically
so much easier. You don't have to worry about the dole or anything like that. You just get on
with it.
S: Right, yes.

Vimalamitra: I think if you've got... if you kind of realize the world is pretty mad, and then
you don't quite so put down by other people's reactions.
Devamitra: That's true, but you are still, to some extent, dependent on it.
Vimalamitra: Well yes.
S: You have to have dealings with these crazy people.
Devamitra: You can't give up the going into Sainsbury's and all that sort of ...
Vimalamitra: Maybe you can think of yourself as Alice in Wonderland. (laughter)
S: All right. Let's leave it there.[313]
Chintamani: Before we go on could I ask a question about something that... (seven or eight
words unclear)... meditation practice?
S: Yes?
Chintamani: You said how vipassana-type practices are usually preceded by a period of metta
or ...
S: Well yes, vipassana is usually preceded with samatha. I mean, metta being one type of
samatha practice.
Chintamani: Something like, say, well, a visualization. I know you've said it's good to precede
it by... to do it on a firm foundation of positivity. Well if one was going through a phase of
general negativity - is it best to drop visualizations all together and just do ...
S: Yes, probably it is, probably it is. In any case all the visualizations are as it were Vajrayana
practices, so one normally recapitulates the Hinayana and Mahayana first. The Hinayana is
recapitulated by the Going for Refuge, the Mahayana by the development of the bodhicitta,
and the practice of the twelve brahma viharas, especially the metta bhavana. So these form, in
a sense, an integral part of the whole visualization practice, sort of naturally leading up to it.
So if one can't do those, in a sense one can't do the visualization. So in any case, you have to
sort of go back to the Going for Refuge; and, if not the development of the bodhicitta, well at
least the metta bhavana.
Chintamani: And presumably also balance that with the Mindfulness of Breathing.
S: Yes. Right, whose turn is it to read?
Dick: (5) Magha Sutta
"Thus have I heard: Once, while the Master dwelt near Rajagaha on Mount Vulture Peak, the
young brahman Magha came and visited him; and after [314] greeting him and exchanging
the usual compliments, he sat down at one side. So seated, the young brahman spake thus to
the Master:

"Master Gotama, I am a liberal giver, bountiful, genial, easy to beg of. I seek wealth rightly,
and then I give from wealth rightly gotten, rightly acquired, to one, to two, three, four, five,
six, seven, eight, nine, ten; I give even to twenty, to thirty, forty, fifty; I give to a hundred
even; ay! and to more. Prithee, Master Gotama, in so giving, so bestowing, do I beget much
merit?"
S: Right. Give the... read the Buddha's reply.
Dick: "Certainly, young man, in so giving, so bestowing, from wealth rightly gotten, rightly
acquired ... a man begets much merit."
S: All right. What sort of impression do you get about Magha from this little exchange?
Devamitra: He is very confident.
S: Confident.
Devamitra: Generous.
S: Generous. (pause)
Vimalamitra: He's open.
S: Open.
Chintamani: It seems a bit funny that he's sort of... he's almost saying, "I'm doing all these
things. Am I going to get a lot back for it?" It seems a bit weird.
S: I don't know that it's weird. In a way it seems, in a way it's natural.[315]
Devamitra: He seems a bit naive actually.
S: Naive, yes... naive. And what else do you think?
Devamitra: There's a certain eagerness as well.
S: Eagerness?
Devamitra: Yes.
S: I don't personally get that impression, maybe because I've met such Brahmins, and they
haven't changed all that much over the centuries. I get the impression of complacency, yes?
Ratnapani: Are you thinking of the Christian giver in the temple?
S: Yes. I get an impression of complacency. He knows quite well that it is generally accepted,
generally understood, that if you give generously, certainly that is a meritorious action, and
you reap your due reward. But he wants to be able to hear this. He wants as it were to hear the
Buddha say, "Yes, you are a very generous man, Magha. Yes, there will be a very great

reward of all your generosity." It's as though he's asking the Buddha this with the intention of
getting from the Buddha the reply that he wants, that he likes to hear. I get this sort of
impression. So therefore I feel that, yes, he is generous, there is a certain measure of sincerity,
he does give, he is open; but at the same time he is rather conscious of what he's doing, he's
conscious that he's generous, in a rather naive, complacent sort of way. He thinks he's a rather
good sort of person, a rather generous man. He thinks he's really as it were pious, that he
thinks he's religious, he's doing his duty, he's doing the right thing. And he likes to hear the
Buddha say so, and tell him that, yes, you're doing the right thing. Not that he has any real
doubt about it, but because of his sort of almost egoistic complacency; and he likes as it were
to be congratulated on the good thing he is doing.
Vimalamitra: Is he asking if it's right, if he's going about things in the right way?[316]
S: Well he seems already to believe that anyway. Yes? But he just wants to be as it were
congratulated by the Buddha. I mean as I say I've met many people like this in India. They
come to you and they say, "I do this and I do that. Do you think there's any benefit from this?"
They know quite well you're going to say yes. That's what they want to hear. But there's not
anything negative in it really. It's just a rather naive sort of self-satisfaction and complacency.
So the Buddha, quite straightforwardly, gives Magha the answer that he wants. And he says,
"Certainly, young man, in so giving, so bestowing, from wealth rightly gotten, rightly
acquired ... a man begets much merit."
Magha has got the reply that he expected and that he wanted. Then you get as it were the
same thing in verse, but going further.
And Magha spake to the Master in this verse:
(487) "I ask sooth-speaking Gotama,
Who homeless fares in yellow robe:
Goodman who merit needs and seeks,
The ready almoner who here
Gives unto others food and drink,
Wherein lies fair prosperity
For that oblation-offerer?"
(488) "Goodman who merit needs and seeks,
Magha," the Master made reply...
"He should make offerings prosperous
By giving to gift-worthy ones."
(489) "Sir, tell me of gift-worthy ones,"
Said the young brahman Magha then.
S: So he, in a way, has got the same preoccupation as the Bharadvaja, the previous Brahmin.
Incidentally it's interesting that the Buddha is coming into contact with all these Brahmins. So
Magha says "I ask sooth-speaking..." that is, truth-speaking "...Gotama who homeless fares in
yellow robe: Goodman ..." that is, householder, "...who merit needs and seeks the ready
almoner who here gives unto others [317] food and drink, wherein lies fair prosperity for that
oblation-offerer?" In other words, "Who is the proper person to give to?" He's still asking
that. And then the Buddha says, "Goodman who merit needs and seeks Magha" the Master

made reply "he should make offerings prosperous by giving to gift-worthy ones."
So there is this same sort of shift of emphasis in this sutta as there is - or as there was - in the
previous one. From "the person who is worthy of oblation" to the person "who is worthy of
gifts in general". In other words from the brahmanic ideal, the ethnic ideal, to the spiritual
ideal of the Enlightened person or the Tathagata. So this leads straight into an exposition of
who is the Tathagata, or what the Enlightened man is like, which is pretty much the same as
what the Buddha has said in the other sutta to Bharadvaja. But maybe someone would like to
read straight through what the Buddha says next: that whole description, and then we'll just
deal with any points in which it's different from the previous one.
The Master: (490) "Who fare not clinging in the world,
Whole, men-of-naught, and curbed-of-self:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(491) Who with all ties and fetters cut
Are tamed, released, gone stir and hope:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(492) Who from all bonds emancipate
Are tamed, released, gone stir and hope
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(493) Who, quit of passion, error, hate,
With cankers quenched, have godly lived:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(494) In whom dwells neither guile nor pride,
Greedless and 'mine'-less, done with hope:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(495) Who never unto cravings fall,
Flood-crossers, faring free of 'mine':
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(496) Who crave for nowhere in the world,
Here, hence, becoming(1) this or that:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(497) Who pleasures quit and homeless fare,
Restrained-of-self, as shuttle straight:
To them meed-eager brahman should

In season due oblation make.
(498) Who, passionless and sense-composed,
Are freed as moon from Rahu's grasp:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(499) Men calmed, wrath gone and passion-free,
Without a future(2) here to quit
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
[notes: (1) Bhayabbavaya, to become this and not that. (2) Gati.][317A]
(500) Men wholly loosed from birth-and-death,
O'ercomers of all "how?" and "why?"
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(501) Who wayfare in the world, all-freed,
With self as island,(1) men-of-naught:
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
(502) Who here know this as so: "This is
The end: there is no more to come":
To them meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make,
(503) Ay, to the lore-adept, alert.
Rapt muser fain, awakening won,
(The haven here for many men):
To him meed-eager brahman should
In season due oblation make.
[Notes: (1) Attadipa]
S: So what is the Buddha in effect saying? He's giving a description of the same ideal as
before, though he's not going quite so far, or even nearly so far. He sort of stops short in the
case of this young brahmin. He doesn't give quite such a full or quite such a profound
exposition as he did previously. But he goes quite far, all the same. So he is saying, in effect,
that it is to the Enlightened One, to the Buddha, to the Tathagata, that the brahmin, the
religious-minded person who wants to acquire merit, should make his offering, because the
Buddha is the supreme field of merit for such offerings. This is, in effect, what he is saying.
Within that sort of framework he's introducing and quite powerfully presenting the spiritual
ideal, i.e. the ideal of the Enlightened man. So it's practically the same, so [318] far as it goes,
as the ideal as previously presented. You notice he mentions that there's the same
expressions: "men-of-naught", "not clinging to the world", "curbed of self", "ties and fetters
cut", "emancipate", "quit of passion", "in whom dwells neither guile nor pride". It's more or

less the same. But do you notice any points or any epithets which have not been mentioned
before? There are a few.
Voice: "Flood-crossers".
S: We have had that: ogham samahito has been mentioned here. Those who cross the flood of
birth-and-death (or the samsara) of conditioned existence.
Phil: There's one of them "with self as island".
S: "With self as island." Yes, we've not had that before. "Attadipa." This comes, in fact, very
significantly, in the last words that the Buddha addressed to Ananda: "Attadipa, attasarana;
dhammadipa, dhammasarana": abide as one who has the self as island, the self as refuge; the
Dharma as island, the Dharma as Refuge. Perhaps we can go into that a bit. What is meant by
having the self as one's island? It can also be translated as "light" or "lamp": the self as one's
lamp, or the self as one's light. But the general meaning remains the same as "dipa" can either
mean "island" or "lamp". So what does it mean to have the self as one's island? Let's take it in
that sense.
Dick: Being sufficient unto one's self.
S: Being sufficient unto oneself. But then it says, "having the Dhamma as one's island"; or at
least the Buddha says in that other context "having the Dharma as one's island". So what does
that mean? Or, are not the two contradictory - though the Buddha juxtaposes them?
Chintamani: If you become Enlightened, your self is the Dharma.
S: Yes, but does the Buddha mean that in this case quite?[319]
Dave: It's that the Dharma that's sufficiency... (pause)
Devamitra: One becomes self-sufficient through the practice of the Dharma.
S: Through the practice of the Dharma, yes. The two aren't really exclusive: depending on self
and depending on the Dharma. It's like swimming in the sea: when you swim in the sea you
depend on your own efforts, on the movements of your own arms and legs, to swim. But if
the water wasn't there you wouldn't be able to swim at all. The presence of the element water
is the necessary condition of your swimming. So you're dependent on the water, you're
dependent on yourself, but at the same time, you're dependent on the water - or else you
couldn't swim. So in the same way, in your spiritual life, you're dependent on yourself - in the
sense that you have to make the effort - but you're dependent on the Dharma in the sense of
the Dharma being the sustaining spiritual principle on the basis of which, or with the support
of which, we make the effort. So both are your island, both are your refuge. So the two are
really interconnected. You can't fly in a vacuum, you can't swim in a vacuum, you can't walk
in a vacuum. So the Dharma is like the ground beneath your feet when you walk, or the water
in which you swim when you swim, or the air in which you fly when you fly. Without the
resistance offered by the air you couldn't fly.
Chintamani: Is this what you meant in the Survey when you said that the self-help approach

of Zen does not contradict the other-regarding? [p.239 in the 2001 edition, tr.]
S: Yes, one could very much say that, yes. But I mean it's all right to talk in terms of being
self-sufficient - one should talk and think in these terms - but are you ever absolutely
self-sufficient?
Chintamani: No.[320]
S: No. But on the other hand is it enough to depend absolutely on something or someone
else? I mean that isn't sufficient either, is it? So you've got to have both as it were
interlocking. The two are not mutually exclusive. They may look exclusive perhaps, but they
aren't really. So depending on yourself and making yourself an island, or being an island unto
yourself, does not exclude depending upon the Dharma and making the Dharma your island
or refuge. In fact you cannot depend upon yourself unless you depend upon the Dharma. You
cannot depend upon the Dharma unless you depend upon yourself. The two are really
inseparable. They're really two ways of looking at the same thing. But here the Buddha
mentions only "with self as island": he's stressing the aspect of self-reliance and
self-dependence and self-sufficiency. Any other epithet that hasn't been mentioned before?
Chintamani: Have we had "rapt muser fain"?
S: Where's that?
Chintamani: 503.
S: "Rapt muser fain". The "rapt muser" is the meditator of course. It's this word "muse" again,
presumably for "jhana". "Yo vedagu jhanarato satima," yes. We haven't had this "jhanarato".
It's really one who delights in jhana. Jhana is of course dhyana, in the sense of the samadhi
state, the superconscious state. Usually four dhyanas are enumerated you may remember, you
know, the ones illustrated by the four similes. So the Enlightened person here, or the true
individual here, is one who delights in the dhyana state, who enjoys meditation you can say.
Not meditation in the sense of struggling and sweating to become concentrated, but being
actually poised in a concentrated state, even a state of higher consciousness.
(end of side one)[321]
S: "The haven here for many men". Now what's that? "Saranam bahunnam." It's not quite
that, the word is "refuge": "yo vedagu jhanarato satima sambodhipatto saranam bahunnam."
This is a quite important expression. "To that one who really knows, to that one who enjoys
meditation, to that one who is ever mindful, to that one who has attained Supreme
Enlightenment, to that one who is a refuge for many." I mean clearly the Buddha, or a Buddha
or an Enlightened One, is referred to. So what do you think is meant by "a refuge for many"?
It's the Buddha as object of refuge for many people, yes? In other words the Enlightened One
isn't just Enlightened to himself, not just Enlightened for his own sake. He becomes a refuge
for many, for many other non-enlightened people, until such time as they gain Enlightenment
too.
I think this is the first time there's been any sort of suggestion of that in this particular chapter
of the Sutta Nipata: the Buddha as Refuge, apart form the formal Going for Refuge on the

