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Tape 1, Side 1

Vessantara: ... We reckon to spend about three days of study on each chapter. We've got 13
questions.

Sangharakshita: We are, by the way, looking after the voice prints that were provided for?

Vessantara: We'll sort that out. We don't need to. We haven't usually done voice prints of
everyone in this situation. I'll start. Gampopa, in his first line, invokes Manjusri, and you have
suggested that the figure of Manjusri may be related to that of the Brahma Sanankumara, who
appears in the Mahagovinda Sutta in the [Digha] Nikaya. You may have gone into this, but I
am not clear quite what relationship you are suggesting between the figure of Manjusri and
Sanankumara. Is it that you feel that the Bodhisattva figure Manjusri is actually derived from
the Brahma Sanankumara? If so, can you suggest how that process came about, and can you
trace a connection between any other Bodhisattva figures and Brahma figures? Lastly, what is
the relation of the Vajrapani Bodhisattva to the Vajrapani who appears in the Pali Canon for
instance, in the Ambattha Sutta?

S: Let's have those questions one by one.

Vessantara: Firstly, you have suggested that the figure of Manjusri may be related to that of
the Brahma Sanankumara. Could you trace out the nature of the relationship? Is it that the
Bodhisattva figure, or the form of Manjusri as it has come down to us, is derived from that of
Sanankumara, do you think?

S: First of all, I don't look at the whole matter in the usual as it were Western critical
historical way at least, not primarily. One finds in Buddhist canonical literature, one finds in
the general tradition of the Mahayana, especially Mahayana spiritual practice, the figure of
Manjughosa. Presumably that means something, so presumably that corresponds to
something; [2] presumably it isn't just a flight of fancy. Similarly, in the Buddhist canonical
literature, especially the Pali canonical literature, one finds reference to the Brahma
Sanankumara, so in the same way presumably that means something; presumably that
corresponds to something; Presumably that too is not just a flight of fancy. So when one sees
certain resemblances between the figure of Manjughosa, as depicted in one branch, let us say,



of Buddhist canonical literature, and the figure of Sanankumara as depicted in another branch,
one begins to think that perhaps they correspond or refer to the same spiritual reality, let us
say. In other words, one is not approaching the question primarily from a historical point of
view at all. It is as though, more fully in the Mahayana, less fully in I won't say the Hinayana,
but in the perhaps cultural context of the Hinayana one sees what appears to be the same
spiritual figure, or one sees people having experienced what seems to be the same spiritual
figure. Therefore, one tends to think of the figure of Manjughosa in the Mahayana, and
Sanankumara in at least the cultural context of the Hinayana or the Theravada, as
approximating to one and the same spiritual reality. There are various reasons for that, and
here we come to the historical/critical approach ... (break in recording?) ... Mahayana
tradition, especially, I believe, in the Chinese tradition, Manjughosa has a title which is
translated as 'He of the Five Peaks'. He is also represented in art as possessing five sort of
crests, if you like, of hair; and, similarly, one of the names of Sanankumara is Pancasikha,
which means Five Crests. Not that the identification of Pancasikha with Sanankumara is
altogether clear, but it seems clear enough. So facts of this sort suggest that the
representations of these two figures, in their respective traditions, are as it were feeling after
one and the same spiritual reality. This, I think, goes some way towards answering the first
question. I have dealt with it at some length in other connections on other occasions. Then the
second question?

Vessantara: The second question was: Assuming that the Bodhisattva figure is in some way
derived from Brahma figures, can you suggest how this process came about?

S: Yes so it is not really a question of derivation at all. This is if you look at the whole matter
[in] what I call the Western critical manner, it is not a question of deriving one literary
concept from another. It is a question of approximating from different angles to a common
spiritual reality. Nonetheless, there are on the literary/historical level hints, or resemblances,
which do cause one to think that the two figures do actually concern the same what I have
called spiritual reality.

Vessantara: So do you think it would be wrong to hypothesise that the Buddha lived in a
world of Brahmas, as it were, and over a period of centuries the figure of Brahma
Sanankumara evolved into Manjusri?

S: Well, it is not really a question of hypothesising, as far as the canonical literature is
concerned; because the canonical literature is peopled by all sorts of nonhuman beings, and
the Buddha is regularly described as 'the teacher of gods and men'. So one may make of that
what one will, but this is how the canonical literature represents the situation; so in the Pali
canonical literature, for instance, we find the figure of Sanankumara, in the Mahayana
canonical literature we find the figure of Manjughosha, and they seem strangely to resemble
each other. So one may be forgiven for thinking that, within their respective contexts, they in
fact refer to one and the same spiritual or perhaps even transcendental personality.

Vessantara: There is a bit more. Can you trace a connection between any other Bodhisattvas
and Brahmas?

S: You mentioned ?