part of Bharadvaja. But it's as though the fact that he is an object of Refuge for many people
is an integral part of the spiritual ideal itself, or the Enlightened Person himself. Do you see
this? The Enlightened person provides a refuge for many. What do you think exactly "refuge"
means here? I mean, is this the sort of word you'd naturally use? You know, it's more like
source of inspiration or support, a spiritual support, a guide. (pause) Any other term we
haven't come across before?
Dave: What's "meed-eager"?
S: Meed-eager. This is a very sort of pseudo-archaic translation. Meed is punya, merit. It's one
who is eager for merit, that is, recompense for his good deeds.
Devamitra: Have we gone into "without a future"?
S: No we haven't. The word actually is not really future.
Vimalamitra: That's 499 in the text.
S: "Gati", the text says "gati". Gati is more like, [322] well, literally it means going. You get
duggati and sugati, sugata, for instance, from a verb meaning to go. Gati is a place to which
you go. So in the case of the Enlightened One there is no place to which he goes, i.e. within
the Wheel of Life. He does not go to heaven, he does not go to hell, he does not go to the
world of the asuras, he does not go to the world of the animals, does not go to the world of
the pretas, does not go to the world of men. He has no gati. Sometimes it's translated as
bourne, B-O-U-R-N-E, which is a bit archaic. In other words there's nowhere that he goes to.
In other words, he's not reborn. So, in a sense, yes, "without a future". It's not a bad sort of
interpretation, though it isn't very literal. It isn't really a literal translation. "He has no going,"
you know, which is not very idiomatic English. (pause)
Any other phrase or epithet we haven't come across before? There's 'mine'-less. We've dealt
with that.
Devamitra: O'ercomers of all "how" and "why".
S: Ah, all how and why. Yes, that's quite important.
Vimalamitra: Where's that?
S: That's page... that's verse 500. Chalmers translates: "done with birth-and-death, and
overcome all doubts". No, it isn't really that. (short pause) It's "how" and "why". It's not a bad
translation. So in what sense is the Enlightened One said to have overcome all "how" and
"why"? Or rather, it's "wherefore" - it's more like "wherefore".
Devamitra: He's asked (two words unclear) his own questions.
S: But why does one ask a question?
Devamitra: Because you don't know the answer.

S: Not only that; I mean, do you ask just because you don't know the answer?[323]
Phil: It's because you lack confidence.
S: Because you lack confidence. It's often more like that, because you're anxious, because
you're bothered. I've talked about this quite a bit recently: that one very often wants to know
something not because you need to know it, but because you're anxious. Do you remember
this?
Devamitra: I don't remember you...
S: For instance, I gave the example of someone, for instance, who asks you to direct him to a
certain place, and you say "You just go to the bottom of the road, you get on a number ten
bus, and it'll take you all the way. It takes about twenty minutes." You just say this. So then
he says, "How big will the bus be? Is it a double-decker or a single-decker? Are you sure it's a
number ten bus? Does it really go all the way? How can I be sure of that? How can I be sure
they won't change the service on that day? Are you sure that the bus stop is at the bottom of
the road? Does it always stop?" So all these questions, all these hows and whys. What do they
indicate?
Devamitra: Well, anxiety.
S: Anxiety. So very often people's questions about the Dharma and about practice and so on
are motivated by anxiety of this sort. And very often the more intellectual sort of person has
become more intellectual, or has been forced to become more intellectual, through sheer
pressure of his anxiety. It is his anxiety and his need to know which has made him
intellectually more active, or more subtle, more sophisticated, more refined. And it's very very
difficult to satisfy such a person. You need very very sort of subtle, very plausible, very
complex answers so that they can't ask any further question. And even then they may not be
really satisfied. In other words they may still feel anxious.
Devamitra: Would you equate this state of mind in any way with the sort of state of the
doubter, who continually raises a further objection to the answer you give?
S: Yes, yes, right. Very often it takes that form. This is [324] distinct from natural
intelligence, which really likes to know why. This is why I used the word "intellectual" rather
than just "intelligent person". But you can always tell whether the person is asking questions
just because he really wants to know, or because he has a neurotic need to be certain. You get
just a different sort of feel of the question, of the questioner. I mean, has anyone ever noticed
this?
Devamitra: I've noticed it in myself asking questions, but I don't think I've noticed it in other
people specifically asking me. It's difficult to sort of see it in other people, I think. I at least
mean I find it difficult.
Chintamani: I've noticed that that those two beings are actually within myself, and the
anxious ... usually one feels a bit as if something... it feels as if you shouldn't be asking it.
S: Well you're not asking because you want to know, you're asking because you want to be

reassured - perhaps not even about that particular matter about which you're asking, maybe
about something quite different. I mean it does seem to me that looking back and reading
some of these old Pali texts (based of course on the oral tradition) one gets the impression
that people were less anxious in those days. They needed to know less, or - you know - didn't
feel such a great need to know. Do you see what I mean? But it's as though with the progress
of civilization and whatever, people need to know more, even in India, where - in the end Buddhists were giving very, very complex and sophisticated answers to various questions,
because the questions themselves had become more and more sophisticated and complex.
Ratnapani: One can imagine what either of these brahmins would have put the Buddha
through with a modern sort of a mind. They wouldn't have gone for Refuge after just a short
exchange.
S: Yes, right.
Devamitra: Yes, but people do know more, so maybe that's why they need to know even
more. I mean, they know more in the sense that they have more information and they know
there's a greater [325] world-wide communication, and...
S: Yes, there is that. Though from a spiritual point of view it's largely irrelevant. And even so
they feel it has a certain relevance and they try to bring that sort of knowledge or that sort of
information into play.
Chintamani: You also talked about how if you talk about... you can talk about something
continually as if you're committing yourself to doing something about it. You can talk
something into the ground.
S: Yes. (pause) And there is the point - the very important point - that you can never base
your action on perfect knowledge. Do you see this point?
Devamitra: The fact that you can't take every conceivable condition into consideration?
S: No that isn't possible is it? So what does that mean? You have to take a slight risk, or you
have to have a certain amount of faith, otherwise the person who asks about the bus: "How
can I be sure that I'll get to the bottom of the road? Can you guarantee me that?" Well, you
can't. I mean he has to go just out of faith that he'll get there in the end. So it seems as though
the more faith you have, the less reassurance you need and the more quickly and easily you'll
get started. If you've got a very active, subtle mind - if you're a bit of an intellectual - you'll
need quite a bit of preliminary information and reassurance, before you'll allow yourself to get
started. And you can actually, in chronic cases, keep up the game indefinitely and never get
started because you're never able to make that small step, that small act of almost
commitment, or at least of faith.
I mean, for instance, if someone comes along to the meditation class - you might even have
had this experience in some degree, sometimes - and suppose they listen to all your
instructions - and they say, "Well, suppose I can't meditate, suppose I can't concentrate, what
shall I do?" And you say, "Oh, you do this and you do that." [326] Then they say, "Suppose it
doesn't work?" "Well try it." "But suppose it doesn't work, what shall I do then?" "All right, if
it doesn't work you try such and such method." "But suppose that doesn't work." They think

they've really got you then, and they'll suppose we'll have to prove that it will work, to their
complete satisfaction, before they'll even start meditating. Well, what can you do?
Devamitra: Well, just refuse to answer their questions.
S: Yes, exactly.
Vimalamitra: You could say, "If you want it to work, it will work."
S: Ah, but they will say - this is the sort of discussion they love - "But I do want it, but I just
want to be sure. That's why I want to be sure, because I want it so much. I don't want to waste
my time. I want to make sure that I really am on the right path, so I'd like you to prove it first.
I really want to meditate. It's the thing that I most want to do in the world." This is the sort of
exchange that they really enjoy. I mean, while the class is held up, you're feeling a bit of a
fool perhaps. So you have to be able to recognize this quite quickly and cut it short. I mean
nowadays of course people are not going to be satisfied with your immediate explanation or
your first answer to their question. That's only to be expected, and accepted. But if they go on
too long and this sort of note of neurotic anxiety creeps into their questions, then you should
be quite careful and not carry on too long afterwards. Just get them started as quickly as
possible, and not sort of bring forth theoretical arguments. Just say, "Well, look. You seem to
be a pretty average human being. There are lots of other people around like you. They get on
with it quite well. I see no reason why you shouldn't." Put it, in a way, in a plain matter of fact
way like that. You could even say, "It just seems to work. We don't really know why, but we
do know that it works. Just try it. I can't prove that it's going to work, but I just know that it
will, I mean, if you make the same sort of effort that others make." I suppose they could bring
objections to that: "Well how do you know that I am the same as other people? I might just be
the exception, yes? I mean, there are exceptions to every [327] rule after all." (laughter)
Devamitra: The times you hear that, actually. That's incredible. You know, you sort of... the
number of people who want to be exceptions to the general rule.
S: Or to make exceptions to the general rule.
Devamitra: Obviously some of them must be exceptions, but you just hear it so frequently
you can't help feeling a bit sceptical.
S: Especially when it's with regard to things that they really need to do in order to develop.
"Maybe everybody else has to get rid of the five hindrances if they want to meditate, but not
me. There are exceptions to every rule."
Chintamani: (inaudible comment)
S: I once had a young Turk like that at a - literally a young Turk - at a group I addressed at
Imperial College many years ago. And he said he was quite convinced that he could gain
nirvana by uninterrupted sexual indulgence. So he thought he'd really got me there, so I said,
"Fine. If you really believe that, go ahead. And when you've got nirvana in that way, come
and tell us all about it." (laughter) He didn't know what to say then. He thought I was going to
argue with him about it. (pause) Right. Any other term or epithet we've not dealt with before?
(pause)

Dave: Has he talked about "error" before?
S: Error. Not quite. Which verse is that?
Dave: 493.
S: I don't think he has, unless he's giving a different translation of the same word. Ah, no, we
have talked about. It's [328] moha. We did talk about moha: one of the three unskilful roots.
Here he's translating it as "error", before he translated it as something else I think. So it's
bewilderment, mental confusion, stupefaction - a very powerful word indeed, moha. It's
delusion too, spiritual blindness. I've said that in this particular passage the Buddha doesn't go
so high in his description of the Enlightened mind as he went before. Do you notice this? He
doesn't say anything about not knowing the self by the self, for instance. So we'll see perhaps
why it is he doesn't go quite so far with this young brahmin as he went with the other
brahmin. All right. Let's carry on.
(504) Surely my quest was not in vain;
Of the gift-worthy thou hast told!
Indeed thou knowest this as so,
For thine's this Dharma, found and known.
S: Right. Carry on.
(505) Then spake the brahman once again:
"Goodman who merit needs and seeks,
The ready almoner who here
Gives unto others food and drink,
Pray tell me, sir, wherein for him
Lieth success in offering."
S: Why do you think Magha is virtually repeating his question? (pause)
Dick: Is it because he hasn't understood what the Buddha has said?
S: Maybe not.
Devamitra: I thought that it might have been something else actually. Maybe he's got some
intimation of what the Buddha's saying, that it realizes another way of making an offering.
S: Yes. Or he realizes the Buddha has something more to say to him. Well, in fact the Buddha
has. So let's go on to that because this is quite important.[329]
(506) "Magha, make offering," he said,
"But in so doing, cleanse thy heart
In all its ways. To th'offerer
The offering is the help; by this
Supported, he doth then quit hate.
(507) With passion gone and hate expelled,

Let him in boundless measure then
Quicken a heart of amity,
E'er day and night with zeal suffuse
All quarters to infinitude."
S: So what is the Buddha saying here? He's making a quite important statement. He's saying,
"Magha, make offering." I mean, carry on as before, make all these offerings that you've been
accustomed to making, "but in so doing, cleanse thy heart in all its ways." So, how should he
do that? ""To th'offerer the offering is the help by this supported, he doth then quit hate."
So Magha, apparently, was under the impression that by making all these offerings he was
doing good to other people and heaping up merit for himself. But the Buddha is saying that is
not the real value, that is not the real purpose of the offering, the real meaning of the offering.
So he says go on making the offerings, but cleanse your heart in all its ways and realize that
by making these offerings, making these gifts, whether to other people or to the Enlightened
Ones, you are only helping yourself. By the practice of generosity, you help yourself. You're
not so much helping others. And how do you help yourself? Because by virtue of this practice
you overcome your feeling of hate. And having got rid of hate, having got rid of craving, you
can start developing metta towards all beings. This is what the Buddha is saying. So he's
trying to change Magha's perspective, yes? He's trying to get Magha to attend more to the
psychological aspect of what he is doing. (long pause)
So he's trying to lead him from the practice of generosity to the getting rid of hatred, the
getting rid of craving, and then, more positively, the practice of metta, friendliness, towards
all living beings. (pause) I take it that everyone knows that metta is one of the four [330]
brahma viharas, as they're called. Do you know what the other three are? Is this familiar
ground to everybody?
Phil: Equanimity, compassion, and joy.
S: Yes, they're usually enumerated as metta - friendliness - then karuna or compassion, then
mudita or sympathetic joy, and then equanimity. Equanimity is the last: upeksa.
Dick: What was sympathetic joy?
S: Mudita.
Dick: And equanimity?
S: Upekkha in Pali. I think we ought to go into these a little bit. Metta or maitri is, of course,
the feeling of friendliness towards all. Friendliness is the nearest we can get to the word in
English if you want to translate it literally, but it's a much more powerful and much more
positive emotion than what we usually understand by the word friendliness. Sometimes metta
is translated as love, but that is a very ambiguous, not to say ambivalent, word, which is
probably best avoided in this context. Essentially metta or friendliness is an ardent desire for
the happiness, the true happiness, and progress, of the person or persons to whom it is
directed: an ardent desire that they should grow. But sometimes it's translated as good will,
which is not bad except that it is rather weak. You could say disinterested love. Do you think
this conveys the meaning or spirit better? Disinterested love? It's not a possessive love, not a

selfish love. If one has to use this word at all, a disinterested love. (pause)
So,
With passion gone and hate expelled,
Let him in boundless measure then
Quicken a heart of amity.
This is a quite accurate translation. But what the Buddha says is, "So vitarago, pavineyya
dosam, mettam cittam bhavayam appamanam," which sounds a bit different or conveys a
different impression.
"Mettam cittam" which means the friendly mind or the friendly heart; "bhavanam": let him
develop; "appamanam": to an unlimited extent. This is the literal translation.[331]
(Quoting Pali, then...) "day and night mindfully". So appamanam is considered very important
- that it should be developed, the metta citta or the mind or heart of metta should be
developed without limit. This is why, in the course of the actual practice, the method is that
we start off with self, then friend, then neutral person, then enemy, then all four together, and
then you gradually try to widen the scope until the object of the metta becomes all living
beings whatsoever. But do you think this is literally possible? What do you think is meant by
this?
Chintamani: I remember you saying that metta in fact isn't directed towards anybody in
particular; that the idea is to get a flow going that goes constantly out towards everything.
S: So what is the purpose of thinking first of this person, then of that person and so on?
Vimalamitra: To get it going first, get the energy going.
S: To get it going.
Vimalamitra: It always seems in the practice that it's the last stage that requires the most
energy.
S: Yes, or which evokes the most energy.
Vimalamitra: Yes. It depends on how successful your previous...
S: Yes. So it's not that you've got literally all the beings in the world sort of visualized before
you and you're then making them all the object of your metta and you're aware of each one
individually. This is impossible. But it means that there is that infinitely expanding flow. The
flow goes just on and on. Whomsoever you think of, well the metta arises more and more. It
just goes on expanding. So it is this infinitely expanding metta that is intended here. This is
the state that one should develop and cultivate. So in a sense also, one may say - or it is said that metta ultimately has no object. Do you see what is meant? It is a state. I mean you start
off by developing that state, or cultivating that state, by reference to [332] a specific object or
succession of objects. But once you get into the actual experience of the metta - you know,
once the metta gets really flowing - you don't need to direct it towards anybody in particular.

Vimalamitra: So if you get it going quite early on in the meditation, or even if you sit down
and it's already flowing, you don't need to go into those stages.
S: You don't need to go into those stages except, perhaps, to strengthen that flow, if you feel
that that needs to be done. So then you are in a state of metta, but without the metta being
directed to any person in particular. So if you happen to come into contact with some person,
or be brought into contact with some person, the metta would naturally express itself towards
that person. It will affect your behaviour towards that person. So you see that metta is fully
developed only when it isn't directed towards anyone in particular. It's a state of mind that you
experience, or state of mind and heart. It's just like we were saying about the concentration
which goes on after the concentration object drops away, that is, after the point of sensation
of the breath drops away and you're no longer aware of it, but the concentration goes on. In
the same way you no longer think about individual beings, but the metta goes on. And if you
happen to encounter any particular being, then the metta just falls onto that being. It's just like
the sun shining, yes? The sun just goes on shining, and the rays of the sun pass throughout
space. If a planet happens to get in the way, then the light of the sun falls on the planet,
otherwise not - otherwise it just goes on streaming through space. In the same way, if
someone comes in the way of your waves of metta, well they receive them, and you're said to
direct metta to them. But if nobody comes in your way, well metta just goes on infinitely as it
were throughout space.
So, "...E'er day and night with zeal suffuse all quarters to infinitude." (long pause) So you can
see what the Buddha is saying to Magha? He says make offerings. Go on making offerings to
the people that you were making offerings to before - to the Buddha, to the Enlightened One but in so doing cleanse your heart in all its ways. Realize that it is the offerer, the giver, who
is helped, rather [333] than the recipients; because by virtue of this practice of generosity, he
gets rid of all hate. In fact he gets rid of passion. And with passion and hate both expelled,
then he's in a position to develop metta, friendliness, loving-kindness or disinterested love,
towards all living beings, "day and night, to infinitude". In fact the text doesn't say "to all
living beings"; it simply says to infinity, to infinitude, to all quarters.
While we're on the topic, any general question about the metta bhavana? (pause) I mean it's
useful, it is self-evident, no doubt. The only thing is that one must get on with it, but what
about those other brahma viharas? We haven't said anything about them. I mean perhaps they
too should be practised sometimes, though it is significant that the other bhavanas are to be
practised with the metta bhavana having been practised first. That is the basis of the other
three. For instance, karuna bhavana - how does that differ from the metta bhavana?
Voice: There's some sort of direction, as it were, downwards.
S: As it were downwards, yes.
Voice: Whereas the metta is on the same level.
S: Yes, so what makes it directed downwards? On account of what do you say that it is
directed downwards?
Chintamani: A need.

S: Umm.
Vimalamitra: The person who is concerned - he'd have to be Enlightened or he's have to be...
have had some kind of insight or wisdom to be compassionate.
S: Yes, but what about the people to whom the compassion is directed? What do you know
about them - by virtue of the fact that the word "compassion" is used?[334]
Ratnapani: Well, they're suffering and they're less developed than you are.
S: Right. They're in a state of suffering or they're less developed. So it is said that karuna, or
compassion, is simply the feeling of metta itself when that feeling is directed towards, or falls
upon, those who are less fortunate than yourself in some way or other. Then the metta takes
on as it were the colouring of compassion. So without metta, no karuna. That is very, very
important, yes? If you don't get a strong metta to begin with, then your so-called compassion
may be just a sense of superiority, or maybe just a sort of superior pity, just a looking down
on other people and feeling sorry for them, in a rather patronizing sort of way. There must be
love - to use that word. Without metta, no karuna. I mean, some people, strange to say, they
can feel what they think is compassion and pity for others as long as they're suffering. But
when they come out of their suffering, they find it very difficult to love them when they are
no longer suffering.
Chintamani: They hate them.
S: So this is really strange. So it shows that that compassion was not true compassion,
because as soon as the suffering is relieved and the particular person is no longer suffering,
then the emotion you have towards them is just pure and simple metta. But when they suffer,
their suffering suffuses your metta, and it becomes karuna. So if someone that you feel metta
towards suffers, then your metta is transformed into karuna, which means you want to try to
help to do something to relieve their suffering. But supposing they are not suffering;
supposing they are happy, really happy: then as your metta as it were touches them, what is it
transformed into then?
Voice: Sympathetic joy.
S: Sympathetic joy, yes. So in this way metta is the basis both of karuna, compassion, and
mudita, sympathetic joy. If you can't rejoice with others, if you can't feel happiness in their
happiness, then you've no love for them, you've no friendliness towards them, no metta. So
metta, karuna, mudita. These are all really closely interconnected, aren't they? That's clear.
But your sort of basic [335] emotional state should be one of metta. And then according to
whether people suffer, or whether people are happy, it will be suffused with little shades little darker patches as it were - of karuna, or brighter patches of mudita. But underneath there
will be the metta all the time.
Dave: Doesn't devotion come into this?
S: Ah, devotion, of course, is with regards to those who are as it were above. Yes, you could
say, even, that if you look up with love then your love becomes reverence and devotion saddha or bhakti.

Devamitra: There's a definite difference of tone of each, isn't there?
S: Yes, right, yes. So Buddhas obviously feel karuna, or compassion, towards all living
beings, because they're not Enlightened. An unenlightened person is not in a position to feel
compassion towards all living beings - only perhaps towards those who are less Enlightened
than himself. In the same way a Buddha does not feel devotion, in a sense.
Devamitra: But didn't you say that... I think I heard you say that the Buddha, after his
Enlightenment, looked up to the Dharma.
S: That's true. That is why I said "in a sense". Though again, the Dharma is indistinguishable
from the Buddha himself; he has realized the Dharma. Or again, in a way, the Dharma was
there before him - though, again: in a sense. But it is true. There's a different tone to
friendliness, compassion, and sympathetic joy, though I emphasize that the basic state is
friendliness. So it's sometimes said that each of these brahma viharas has a near enemy and a
far enemy. Have you heard me talk about this before? Some of you have. Do you remember
what those near and far enemies are?
Aloka: Isn't the near enemy of metta, affection?[336]
S: Affection, in the sense of attachment. Yes. You can think that you're feeling friendliness or
metta, though in fact you're simply attached. And what is the far enemy? Obviously that is
anger or hatred. And then the near and far enemies of compassion?
Voice: Pity.
S: Sentimental pity, yes, or even superior pity, patronizing pity. And the far enemy?
Voice: Cruelty.
S: It is cruelty or malice. And then what about sympathetic joy, what is the near enemy of
that?
Devamitra: Indulgence?
S: Well I always say vicarious satisfaction.
Devamitra: Can you elaborate?
S: Well, what is vicarious satisfaction?
Devamitra: Sort of standing apart, seeing somebody else's... sort of gaining pleasure out of
somebody else's...
S: Yes.[337]
Devamitra: ... feeling, that you are unable to feel yourself.
S: Yes. But you get that pleasure for yourself, yes? You are not happy that they are happy.

Full stop. You are, as it were, imagining yourself in their position, and trying to suck some
enjoyment for yourself from the fact of their enjoyment. This is vicarious satisfaction. You
know, like when you go to see a blue film. It's that sort of thing isn't it?
Chintamani: Emotional voyeurism.
S: Yes. There's quite a lot of this sort of thing around in grosser and more refined forms.
David: It sounds like identifying with the hero and that.
S: Yes, instead of being a bit heroic yourself. And what is the far enemy of sympathetic joy?
Voice: Jealousy.
S: Jealousy. You resent the fact that others are happy. You don't like to see them happy. It
makes you feel bad.
Dick: What was the far enemy of karuna?
S: Cruelty or malice. Right then, what about equanimity? We haven't said anything about
equanimity. How does equanimity arise? It's very important to realize that equanimity too is
based upon metta. As well, therefore, indirectly upon the compassion and sympathetic joy.
But why is it important to realize that equanimity is based upon metta?
Vimalamitra: (two or three words unclear) suppose it isn't just a dead feeling.[338]
S: It isn't just a dead feeling. Sometimes this word upeksa has been translated in the past as
indifference rather than equanimity. But why do you think that isn't a satisfactory translation?
Ratnapani: It suggests one doesn't care.
S: It suggests that one doesn't care.
Devamitra: So, is indifference then the near enemy to ...
S: One could say that, yes, it is the near enemy.
Ratnapani: It seems like a hovering, suspended metta...
S: Umm.
Ratnapani: ...ready to blow in any of these directions.
S: No, it's not even that. It's more than that, in a way. I mean, what is the nature of the
connection between metta and equanimity? Or how does one pass from metta to equanimity?
Or, what is equanimity? First of all let's see that. What do you mean by equanimity?
Vimalamitra: Well, peace.

S: Peace. Yes, but can you be more explicit?
Vimalamitra: Well, it's ... there's nothing to disturb you.
S: Nothing to disturb you. What is the form your disturbance usually takes?
Ratnapani: Emotional instability.
S: Emotional instability - what form does that usually take? It usually takes the form of going
from one extreme to the other, doesn't it? So, equanimity is a state of balance, or poise, or
serenity. It's all these things. It's also a state of even-mindedness, or same-mindedness. This
comes out very strongly in the Mahayana in the case of the Bodhisattva ideal - that the
Bodhisattva has the same mind [339] towards all living beings: samatha-citta,
even-mindedness, same-mindedness. Which doesn't mean he's equally indifferent to all;
they're equally concerned for all. So equanimity is more like this.
Phil: That's when you have an equal amount of metta to all.
S: Exactly, yes. This is the nature of the connection. So how do you proceed from metta to
equanimity? You cultivate metta towards all equally, so that you don't love some more and
others less, or feel more friendly towards some and less friendly towards others, which means
also that you're equally compassionate towards all, and rejoice equally in the happiness of all.
So you proceed from metta - and therefore also from karuna and mudita - to upeksa by
cultivating the element of sameness in your attitude of metta. This is the same metta equally
towards all. By cultivating that element of sameness and equality more and more, you arrive
progressively at a state of equilibrium and balance and even-mindedness without preferences,
not because you're equally indifferent but because you're equally concerned, not because you
don't love anybody but because you love everybody.
Ratnapani: Insight is implied here, isn't it?
S: Insight is implied too - yes, this is a very important point. To the extent that there is a
feeling or experience of equality, to that extent there is insight. The Theravadins, incidentally,
maintain that the brahma viharas are entirely samatha-type practices - that they do not contain
any element of insight. The Mahayana, I think, would disagree with that. I personally disagree
with that because to the extent that there is an element of sameness, experience of sameness,
to that extent there is an element of insight, because to that extent you've penetrated into, or
experienced, the truth of anatta, selflessness. So this is as it were the more positive way: to
cultivate equal love, equal compassion, equal sympathetic joy, thereby equanimity. And it's
quite interesting that in some Pali texts upeksa (or equanimity) is, or becomes, a synonym for
[340] nirvana itself. You remember the series of the seven bodhyangas? I think I've
mentioned them in "Mind Reactive and Creative". So the seventh and last is upeksa,
equanimity. So it's with equanimity in this ultimate sense that you're balanced, with regard to
even - in Mahayana terms - samsara and nirvana. Even those two extremes don't disturb you.
Subject and object: they're as it were the same, or not different, as far as you are concerned.
So you're not disturbed as between these pairs of opposites either. You're in a state of
absolute equanimity, or as I think I've said somewhere or other, axiality and centrality. You've
reached what the Chinese mystics sometimes call the unwobbling pivot (laughter) of
existence. You don't wobble any more. As the Hui Neng Sutra says "citta yasa na kamapati":

"whose mind does not shake" when touched by the eight lokadhammas, which are four pairs
of opposites: pleasure and pain, loss and gain, and so on. You're in a state of absolute
equanimity; which means also, as I said, centrality and axiality. Do you know what I mean by
axiality? You feel as though you're the axis upon which everything turns, though not in an
egotistical sense, but that you're absolutely stable and unshakeable, immovable; though at the
same time you're supremely mobile, even dancing about all over the place; you don't need to
have your centre fixed in any particular spot; your centre is everywhere.
Vimalamitra: Because your security is everywhere.
S: Your security is everywhere. Everything is your security.
Ratnapani: You own it all.
S: You own it. You feel equally secure everywhere. So equanimity certainly isn't anything
like indifference, is it? Equanimity is nirvana itself. Equanimity is Enlightenment itself. The
mind doesn't sway, doesn't wobble, doesn't go to any extreme, is poised on the highest
possible level.
(pause)[341]
Chintamani: Is there a near and far enemy of...?
S: Well, of equanimity in the absolute sense there can't be, obviously. (pause) You could say
there's another pair of near and far enemies of equanimity in the more relative sense. The far
enemy would be simple restlessness, and the near enemy would be stagnation.
Devamitra: Why those two?
S: Well, there's some people who look full of equanimity but are just lazy. They don't bother.
No energy.
Devamitra: I was just thinking it would, I was expecting it to be more in emotional terms.
Like, for instance, I would have thought that, say, romantic love is the far enemy.
S: Of what?
Devamitra: Of equanimity.
S: Romantic love?
Devamitra: Yes.
S: The far enemy? It's one of the far enemies? Or it's one of the enemies, anyway.
Devamitra: Well, just because it is...
S: Well it is a form of restlessness, so if you say that restlessness is the far enemy then you
include romantic love to the extent that romantic love also is a restless state. Or any emotion

is a far enemy, because all emotions are rather restless by nature, or worldly emotions,
anyway. You know, fear is very disturbing, anger is very disturbing... (pause)
Anyway, one can see the importance of these four, what I call positive emotions, that is to
say, metta, karuna, mudita, upekkha. [342] And there is also, of course, the emotion of
saddha. I mean this, perhaps, also should be included. And here you get the five Buddhist
cardinal emotions, if one could term them. So it's very, very important that one makes an
effort to develop all these.
Voice: What is saddha?
S: Faith, or devotion even, or confidence even. Quite a few people, of course, experience a bit
of difficulty with the metta. That's well known, isn't it? Perhaps even more than with the
mindfulness of breathing. (pause)
So the Buddhist should be as it were radiating friendliness, compassion, sympathetic joy, and
equanimity, to say nothing of faith. These five should make up the characteristic Buddhist
emotional atmosphere. And, actually, you find that this is so sometimes. You find it quite
often in the East, I would say; in the Buddhist East. More often than one might think.
Ratnapani: There's not... I gather that there isn't a great deal of sort of meditation done, but
does ...sort of atmosphere still pervade just from the quiet life?
S: It very often does, not only from the quiet life but from a life of active good will, a lot of
dana and generosity, yes, a lot of hospitality, a lot of friendly communication. One mustn't
associate the development of these things exclusively with the sitting meditation practice;
certainly not just confine them to the meditation room.
Ratnapani: If anything I seem to have, in the last few years or whatever of my Buddhist life,
seem to have made ... I have got it together less in the shrine room than elsewhere, than say I
have at Sukhavati with other people.
Devamitra: That's something I find, actually, that one's experience outside the shrine room is
generally very happy and positive, [343] but inside the shrine room there's a lot of resistance
and dullness. I mean, why is that?
S: Well, perhaps it's to some extent due to the fact in the shrine room really you're left to
yourself.
Devamitra: But I think, I mean I can feel pretty happy and positive on my own.
S: If you're not meditating?
Devamitra: Yes. (laughter) Well, if I'm not doing an actual practice.
Aloka: I think you are sort of confronted more in the actual...
S: I think this is what it is.

Chintamani: From that point of view, actually I seem to have got worse over the last few
years; well presumably I notice it more.
S: Well, you confront it more.
Ratnapani: Confront what?
S: Well, the inner emptiness or whatever. (pause) But also it is a question of, you know, of
honestly trying to see what are the situations which do help you to be positive. And they may
not necessarily be the conventional ones, or the standard religious ones, as it were. You know,
if you do find that communicating with your friends puts you into a more positive, genuinely
positive, frame of mind than meditating, well then you have to allow quite an important place
to communicating with your friends, and at the same time trying to get on with the
meditation. But you need to be able to be happy and concentrated when you're on your own
and as it were meditating, as well as when you are with others. In fact the more you can be
like that on your [344] own, the more you can be, in the long run, when you are with others.
Devamitra: I must say that I've found once or twice, it's quite remarkable - the sort of... the
difference in the feeling even having very, just a very quiet but very positive communication
with somebody and then shortly afterwards going off to meditate, it's all gone! You know, I
have experienced that.
S: I think the experience you get in connection with meditation, the sitting relatively on your
own, when you do get it, is much more refined than what you experience with other people.
Usually. You know, there may be exceptions.
Devamitra: So, would you... is it possible then to almost not notice it, would you say, or is
that not...
S: No, I'm not saying that. But when you... though it is very refined, it is more noticeable than
ever. But when you're with others, even though there may be a very good feeling of metta
with other people there is a certain coarseness because it's accompanied by physical
movements, it's accompanied by sounds, i.e. speech. You're not all that concentrated. There is
a certain warmth, a certain good will, but it's not usually very refined - unless you're all being
very, very mindful indeed and virtually in a meditative state. For when you get into that state
of friendliness and metta when you're meditating on your own without distractions, it may be
much more difficult to achieve, but when you do get into it, it's a very much more refined
experience. And of course, all the more intense for being more refined. I don't exclude the
possibility that with perhaps one or two other people you can have an experience of
friendliness as refined as what you get when you're meditating on your own. But this does
suggest great mindfulness and sensitivity on the part of all concerned. And not any just sort of
crude jokiness or anything of that sort. It's a quite different kind of experience.[345]
Devamitra: You know, the specific occasions I have in mind, in fact, were the odd periods
when we'd been talking quietly and lapsed into quite a long silence, you know quite naturally;
and it was just very, very powerful emotional experience of metta.
S: I'm quite sure, that one can experience. You ought to be able... I mean the experience ought
not to depend on the other person. If it is your state, the state you remain in when even the

other person is subtracted from the situation, you should just remain full of metta.
Chintamani: I would like to add to that, that from my own experience, I know the sort of
situation we're talking about, and undoubtedly at times it has been real metta; but more often
than not it has been one of two things. One, it's been pema masquerading as metta, that
effectively was dependent upon the other person and that subsequently I sought out that
person for more of that because it made me feel more positive than I actually really was. And
also it's been enjoyment of the other person's positivity, which you've taken to be your own.
I'm not saying it was with you, but in certain cases. But because somebody's really open and
warm and giving, association with that person is a very pleasant experience and you take it to
be your own positivity, which is in fact, minimal.
S: Yes. In other words, you use another person's positivity to hide from yourself the fact of
your own negativity; and you're enjoying their positivity instead of developing your own
positivity and relating to their positivity through yours. (pause)
When you're relating to another person's positivity through your positivity, when they go
away you're still left in a positive state. But if you're just feeding on their positivity and they
go away, you're left with your own negativity. I mean there are all sorts of intermediate
gradations. You may be feeling slightly down - not really negative - and you just, when you
come into contact with someone who's really positive, or seek out someone who's positive,
and they may help you [346] actually to become positive. Not that you're simply feeding on
their positivity, but they may just bring you up to their level, and you may then become
positive. This too is possible. This is quite valid, quite legitimate. (pause)
But the general rule is that if you are happy with other people - really happy - you ought to be
able to be happy on your own too. But if you can't be happy on your own, you probably won't
be happy with other people - not in the true sense. I mean, the more happy you are on your
own, or can be on your own, the more happy you'll be with other people.
Voice: Metta, I think, would probably be very good for the development of that.
S: Yes. Anyway, you see the importance of developing this emotionally positive state. You
know, for this last year or so I've been really sort of harping on that. I think some people
know that unless one can be in the emotionally positive state, very little spiritual progress is
possible. It's very important that people should get themselves into this emotionally positive
state to begin with. I say to begin with, but, you know, it's almost half the battle. And feel
good towards yourself, feel friendly towards yourself, as well as to others. And have warm
outward-going emotions, be cheerful and positive and happy. And rejoice in the merits of
others. Don't always be carping and critical and envious and mean and grasping.
David: How closely connected to metta is openness?
S: What do you mean by openness?
David: Well, for instance, someone says "I can get on with somebody else because they're
[?not] open".
S: Well openness usually means there's a free flow of communication from them to you -

which also implies metta. I think you can't really [347] communicate with somebody unless
you really like them. If you don't really like them you won't want to communicate. You won't
feel that outflow of energy towards them. Like when you really hate someone you don't really
want to speak to him at all, except, perhaps, to tell him that you hate his guts. (laughter)
(pause)
Of course, being friendly or expressing friendliness doesn't mean being all gushing and
exuberant and sort of falling over people, or anything like that. It can be quite sober, quite
quiet and steady. There's nothing theatrical about it.
Ratnapani: We've had that stage, haven't we...
S: Um...
Ratnapani: ...in the Movement generally?
S: Yes, in a mild sort of way, some had, yes. On the other hand you mustn't sort of
over-generalize and say, well, you should never be very expressive or demonstrative. Some
people are just by nature. They're not reticent and taciturn. (pause) If it is a stage or a phase I
wonder whether, you know (laughing) has really entered it or just everybody goes through it.
Devamitra: I don't think, I can go, I could get out of it!
Ratnapani: I don't mean genuine exuberance, but the false variety exuberance without the
feeling.
S: Yes, I think there was a little of that years ago. Well, any further points about the four
brahma viharas? They're also sometimes called the four infinite states. (long pause)
All right, let's go on then and hear what Magha has to say next. [348] Let's go on with
Magha's questions.
(508) Pray, who is cleansed, awoken, freed?
How to Brahm's world goes man by self?
Tell me who know not; tell me, sage,
Thus asked! Thou art my witness, lord!
Brahm have I seen today! For us
Thou truly art "the peer of Brahm"!
How rises man, O shining One,
Unto the very world of Brahm?
S: So you see the young Brahmin, though impressed by what the Buddha had to say, is still
thinking very much in terms of his existing beliefs. Many of the Brahmins worshipped
Brahma - one can say very roughly God - and the ultimate aim of the spiritual life, the
brahmacariya, as they saw it, was to attain union with Brahma, or to attain to the world of
Brahma, which was a sort of heavenly state. According to the Buddha's teaching that was not
the highest state; that was only the highest state of the mundane, the highest sphere or plane
within the Wheel of Life, nirvana being beyond. But he didn't deny there was such a world as
the Brahma world, and that one could be reborn there, that one could live there, that one

could experience that even in this life. He only denied that it was the highest state or the
highest experience, or that it was in fact transcendental. According to him it was essentially
mundane, however of a very refined and sublime nature - but not nirvana.
So the young Brahmin is asking the Buddha these questions with this in mind. So first he says
as it were, in a very general way, please tell me who is cleansed, who is cleansed of all
defilements, who is freed from all bondage, who has awoken to Truth? And then he says,
"How to Brahm's world goes man by self?": Tell me, how does a man achieve, how does a
man attain to, the world of Brahma himself, personally. "Tell me who know not; tell me sage,
Thus asked! Thou art my witness Lord! Brahm have I seen today. For us Thou truly art the
peer of Brahm!" In other words he, like the previous Brahmin, regards the Buddha as
incarnating his [349] own particular religious ideal with all its limitations. He sees the
Buddha as Brahma. If you like, he sees the Buddha as God. He doesn't see him as Buddha. So
then he says,
"How rises man, O shining One,
Unto the very world of Brahm?"
This epithet "shining one" is interesting. He addresses the Buddha as jutima, which means the
one who is full of light, or, if you like, the radiant one, which is quite suggestive in this
context of metta radiating, friendliness radiating. Incidentally, you remember that the four
brahma viharas are Brahma viharas - so it's not unexpected that though the Buddha doesn't
term metta bhavana as a brahma vihara, it's not unexpected that the young brahmin makes
that translation from hearing about metta to asking about Brahma because there is a sort of
connection between them: through the practice of metta you go to the Brahmaloka. In other
words the state of metta, subjectively, corresponds to the sphere of Brahma, objectively. So,
Magha is seeing the Buddha as the embodiment of his own religious ideal, seeing him as
Brahma, and is asking him the way, as it were, to the Brahmaloka, because surely he knows
the way. So what does the Buddha say in reply?
(509) "Who offers, Magha" he replied,
"The offering threefold endowed,
He would make offerings prosperous
By giving to gift-worthy men;
And rightly minded, offering thus,
The ready almoner doth rise
Unto the world of Brahm, I say."
S: So what does the Buddha say? In a word, he says one goes to the world of Brahma by
generosity. Generosity is the way to the world of Brahma. It implies, of course, that behind
the generosity there is real love, real metta. And he speaks of the "offering threefold
endowed"; it's not quite clear what that means. Probably it refers to the three characteristics of
a gift. That the gift should be made to the right person: the worthy recipient; that it should be
made in the right spirit; and also at the right time and place. Probably it refers to this, to [350]
these three. (pause)
So the Buddha is saying, in effect, that he who out of a spirit of metta, of real friendliness,
real disinterested love, makes offerings, is generous, giving to the right person, the worthy
recipient, in the right spirit and at the right time and place, that person will surely get to a

higher state. Though from the Buddha's point of view, a higher state which is still within the
mundane, so which does not go beyond the mundane. And apparently Magha is quite satisfied
with that. In other words, this young brahmin doesn't go as far as the previous brahmin in his
questions, in the attitude and approach.
Aloka: The Buddha's not sort of pushed it any further.
S: He's not pushed it any further, no. Perhaps he sees that Magha can't take any more; that he
can get as far as the world of Brahma but no further, at least not for the time being.
Ratnapani: One got that impression of a question of a simple boastful person at the beginning.
S: Yes. So Magha seems much more like the devotee. Now you notice at the end it says, "And
when he had thus spoken, brahman Magha said, "'Tis amazing, Master Gotama," dot dot dot which presumably means et cetera - "We go to Master Gotama for Refuge from this day forth
to life's end." I don't know whether Hare has left something out, and the text in Chalmers
doesn't help, but it may be he simply goes for Refuge to the Buddha, not to the Dharma and
not to the Sangha. And does not go forth and win acceptance; which would be in keeping, if
that was so, with his whole attitude. He is the devotee. He is devoted rather than committed,
yes? He stays where he was. He stays within his existing religious framework, though greatly
venerating the Buddha. And though greatly admiring the Buddha, and following the teaching
that he gets from the Buddha, which the Buddha gives in accordance with the limitations of
Magha, which limitations he can clearly see. And he even goes for Refuge [351] to the
Buddha, but apparently not to Dharma and not to the Sangha. And he doesn't go forth. And he
doesn't join the spiritual community.
Devamitra: It also says "from this day forth to life's end," which...
S: Which implies a sort of limitation.
Devamitra: Yes.
S: According to later Buddhist scholastic tradition the Refuges can continue from life to life,
but not the precepts, because...
Devamitra: Why is that?
S: You have to take the precepts all over again.
Devamitra: But why?
S: Well, you observe the precepts with your body and you've got a new body. (laughter) This
is Buddhist scholastic teaching. But the Refuges are a matter of the mind alone, as it were; so
the Refuges go on from life to life but not the precepts. So that if you are ordained as a
bhikshu in this life you can't carry that over to the next life, even though you remember it - as,
for instance, the Dalai Lama is supposed to remember.
Devamitra: Yes.

S: Or any incarnate lama. They were bhikshus in their previous lives, but they still have to be
ordained all over again in their new life, because they've got a new body. It is with the body
that you practised the precepts.
Devamitra: What about those pertaining to the mind?
S: Well... the last three? Well, presumably you could carry those over.
Devamitra: But, but...
S: Anyway, don't take this too seriously (laughter) a piece of [352] Buddhist scholasticism
from the Middle Ages - the Buddhist Middle Ages of course. But it also shows, you know,
what is essential. What is essential goes on from life to life and that is the Refuges, or the
Going for Refuge. That is not interrupted, though your particular pattern of observance may
vary and you may even take the precepts upon yourself again and again in different forms, but
the Refuge continues. (pause)
So Magha, we can say, is devoted rather than committed in our current terminology. He has a
limited objective. I mean he is seeking the attainment of the Brahmaloka - a higher state of
peace and happiness and satisfaction within the mundane. He's not seeking nirvana. He's not
seeking Enlightenment. And the Buddha is not pushing him - not yet anyway. (long pause)
And also, of course, by developing metta, by practising generosity, Magha is creating a very
positive and very solid basis for any further spiritual endeavour he may wish to make later on.
It's certainly not time wasted; it's time well spent. But for the time being he apparently doesn't
want to go any further than that and is not prepared to consider going any further than that.
The brahmin in the previous sutta apparently had a greater spiritual potential - at least within
the immediate context of that situation. The Buddha was able to carry him, at least in
principle, the whole way - just in the course of that one exchange. Maybe Magha will meet
the Buddha again later on or meet one of his disciples; who knows? But for the time being he
has set his sights on the Brahmaloka, and he recognizes the Buddha as one who knows the
way to the Brahmaloka, and can show him the way, and who is in fact the embodiment of that
particular ideal himself, though he can't see the Buddha as anything more than that; can't see
him as the Buddha. (pause)
All right, any other impressions about this sutta as a whole, especially in comparison with the
previous one? This is a young brahmin. Presumably the other brahmin was an elderly
brahmin, experienced and well known.[353]
Vimalamitra: He hasn't got as much punch as the...
S: No. No.
Chintamani: He seemed very tied up with etiquette.
S: In what way?
Chintamani: Well it's fairly obvious that then, and probably now, there is a very strict code of
behaviour, very much tied up with the ethnic religion; and that the brahmins seem to be very

much preoccupied with, well, first of all finding their way within all that: all those codes and
patterns of behaviour and also the mastery, and tidy it all up.
S: Yes. More like an admiration for the expert in those things; and from their point of view
they took the Buddha as a great expert in those things - which in a way he was. I mean he
knew their law, their wisdom. He could play their game if he wanted to. (long pause)
Aloka: There's an amazing sort of contrast between this one and the one before.
S: Um.
Aloka: I can get really overpowered by the one before, but this one shows a completely
different sort of approach on the Buddha's part.
S: Yes, as you said, the Buddha doesn't push him. He did rather push the other brahmin, not
to say overwhelm him. But, you know, he was able to take it.
David: Perhaps this is more for beginners than...
S: Yes, in a sense, more for the layman, if one uses that sort of later distinction between the
monk and the layman. The previous brahmin goes forth and is accepted into the spiritual
community. This one, apparently, stays at home. And this one tends to worship the Buddha as
[354] God, and that one sees the Buddha as Buddha.
Dave: How many people like Magha turn up in England?
S: I think there are lots of them. They're maybe not wanting to go as far as the Brahmaloka,
but lots of them, in the sense of people who have a limited devotion to the Buddha or to
Buddhism and see it in accordance with their existing beliefs and only want to go so far. I
think there's quite a lot of people like that. In fact the devoted are always more numerous than
the committed.
Ratnapani: I think so far there's been a reluctance... I don't know, a reluctance to admit that
"this is my limit and I accept this is my limit" or else just a lack of awareness that everybody
has, in fact, got limits to themselves. They're always arguing "No, I'm out for Enlightenment."
When it's patently obvious such a person is less - it's worth their while being devoted.
Dick Myers: It seems to be a thing that grows. The more you get into it, your practice, the
more you get into Buddhism, the deeper your commitment becomes, the more you...
S: Yes, so one shouldn't discourage people from being devoted. Encourage them: "Be more
and more devoted!" In the end the devotion will ripen into commitment. You know, in a way
this is almost the Maharishi's approach isn't it? As we were talking about after lunch: Don't
disturb the existing framework. Just get people to be a bit devoted, practise a bit of
meditation. Perhaps he hopes that in the end, as a [355] result of the natural momentum of the
meditation practice, the framework will be broken anyway. He never actually says that, but
let's hope he thinks that. Let's hope he hopes that. (pause)
Aloka: In this one that we've just read there's no... There doesn't seem to be any sort of

judgement implied on that sort of lesser sort of ideal thing. It's like you're taken that far...
S: And just left.
Aloka: Yes. I mean, what Ratnapani was saying, people now seem to not be able to accept
that as just a particular sort of stage that maybe you do have to rest at, for a period.
S: Well I think the difficulty is that people just don't accept that as an ideal, a limited ideal,
but they want to insist that they are in fact following the highest ideal. I mean maybe there's
no need for them to compare at all. But they don't just keep quiet and get on with their metta,
as it were, and their rebirth in the Brahmaloka; they say that this is, in fact, the way to
Enlightenment. "I'm just as much on the path to Enlightenment as you. I'm just as committed
as you are." They try to insist on this. This is the difficulty.
Aloka: Does that mean they're trying to pull the higher ideal down?
S: Yes, they're trying to pull the higher down to the level of the lower. And then one has to
intervene and make clear the distinction between the two. I mean it's just like the modern
Hindu who says that, well, the Buddha is just an incarnation of Vishnu. He's just another
Hindu god. They try to pull him down to that level. (pause)
Dick Myers: I've heard it said that Brahma, like sort of union with the Godhead... They say
that sort of outlook is sort of synonymous with nirvana. [356] That there is no, you know,
like... all paths lead to the same goal eventually.
S: I mean, yes, that is said. Though one must also point out that here it's Brahma, masculine;
not Brahman: neuter.
Andy: How do you mean?
S: Well, one must distinguish within the context of Hinduism between Brahma the god, and
Brahman, which is usually considered to be the impersonal state. For instance, the Vedanta
teaches that Brahman is the ultimate reality, not that Brahma is the ultimate reality, not that
the creator god is the ultimate reality, but that the ultimate spiritual principle - which they call
Brahman (with an N at the end) - is the ultimate reality. Whether that Brahman ever can be
equated with nirvana, that's another matter. But certainly Brahma can't. (pause)
Many of the Pali texts represent the brahmin as being very much preoccupied with the idea of
the way to the Brahmaloka; as having lost the secret of that way and having to ask the
Buddha. And the Buddha being able to tell them, but at the same time pointing out that there
is something even beyond. Sometimes the Buddha ridicules the brahmins for claiming to
teach the way to Brahma without having any personal experience of that - as he has in fact.
And he says very confidently, "I know the world of the Brahma, and the way to the world of
the Brahma. I know this from personal experience. You do not, even though you claim to be
Brahmins, and you say that this is your religion - in fact you know less about it than I do, even
though I do not follow that ideal" in the sense of regarding that ideal as the highest. And
usually they acknowledge that, yes, he does know these things, you know: he knows more
about their own religion, in a way, than they do themselves. Though, of course, because from
the universal perspective you'll see the ethnic more clearly than the followers of the ethnic

themselves see it. (pause)
Any further point about the sutta as a whole? [357] Why do you think it comes in this place?
We've had five suttas so far, yes? Is there any sort of significance in the sequence?
First of all the going forth, the description of the Buddha's going forth and his encounter with
Bimbisara before his Enlightenment. Then the account of his attainment of Enlightenment
and victory over Mara. Then perfect speech. After that, a confrontation with ethnic religion in
the person of an elderly brahmin, and a complete overwhelming of the ethnic religion so that
the elderly brahmin recognizes the higher nature of the Buddha's ideal of Enlightenment and
links himself to that. Then, secondly, a meeting on the part of the Buddha with a young
brahmin, who though recognizing the greatness of the Buddha continues to see him in his
own terms and takes the help of the Buddha in practising his own religion as it were - takes
the Buddha's advice as to how to reach the world of Brahma and takes refuge in him
apparently as a Brahma-like figure rather than as the Buddha. So, does there seem to be any
sort of sequence here - any significance in the sequence?
Chintamani: It reminds me of the Udana, when the first three sections after his Enlightenment
are concerned with redefining the goal.
S: Yes. So here it's as though immediately after his Enlightenment he pointed out the
importance of real communication; the Buddha is shown as in direct confrontation with the
whole ethnic tradition - sometimes successfully overthrowing it, and sometimes as it were
having to meet it half way, depending on the preparedness of the person to whom he was
talking. So it will be interesting to see what comes next - next comes Sabhiya. So he's also, I
mean, apparently a sramana and a brahmana. So that should be quite interesting. (pause)[358]
(6) Sabhiya
Thus have I heard: The Master was at one time staying near Rajagaha in Bamboo Grove at the
Squirrels' Feeding-ground. Now about that time a devi put certain questions to the mendicant
Sabhiya, saying, "The recluse or brahman, Sabhiya, who explains these questions to thee,
when asked, fare thou the godly faring near him." Now in days gone by the devi was a
blood-relation of Sabhiya.
And when he had learnt these questions of the devi, the mendicant Sabhiya approached all the
famous and renowned recluses and brahmans, course-setters with orders, flocks and
followings, well-esteemed by many folk, that is to say: Purana-Kassapa, Makkhali-Gosala,
Ajita-Kesakambali, Pakudha-Kaccayana, Sanjaya-Belatthiputta and the Jain, Nataputta. And
he put these questions to them, and they, thus asked, did not succeed in solving them; and not
succeeding, they showed anger, hate and ill-will. And in turn they asked Sabhiya questions.
Then thought he: "All these reverend men, famous and renowned,... have not succeeded in
solving these questions of mine ... but question in return. What if I turn to low things and
enjoy pleasures?
Then again he thought: "There is still the recluse Gotama who is famous and renowned, a
course-setter with an order, flock and followers, well-esteemed by many folk. What if I go
and ask him?" And he thought: "These reverend recluses and brahmans ... are aged,

venerable, old, ripe in years, ancient, time-honoured elders, gone forth long since, yet they do
not solve my questions... I wonder whether the recluse Gotama will explain them? The
recluse Gotama is both young in age and newly gone forth."
And again he thought: "A recluse is not to be disregarded, nor to be despised, because be is
young. If he be young, he'll be of great power and might. What if I approach and ask the
recluse Gotama these questions?"
And the mendicant Sabhiya set out to walk to Rajagaha; and in due course, as he wayfared, he
came to Rajagaha, to the Squirrels' Feeding-ground in Bamboo Grove. And he approached the
Master, greeted him and exchanged the usual compliments and sat down at one side. Thus
seated, he spake these verses to the Master."[359]
S: All right, let's deal with the prose introduction first. What sort of situation does it set forth?
Andy: It's the situation of someone questing for Truth.
S: Yes. But there is this question of the questions. "Now about that time a devi put certain
questions to the mendicant Sabhiya..." mendicant: paribbajaka,.. paribbajaka. We haven't had
this term before. We've had pabbajja - which is going forth. But paribbajaka is one who
wanders. Of course the implication is that he has gone forth and is then wandering. There's
also the implication that he does not follow the brahminical tradition, that he is a sramana. So
Sabhiya was a person of this type. He had gone forth. He was wandering. He was not
following the Vedic tradition. He was a sramana. And, "a devi put certain questions to the
mendicant Sabhiya." What do you think this devi represents? Incidentally, in the text it says
devata, which is divinity; for some reason or other Woodward makes that devi, which is the
feminine gender, which is not in accordance with the text. So, it's just a divinity, a deity. So
what do you think is meant by the divinity putting certain questions to the mendicant
wanderer Sabhiya?
Vimalamitra: Questions coming up in his own mind.
S: It's possibly questions coming up in his own mind. But why should the text not say "certain
questions occurred to him"?
Vimalamitra: Maybe due to previous lives.
S: Maybe due to previous lives. It does say the devata was a blood relation of Sabhiya in a
previous ... well, it doesn't say in a previous life, it says in days gone by. That could be
understood as meaning [360] someone who was related to him in this life and who had died
and who was now a devata and who remembered him. We get this sort of situation very
commonly in the Pali texts. This is almost a stock phrase: in days gone by the devata was a
blood relation of so-and-so.
Chintamani: A bit like a sort of muse.
S: A bit like a sort of muse. It's almost as though questions arise in his mind but from a
deeper level. The devata signifies some sort of aspect of himself, some deeper level, which
appeared or was experienced as almost another personality, like the poet's muse. In other

words, the questions came from a quite profound level within himself - perhaps we could
look at it in that way.
Devamitra: Can't we take it more literally than that though?
S: Yes, one can do. You know, it depends how literally one takes someone's conception of
devata. If one takes it quite literally - well, yes, there are beings called devatas, and one of
them could have been one's blood relation earlier on, is still interested in one, still concerned
for one; and recommends one to ask his questions to sramanas and brahmanas and become
the disciple of whoever gives a satisfactory answer. Yes, one can take it quite literally. One
can even take it both ways. (pause)
But whichever way one takes it the suggestion is that the questions are not such as would
ordinarily occur to Sabhiya, either literally or metaphorically. He has not thought of the
questions himself, they do not come from the ordinary everyday Sabhiya. Perhaps he feels
them as coming from somewhere else. The questions have been inspired, as it were; he's been
prompted to ask them, whether by a divinity, or by some deeper level within himself. But
certainly not by his ordinary everyday mind or consciousness.[361]
Devamitra: Interesting that the actual questions aren't actually set out, what in fact happened
...
S: They will be set out later on. (pause) This little episode also introduces the whole subject
of having a question. One might say that there are questions and questions. There are
questions one just asks with one's mind and there are questions which one asks, as it were,
with one's whole being. And clearly Sabhiya's questions are more of the latter kind. Do you
see the distinction? (murmurs of assent)
Devamitra: It's like the question with one's whole mind is the koan.
S: Yes, right, very much so, yes. It has been pointed out - I forget by whom - that people very
often ask questions apparently very much wanting an answer to those questions, especially if
they're questions about the spiritual life - nirvana, meditation, you know - but you usually
find, it's been pointed out, that if those people don't get an answer to their question (i.e. you
ignore the question or just brush it aside) they just drop the matter. They don't come back to
it. Or if, for instance, you just talk about something else they don't recur to that question
usually. So what does that suggest?
Devamitra: In fact what you were sort of talking about yesterday about a certain insecurity.
S: No! No!
Phil: It's only superficial.
S: It's only superficial. If you really want an answer to your question you won't be put off.
You'll ask again and again. But this in fact is very often what one finds happening: that
people put their question, and if it isn't sort of answered they just drop the matter. They don't
go on [362] asking. So if the question is a real question, you are in a sense desperate for an
answer. You have to go on asking, you can't help it, even if it might seem a bit rude or even if

it means being a bit insistent; but you go on asking your question because you really want to
know, you really want to get an answer to that question. So that is the more as it were
existential question. So presumably Sabhiya's questions were of this nature. They were
questions which stayed with him. (pause)
So the devata says, "The recluse or brahman, Sabhiya, who explains these questions to thee,
when asked, fare thou the godly faring near him", "tassa santike brahmacariyam cariyyasiti",
in other words brahmacariya, the spiritual life. Lead the spiritual life in his presence, or if you
like, under his auspices, under his patronage. Literally: near him. We've talked about
brahmacariya as the spiritual life before. I don't think we've talked about santike: near him.
What do you think is really meant by leading a spiritual life near somebody? This is a quite
common word, or quite common phrase, this santike brahmacariyan.
Dick: Sort of leading a life as much like his as possible.
S: As much like his as possible. Yes, it certainly means that. It doesn't necessarily mean
physical proximity. In fact the Buddha says, in one particular passage, "even though someone
were to walk behind me step by step holding onto the edge of my robe but not following my
teaching, he would be far from me and I would be far from him, but if someone followed my
teaching then he would be near to me, and I would be near to him." But do you think it
excludes physical proximity necessarily?
A Voice: No.
S: No. You think you can have both?
Chintamani: Quite often one reinforces the other.
S: Yes, quite often one reinforces the other. And perhaps at the beginning one needs that
physical proximity. It's very difficult to go it [363] alone at the beginning, literally. (pause)
So a great deal seems to depend upon the answering of these questions. Do you think this is a
sort of valid approach? Is there any sort of test, in a way, if somebody can answer your
questions, then you will lead the spiritual life near him or under his guidance?
Ratnapani: It depends on the questions.
S: Depends on the questions, depends also upon the spirit in which they are asked, depends
how much the questions mean to you. Do you think this is everybody's approach, or would be
everybody's approach?
Devamitra: No.
S: No. What other approaches might there be for instance?
Devamitra: Well, I mean, this sounds a bit like a sort of wisdom approach in a way ...
S: It sounds very much like the wisdom approach.

Devamitra: ... rather than the approach of the devotee.
S: Yes. You also notice that in the previous two suttas there has been no sort of definite
seeking out of the Buddha. The meeting takes place by accident. But here the initiative is
coming very much from Sabhiya. He is going around looking for somebody. In fact he's
visiting all the great and famous teachers of his time, ending up with the Buddha, who is the
most recent of them, the youngest. So here is someone who is consciously looking for a
teacher, looking for a guide, but looking for someone who can solve his questions. And he
will take as his teacher, as his guide, the one who is able to solve his questions. I mean, some
people have no questions at all. (pause)[364]
Devamitra: The fact that Sabhiya says that Gotama's still young also sort of reinforces the first
feeling we have from the first two suttas that the Buddha may have gone forth at a much
earlier age than twenty-nine.
S: Yes, because presumably he is by this time Enlightened, because he is spoken of as
"famous and renowned", "a course-setter with an order, flock and followers, well-esteemed by
many folk". But he's also spoken of as "young in age and newly gone forth". There is also the
suggestion that we have here a very early teaching - that is, if the record is trustworthy, as it
seems to be, that we have in this particular sutta a record of teachings given by the Buddha
quite early on in his career. In other words, we have here really archaic Buddhism, archaic
Dharma.
Vimalamitra: Would this be earlier than the Udana?
S: That's very difficult to say. It's very difficult to compare. But they seem to be roughly of
the same archaic period. And don't forget even in the case of the Udana, even in the Udana,
the gatha, or the verse, seems to be older than the prose portion, in most cases.
Phil: What period was the text written down?
S: Not written down until the first century BC in Ceylon, which is about 500 years later. One
also finds from this sutta that there were a number of teachers in India - that is, especially
northern India - in the Buddha's time. This list of six occurs repeatedly in the Pali texts.
Nowadays they are hardly known. Only one of them is known at all, that is the last one: the
Jain Nataputta, the founder of, or reviver at least, of what is now called the Jain religion,
which has two or three million followers in India but hardly any outside. Let's see how these
are described: "And when he had learned these questions of the devi, the mendicant Sabhiya
approached all the famous and renowned recluses and brahmans", both sramanas and
brahmanas, both the non-Vedic and the Vedic teachers.[365]
Devamitra: And recluses is a translation of sramanas, is it?
S: Yes.
Phil: It's interesting that they show anger, hate, and ill will.
S: Yes.

Phil: ... after not being able to answer.
S: Well, this is as it were psychological in character, isn't it? Sometimes if people can't
answer questions they get a bit upset. Why do you think this is?
Vimalamitra: Because it shows up their own fallibleness.
S: Their own ...?
Vimalamitra: Fallible?
S: Yes, but why should they even mind that? Do you think it is just that? Or ...
Vimalamitra: Because it wrecks their security.
S: Wrecks their security ...
Vimalamitra: Their whole teaching gone (indistinct words).
S: Um.
Chintamani: It breaks down the image that they had of themselves.
S: Breaks down the image that they had of themselves, yes.
Devamitra: Well, it suggests that they're not... they're not any higher developed than the
person actually setting the questions.
S: Yes, at least to some extent. You find that very much with Socrates and his questioners, or
interlocutors, in Plato's Dialogues. I mean, at [366] the beginning of the Dialogues Socrates
represents himself as a humble enquirer, someone who just wants to find out the truth from
this learned or famous person; and the learned of famous person often says, "Fire away,
Socrates. Ask your questions. I'll answer them. You've come to the right man." And Socrates,
very sort of humbly and tentatively, with many apologies, puts forward his rather
simple-minded questions - as they appear - and the person that he's speaking to answers them
very confidently. Then he puts another question; that is also answered quite confidently. And
it goes so far comparatively smoothly. But then Socrates says, "Well, you said such and such
things in reply to such and such a question, but such and such things in reply to another
question, they don't seem consistent. Please explain that. I'm very stupid and ignorant, I'm
sure I must have misunderstood you ... et cetera, et cetera." In that way he leads this person,
using his questions, into deeper and deeper waters until they might get very confused and
sometimes upset and angry. And in the end it is clear that, I mean, they don't really know all
that they purport to know. And Socrates isn't as stupid as he looks or as he seems. And
Socrates eventually comes to the conclusion that actually he's the wisest of men, as the
Delphic Oracle has said, and he says, "I can't disbelieve the Oracle, but I'm the wisest of men
... of men in the sense that I know that I do not know, but others think that they know what
they do not. But I am the wisest in the sense that I do know that I don't know. I acknowledge
my own ignorance. I am aware of my own ignorance. They are not aware of their own
ignorance."

So these are said to be "famous and renowned", "course-setters with orders". Let's have a look
at the terms. It's samghino ganino ganacariya nata yasassino titthakara. But "samghino":
samgha of course is the same as the Buddhist word at least: sangha. So they are samghino:
they possess sanghas. As I mentioned some days ago there were among the wanderers - both
sramanas and brahmanas - those who had their followings among wanderers. So they formed
a little sort of group and the term sangha was applied to this. Also sometimes [367] they were
ganha, as a title. Ganha means almost like a sort of array, a little host, a little array. So all of
these people, all of these teachers, had followings. They had their own sanghas and ganhas.
So I mean we mustn't think these terms are exclusively Buddhistic, though it may be now, but
in the Buddha's day these were general terms used by everybody to which the Buddha
gradually gave his own distinctive meaning in this case. So these sramanas and brahmanas,
these recluses and brahmans who were teachers, they had their sanghas, their orders, their
ganhas, their hosts as it were. They were ganhacarya. They were - Hare says here ganhacarya. Acarya is a teacher, so they were teachers of hosts - hosts in the sense of ganha or
sangha. "Yasassino titthakara." Titthakara is translated as course-setters. It's not really quite
like that. A tittha is a crossing-place, a ford. You get the idea? In some places the river is
shallower than others, so there you can cross - maybe oxen can cross with their carts - so it's
called a ford or a tirtha. So "titthakara" is one who makes a ford, and this is a very common
term in the Pali texts for the non-Buddhist teachers. They're called ford-makers, or as it's
translated here, course-setters. Though it isn't course-setters, it's ford-makers. So why do you
think this sort of term should be applied to them?
Chintamani: Presumably in a ... (couple of words unclear) society, at a time like that, a
ford-maker would be a very important person; and a real leader like that would be anybody
who purported to show a way between the shores of birth and death.
S: Yes. It's based on the analogy of the ocean, or the river of birth and death. They profess to
show a way across the river of birth and death to the opposite shore. They profess to show a
way to release, to freedom. They profess to make a ford to the other shore. But from a
Buddhist point of view they just do not succeed, they only profess to do this. But the term
tirthakara comes to be applied to them. The "ford-makers", inverted commas, you could say.
Just as in the case of Socrates the Sophists were the "wise men", inverted commas. The wise
men were not actually wise, [368] and the ford-makers really did not make a ford. One often
gets this situation depicted in the Pali texts of someone, some seeker - sometimes with
questions, sometimes not with questions - goes to all these teachers one by one, but doesn't
get either a satisfactory answer to his questions, or a satisfactory teaching, or is disillusioned
in some way or other, and finally comes to the Buddha. So this is what happens in this
instance. And not only that, but when they don't succeed in solving his questions, they show
anger, hate, ill will. And, in turn, they ask Sabhiya questions. What do you think that
signifies?
Ratnapani: They resented him for catching them out, and thought they'd get their own back,
or ...
Aloka: Maybe it's also that the questions he asked were sort of ... quite sort of subtle and he
might know a bit more than they did.
S: Possibly that, but I think that's doubtful. I think they are just trying to take him down a peg
or two - to show that, well, if you can't answer questions that doesn't mean anything. I mean,

anybody can put questions that somebody else can't answer - which is of course true. (pause)
"Then thought he: "All these reverend men, famous and renowned ... (et cetera) ... have not
succeeded in solving these questions of mine ... (et cetera) ... but question in return. What if I
turn to low things and enjoy pleasures?""
What are these "low things" and "enjoying pleasures"? I mean does that ....? "What if I turn to
low things and enjoy pleasures?" What does that signify?
Voice: Disillusionment.
S: What sort of disillusionment? (pause) He thinks he's not ever going to get an answer to his
questions. And since he has made the living of the spiritual life dependent upon finding a
solution to these questions, it seems as though he's not able to lead [369] the spiritual life. So
what is the only alternative left to him? To go back to the world, to give up being a wanderer,
to go back home, which is really disgraceful. To go back home, turn to low things - I mean,
it's implicated the things of the world - and enjoy pleasures, eat, drink, and be merry. If I can't
get an answer to my questions, if I can't find somebody to answer them, someone with whom
I can then lead the spiritual life, I'd better go back to the worldly life. This is what he thinks.
It's more like despair than disillusionment.
Devamitra: But it sort of feels as if it's a genuine situation for him. It's not a sort of
rationalization, I think ...
S: Yes, I'm taking it at its face value. He really does feel that he really does mean this. But, I
mean, it is quite clearly an existential issue as it were to get an answer to these questions. At
least that is what he feels. I mean there are no doubt some people of this kind. Sort of
everything sort of hangs upon certain questions being answered. I mean, what answering
means maybe we'll have to see in a minute. There's answering and answering.
Devamitra: It's like maybe you go to somebody in search of something and you feel ... you
might put certain questions to them and they might in a way even give you the right answers,
but you sort of feel there's something not completely right about it, they're not completely
sincere. Or they might be sincere but obviously there's a sort of blind spot, which you can't
quite put your finger on, but you just feel it, sense it. And until you come across somebody
who can sort of give you an answer, which you can sort of ...
S: So this raises what is a question and what is an answer. Because you may put your question
to someone and he may apparently reply in an irrelevant fashion, but you may be completely
satisfied and say that your question is answered. So in looking at it in that sort [370] of way,
what does one mean by asking a question and what does one mean by getting an answer? I
mean, when you are really asking a question, as Sabhiya apparently was, what is happening?
Are you just asking a question?
Ratnapani: You're on the point (word indistinct)... I would have thought, and need to be as it
were tipped over.
S: It seems very much like that. But why should it take that particular form - the question? Is
there any particular reason for that?

Chintamani: It's as if you've exhausted all you ... everything you know and feel about life in
general, there's just a big question mark left, what to do next?
S: Especially perhaps if you are of an intellectual nature, your situation naturally resolves
itself into an intellectual form, i.e. into a question. Someone else might think in terms of
seeking true happiness, or a refuge. I mean, refuge is implied when you get an answer to your
question. But one can see that it really is a matter of life and death for Sabhiya because if he
can't get an answer to his questions he can't lead the spiritual life. He can't even go on being a
wanderer. He has to go right back. Do you think this justified or pretty extreme? I mean, what
are the implications of his attitude?
Ratnapani: He's got no faith, I would have thought. He'd had nothing to have faith in yet, I
suppose.
S: At least, well, he's got a certain amount of faith - he thinks that one or another of these
recluses or brahmins will be able to answer his question - presumably he's got that sort of
faith.
Ratnapani: He's got faith that he could have faith.[371]
S: Faith that he could have faith, yes. But one of his assumptions seems to be that he has to
find somebody to answer the questions for him. One of the assumptions seems to be he needs
a teacher. So if he can't find a teacher he might as well give up. Teacher meaning for him
someone who can answer these questions. If he can't find a teacher there's no point in carrying
on. He can't get any further by his own efforts. And being an intellectual person he puts it in
the form of, "if I can't get an answer to these questions of mine, I've gone as far as I can go by
my own efforts." After all, he has gone forth, he's become a wanderer, he's made the round of
all these teachers, and he can't get a satisfactory solution to his questions. In other words he's
not in a position of being able to lead a spiritual life in the presence of a teacher or near a
teacher. He's gone as far as he possibly can by his own efforts and it seems he can't get any
further. So what is he to do? Why doesn't he stay where he is, do you think, and just hope? It
is as though the spiritual life, if he can't get a teacher and go further, seems to him to be
completely pointless, doesn't it?
Voice: Well it is anyway, if you can't go any further.
S: If you can't go any further, but why not just stay where you are and just hope that
something or someone will turn up. Can't you do that?
Voice: He's got a lot of energy.
Voice: It's this thing of ... that he's been on the brink.
S: Maybe he can't stay on the brink; it's so painful, so precarious, as it were, just waiting in
that sort of situation: not being able to get an answer to your questions, not being able to
commit yourself when you want to commit yourself. It's a quite unbearable situation. Not
being able to go forward when you want to go forward. Well, almost seems like disgust and
despair, you just let yourself slide right back. I mean, sometimes [372] you get that reaction in
people of a certain temperament. "I can't go forward, all right, I might as well wallow in it,

never mind." That is the reaction isn't it? "If circumstances don't allow me to lead a spiritual
life and make the progress I really want to make, OK, I'll just lead a completely worldly life."
So it suggests that he's a bit of an extremist in a way, it's sort of all or nothing. Otherwise it
means, some people might say, "well never mind, I've left home, I've gone forth, I'm a
wanderer, well let's jog on a little bit further, maybe some other teacher will just turn up,
maybe I'll find the answer somehow, maybe I'll just think of the answer myself." But he
doesn't seem to consider these possibilities. "Either I get that answer now from a teacher with
whom I can lead the spiritual life and make further progress or else I will go back." That
seems to be his attitude, all or nothing virtually.
Voice: But it doesn't actually come to that does it, because he does go?
S: No, it doesn't, but he's prepared for that. That's what he thinks, that's his initial thought.
Then again he thought: "There is still the recluse Gotama." Funny he comes last on the list.
"There is still the recluse Gotama who is famous and renowned, a course-setter with an order,
flock and followers, well-esteemed by many folk. What if I go and ask him?" And he thought,
"these reverend and esteemed brahmans are aged, venerable, old, ripe in years, ancient,
time-honoured elders, gone forth long since, yet they do not solve my questions. I wonder
whether the recluse Gotama will explain them. The recluse Gotama is both young in age and
newly gone forth."
So what does one see here?
Voice: He seems to think wisdom comes with age.
S: Seems to think wisdom comes with age, yes. And what sort of outlook is that characteristic
of, that wisdom comes with age? That the old are the ones who know?
Voice: Established ethnic.
S: Established ethnic, which was true within that context, yes. It was the old men who knew,
in the sense of the history of the [373] tribe, the traditions, what had happened long ago. Yes,
the old men are the repositories of knowledge, even wisdom in the worldly sense. But this is
quite inapplicable when it comes to spiritual things. So again what does this sort of way of
looking at things of his suggest?
Voice: Well it's a very conditioned idea. It seems as if the whole culture was a kind of
entrapment of ethnic Buddhism.
Voice: It's almost as if he's sort of been wandering around in the ethnic for so many years that
he's beginning to see the...
S: Yes, right. I means he's thinking that [it's] the old, long-established teachers who are more
likely to have the answers because they are old and long established. But now of course he is
beginning to doubt that, as we'll see in a minute. But this is a very common human tendency.
If someone is old or more experienced et cetera, et cetera, they are more likely to be wise.
Well maybe they are within certain limits, but not ultimately.
Voice: Especially if they've got a long white beard!

S: Yes, right.
Voice: It's almost as if he's exhausted all the ethnic teachers of the day, which makes him
really very ready for the Buddha.
S: Though momentarily somewhat in despair. It's like sometimes people tell you about the
Catholic Church which has been going on for 2,000 years. It's as strong as ever if not
stronger: it must have the truth. Well this is one of the arguments put forward on behalf of the
Catholic Church. It couldn't have lasted as long as that without there being something in it. So
you get the sort of mental picture of this ancient venerable mother church, very, very wise,
very experienced, knowing everything. You've only got just to go and take refuge in her.
She'll look after you, tell you what's what, and tell you what to do. This is the sort of mental
picture that is conjured up.[374]
Voice: Or for that matter lust, delusion, and hatred have been going on.
S: Yes indeed. Sometimes people think of the Church of England in the same sort of way.
The dear old Church of England, going on century after century, so venerable, all those lovely
buildings, all those lovely churches, all those beautiful stained-glass windows, it's all so old.
Yes? There must be something in it. Well yes, certainly there must be, but not necessarily on
that purely spiritual level which has got nothing to do with time and ancientness.
Voice: If one indoctrinates. I mean I associate,.. if I confuse the spiritual and the religious I
probably can associate the spiritual with gothic. As it is now I associate religion with gothic.
S: It's true that someone who has been sincerely practising for a long time, he is more likely
to be wise and to have insight than someone who's been sincerely practising for a short while,
other factors being equal, as they say. But it is not only a matter of age and length of time that
you've been practising and experience and so on. Some people are very gifted; you know, they
may cover in a few weeks or months the ground that it has taken you years upon years to
cover. So don't be over-impressed by age, or antiquity, or by position of course. You see
someone occupying a long-standing position, you're told he's the 300th pope or whatever it is.
Always there's this great long line of them going back and back. Or the 101st Archbishop of
Canterbury. So there's this whole line going right back to the time before the Norman
Conquest. A long series of venerable figures with long white beards and golden coats and
holding crosiers and looking very fatherly or grandfatherly. And all this is meant to play upon
your ethnic sensibilities, because obviously we have these ethnic sensibilities. We've lived in
this way, the human race that is, for hundreds of thousands of years. Looking up to the elders
of the tribe. It is the natural respect that you feel for the elders of the tribe, which is a very
healthy thing when it comes to the worldly matters, but it's quite irrelevant when it comes to
spiritual things. The elders of the tribe may be completely astray. From a spiritual point of
view their wisdom may be completely useless. I mean some even of their worldly wisdom is
pretty [375] useless not to speak of their spiritual knowledge. The elders of the tribe can lead
you astray even in worldly things. But the fact that they are the elders of the tribe doesn't give
them any standing as spiritual teachers.
Voice: And likewise with Buddhist teachers, come to that. They've got titles and robes and
are assumed to be half enlightened at least.

S: Exactly right. Remember that they've been in it twenty, thirty, forty years, they've got this
title and that title, this certificate and that certificate. They've passed so many examinations,
they know Pali backwards, et cetera. Or that they were discovered in some remote part of
Tibet, they're incarnate lamas, they've received hundreds of initiations, so they get this sort of
build up and one is expected to be impressed. But it is really appealing to the same sort of
thing.
Voice: It is significant that in Blake, all of his, sort of alive, wisdom figures are mostly young.
I mean his older ones like Urizen represent this old impressive father figure.
S: Well it's much the same in Mahayana iconography where the Bodhisattvas are represented
as young men, while even the Buddhas are represented in the prime of life. You don't get this
"wise old man" in Buddhism. Brahma Sahampati, who requested the Buddha to preach the
Dhamma, he's one of the brahmas within the wheel of life, he's represented as an old man
with a white beard, but it is significant that he is not Enlightened and he has to beg for
teaching. So you don't in Buddhism get this association of spiritual wisdom with old age. You
get the association, if there is any association age-wise, of spiritual wisdom with youth and
maturity.
Voice: At the same time.
S: At the same time because the youth and maturity are in a way symbolical because wisdom
has the freshness of youth and the balance and harmony of maturity.
Voice: It more leads towards balance and the prime of life is the kind of middle of it.[376]
S: So maybe Sabhiya was thinking that these teachers, these other teachers, just because they
were old and distinguished and had been around a long time, they must know the answers.
But in the end he found that it wasn't so. Then he had to think about this new young teacher
who'd appeared. And then how does he reflect?
And again he thought, "A recluse is not to be disregarded, nor to be despised, because he is
young. If he be young, he'll be of great power and might."
That's interesting. "If he be young he'll be of great power and might." What do you think he
means by that? Let's see what the Pali is. It's "daharo", tender, delicate, "mahiddhiko
mahanubhavo". "If he be young he'll be of great power": maha-iddhi. Iddhi is a word we
haven't talked about yet and it is a quite interesting word. And mahanubhavo. Let's just go
into the meaning of these words and then discuss why Sabhiya thinks that way.
Iddhi is sort of power or potency. A king for instance is said to have iddhi. The power or
potency that naturally belongs to the king. You get the idea? And then there is a sort of
natural extension of this. It comes to mean a sort of magical potency, and the iddhis are the
supernormal powers. But the idea is of a sort of natural potency, a natural power, or a
potency, or a power that naturally attaches itself to a very powerful personality, even to the
extent of them being able to work, as it were, miracles. There's a suggestion of miraculous
power, though the miraculous is of course also the natural. Do you get the meaning? So there
is a sort of continuity of meaning from the iddhi of someone like the king to the iddhi of the
yogi. This in a way connects up with the dhyanas; it is said that the fourth dhyana is the basis

for the development of the iddhi, in the sense of supernormal powers or magical powers. So
why do you think that is?
Voice: Presumably it's some vast energies.
S: Yes. Do you remember what these four dhyanas are? More recently I've started talking of
them in English terms. I started doing this when I was in New Zealand in one of the lectures
there, but I speak now in terms of the state or stages of first of all integration, then inspiration,
then permeation, the radiation: integration, inspiration, permeation, and radiation. Now why
is this? Why these particular terms? I think one ought to go into it just a little but then we can
come back [377] to iddhi and perhaps understand it better. You remember the image or simile
for the first dhyana. Do you remember what that was?
Voice: Soap and water.
S: It's not just soap and water, but what happens to the soap and water, what do you do with
the soap and water?
Voice: They both join together.
S: Yes, but it isn't just soap is it? It's a particular kind of soap.
Voice: It's soap powder.
S: It's soap powder. So in this simile, in this image, the Buddha says the first dhyana is like
somebody taking a quantity of soap powder and mixing it together with water so that a sort of
ball is produced and, in this ball, every single drop of the dry soap powder is saturated with
water and all the water is fully absorbed into that ball of soap and water so that no drop of
water is left over. So what does this suggest?
Voice: Integration.
S: Integration, but what is being integrated?
Voice: The emotions.
S: The emotions, energies, conscious and unconscious. According to the more analytical
accounts the first dhyana consists of five, what are called dhyanangas, five dhyana factors.
Are you familiar with this? This is quite a basic teaching. First of all there is ekaggata, which
is usually translated as concentration: that means one-pointedness. Sometimes it is
cittassakaggata, which means one-pointedness of the mind or heart or consciousness. So this
is, as it were, the spearhead of the whole process of integration. So there's one-pointedness,
which is not just the one-pointedness of the conscious mind but the integration of the whole
psychic contents, one could say. Then there is sukha [378], which is happiness; piti which is,
one can say, rapture; then vitakka which is, how can we render that, thinking of an object; and
then vicara which is thinking about an object.
Voice: What was the first one again?

S: Mental one-pointedness.
Voice: What was the Pali for that?
S: I said ekaggata or cittassekaggata. For instance, if you even look at this word ekaga it's not
even one-pointedness. Aga is more like a peak or a pinnacle. Suppose you think of the gable
of a house. I mean this is a comparison which is often used. What is it that is characteristic of
the gable of a house?
Voice: It supports the rest of it.
S: No, I wasn't thinking of that, but the two sides of the roof slope up to a point, they
converge on this point, which is at a higher level. So when you speak of the mind being
ekagga, it is not just with one point, it is with one peak, with a common peak not only
towards which, but up towards which, everything converges. This is what we translate as
concentration. But concentration doesn't give the real meaning does it? Because you could be
concentrated here, concentrated there, but here the suggestion is that all your energies are not
only flowing together but flowing up towards a peak or pinnacle of convergence. So as your
energies are integrated in this way, as your interest centres in this way at higher and higher
levels, you naturally feel very happy because there's an absence of conflict, and because of
this absence of conflict especially between say, your conscious and unconscious interests, to
use these expressions, the energy which was in the unconscious is now sort of flowing though
into the conscious, up into the conscious. Hence you get that sensation of priti or rapture. And
at the same time there is mental activity, especially with regard to the object of your practice.
It might be, say, the breathing process. You think of it and you think about it, in other words
vitaka, vicara. So we can see from this analytical account of the first [379] dhyana that it is
very much a process of coming together of energies with the result of happiness and rapture,
though with a certain amount of mental activity, especially with regard to the object of
concentration still. So the soap and the soap powder is quite an apt illustration of this. It
represents a coming together, it represents a blending, a harmonization, an integration. So
therefore I call the first dhyana the stage of integration.
I sometimes speak also - and I've spoken in this way in that New Zealand lecture on
meditation - I sometimes speak also of horizontal integration and vertical integration.
Horizontal integration means more like the integration of, say, emotions and reason on the
conscious level, that's the horizontal integration. The vertical integration is the integration of
conscious with unconscious. I mean unconscious being thought of as the subconscious,
metaphorically what is below the conscious mind. So when you integrate those - when these
two, which are as it were vertically structured, come together - then you have a vertical
integration. So a full or complete integration is both horizontal and vertical. So this is the first
dhyana, the level of integration. And obviously this is very, very important. And do you see
the connection between happiness or bliss and the integration of one's energies? When you
feel unhappy you are divided, but when all of your energies are flowing together in the same
direction you feel happy, and quite naturally. So a state of concentration or state of integration
is also a state of happiness, it couldn't be anything else. So this is the first dhyana, which I call
the state of integration.
Voice: Can one then say happiness is integration?

S: One could say really happiness is integration, integration is happiness. Happiness is
integration because integration is happiness. To be integrated is to be happy. To be happy is
to have been integrated. All right, what about the simile or the image or the illustration for the
second dhyana? Do you remember what that is?
Voice: Bubbles coming up into a lake from an underground stream.
S: Yes. So what is the point of this illustration?[380]
Voice: The unconscious is welling up into the conscious mind.
S: Perhaps it is more than just the unconscious, unless you use the word unconscious in a very
broad sense indeed. Because in a sense at least up to a point the unconscious has already been
integrated with the conscious. But it is as though something is welling up from an even
deeper level, almost from a sort of spiritual level. From very, very deep down, certainly from
some other dimension, something is coming up. Or, we mustn't be misled by words or by
figures of speech, it can be experienced as coming from above. You know, sometimes we
speak of the depths, and sometimes we speak of the heights, but from some other direction
presumably you could even imagine it or feel it coming in sideways. (laughter) Yes, you can
imagine something coming in from some other direction obliquely. It sort of slides or slips
and you don't really know which direction it comes from, you just find it there and it hasn't
come from anywhere that you are conscious of. It just appeared, out of the blue, mysteriously,
so you could speak of it coming obliquely. But very often, yes, you do have the experience of
something bubbling up from the depths, something which is quite different from your whole,
even integrated state of mind, which comes from somewhere else. Or you experience it as
coming from above, like a ray of light coming down from the heavens.
Voice: Transcendental?
S: It's not transcendental at this stage, but that's not impossible, it could be. But within the
context of the four dhyanas as such, no. But that isn't ruled out, but then it's in a way more
than a dhyana then. So you get the impression, say, of inspiration, and I think this is also the
stage of very pure and authentic artistic inspiration as well. When inspirations come into the
mind, I mean, sometimes it's little feeble flashes or just the odd bubble, you know, bubbling
up, but sometimes it is very, very powerful indeed in a quite overwhelming sort of way. But
within the dhyanic context the experience wouldn't be quite overwhelming because the
inspiration would come up within the already integrated mind. So do you get the picture?
This is the stage of inspiration, for want of a better term, inspiration of course literally means
breathing [381] into, or blowing into.
Voice: This ties up with what you said at the ordination about the monastic ordination, a
process of purification so that the (?) makes itself ready for the transcendental.
S: Yes. So the stage of inspiration and then the stage of permeation. What is the illustration
here?
Voice: Doesn't it have a lotus flower above the water?
S: In a way above the water, but the point of the illustration is that the lotus flowers are

soaked in the water, permeated by the water, thoroughly immersed in the water. They've got
drops of water all over them, they're growing in the water and also sprinkled with water, in
other words they are permeated by water. So what does this suggest in terms of one's dhyana
experience?
Voice: One's whole being is permeated by the spiritual influences.
S: Yes. First of all you've got, as it were, this inspiration welling up, but this eventually fills
the whole area and you're completely immersed in it and soaked in it and you feel as though
you're living in some new, some sort of different element. In whatsoever direction you move
you are still in that and that is still in you. It is in you and you are in it. I mean this is the
characteristic feature of the experience, one could say. It would be rather like, supposing you
were swimming in the water, you not only had the water outside you but that the water was
permeating all the way through you too. It would be like that. Of course, if that happened
you'd drown (laughter) but supposing your whole being was permeated by the water so that
not only were you in the water but the water was in you. You get the idea? This is what the
third dhyana is like. This becomes more and more difficult to understand, obviously.
Voice: So you are, as it were, soaked in inspiration?
S: Soaked in inspiration yes. And surrounded by inspiration. But, I mean, again you've
reached a higher level of inspiration [382] even in that way. It goes beyond even that. That is
more like the transitional stage from the one to the other. So you don't feel any limitations,
you feel as though you can expand and flow in any direction, because you're in that and that is
in you. I mean, this is a state which some mystics seem to experience and in which they feel
that they're one with God, though from the Buddhistic point of view this is simply the
experience of the third dhyana. But you can understand how people could interpret this
experience in that sort of way, because it is very, very vivid, a very powerful experience, and
very real and certainly a completely authentic experience. It is an experience, but one can
nevertheless misinterpret it and overvalue it.
Voice: Actually it seems to suggest a certain dissolution of the subject-object polarity.
S: In a way, in a way. A certain, I would say, transparency of them, not dissolution of them.
They become more transparent, less opaque, but not dissolved.
Voice: I just wondered if that wasn't also... say Christian mystics, I don't know if they have
any idea of the subject-object distinction being dissolved but maybe they could mistake it for
that.
S: Because according to the orthodox Christian teaching you are never dissolved completely
in God, you never become one with God really. But you can feel oneness with God without
actually becoming God. So this is very much like this state. The duality of subject and object
is not dissolved but it is certainly rendered transparent and less opaque. So the mystic will
feel like, "well I am here and God is also here and I am somehow one with God." In other
words we are very, very close, like two people might feel that they are one, but they know
quite well at the same time that they are not one, they remain here, irreducibly two, but for the
moment they might feel one without actually being one in any sense. So this is the stage of
permeation. Well what about the stage of radiation? What is the illustration for this?

Voice: A man after a bath wrapped in a sheet?[383]
S: Yes, so what does this suggest?
Voice: Complete insulation.
S: Complete insulation, yes, but I didn't call this the stage of insulation, I call it the stage of
radiation. So why is that?
Voice: White is a radiating colour.
S: Yes there's that too.
Voice: When you're full of inspiration you can't but give out it.
S: It's as though the dhyana state has become so strong that it begins to affect your
environment. You, as it were, are stronger than it, you begin to have an effect on your
environment, you begin to create an atmosphere. I mean, as you know, if you use a certain
room for meditation, use it as a shrine room, an atmosphere builds up which other people can
perceive, even people who don't meditate, when they come in.
Voice: Do you think you can become impervious to that yourself, in a way?
S: What do you mean?
Voice: Well, for instance, at the room I was meditating in (?) Road, before I moved into that
room apparently there was supposed to be a rather odd feeling in the room of which I was
completely oblivious. I just used to meditate there and then Annabel, Mike's wife, came back
and she went into the room one day and said, "Oh, the feeling's gone." I mean if there had
been any change of feeling in the room, I was completely impervious to it.
S: But, of course, in any case one isn't in a sense conscious of one's own feeling, because it's
just you. You have it all the time, you're not conscious in a way of the atmosphere you
yourself create because you carry it with you all the time. And also if you are in a very
positive mood, you won't notice sort of negative influences; they won't affect you. Or if you
notice them it'd just be by way of awareness, not one of actually picking them [384] up and
actually feeling them, unless you're just sensitive without reacting yourself.
Voice: A friend of mine came into the shrine room at Sukhavati, and he'd never done any
meditating or had no interest in Buddhism really at all. A couple of weeks later I met him in
Crawley and he was describing the shrine room to another friend and he described it as
having blue walls and being really good.
Voice: You mean physically very good?
Voice: He described the walls as being blue! [when they were not, tr.] You know this
incredible atmosphere that ...
S: Well he was describing what he felt about the room in terms of what he saw, or had

thought that he had seen. It was as though the walls were blue, that was the effect produced
on him.
So in this state of, when you are insulated, it means you can't be affected by your
surroundings. You're dhyana state can't be dispersed by your surroundings. Not only that but
your dhyana state can affect your surroundings, hence radiation. So it's the stage of radiation.
So you've built up a very positive, very powerful concentration - in fact a very positive
powerful mental state or psychic state, or spiritual state - so much so that you can start
working changes in your environment. You can even start affecting other people's thoughts,
other people's minds. Other people pick up things from you, even at a distance, even without
seeing you. And here you begin to get the so-called supernormal faculties coming into
operation. Do you see the connection now? So in this way, for this reason, it is said that the
fourth dhyana, the stage of radiation, is the basis for the development of the iddhis. These
supernormal powers or faculties.
Voice: Is it anything to do with siddhi?
S: Yes it's the same word actually, iddhi and siddhi.
Voice: I can't see the connection with a man wrapped in a sheet and radiation.[385]
S: Well if you are powerful enough to be insulated, you will radiate. You can say it's like the
electric bulb, it's insulated because it's, you know, the filament is inside the glass bulb, so it's
insulated. At the same time it radiates. I mean, if you've built up so much energy that you
can't be affected then a point will come where you'll turn the table: not only are you not
affected, but you start affecting others with your positive and powerful vibes. (laughter) So
the stage of radiation.
Voice: In fact it works back to front: if one can radiate metta it's sort of like a protective
shield.
S: Yes, yes. In other words you could say radiation is the best insulation. I mean, forget about
insulation, if you are radiating you don't need to be insulated.
Voice: To someone who thinks in terms of loft space and fibreglass it doesn't really tally at
all.
Voice: It really knocks on the head this idea that I must avoid such and such a person who
gives such bad vibes to me. The answer is to put out good vibes to them.
S: Yes, right. If you are in a position to do that. If you can't then it is best to avoid them.
Voice: Yes, until you can.
S: So you can see the sequence of stages now: integration, inspiration, permeation, and
radiation. So when one meditates, in the sense of trying to develop the samatha side of one's
spiritual experience, this is what one is trying to do. First of all you are trying to integrate all
your energies and emotions. Then you are trying to open yourself to inspiration from higher
or deeper or other levels. Then you are trying to get into a state in which you are completely

pervaded by a higher element, as it were, live and move and have your being in it. And then
you are trying to increase your psychic positivity to such an extent that it will just radiate in
all directions and affect others, either through your words and actions, or even without words
or actions, and provide you with a natural insulation against all, or at least [386] negative,
psychic forces.

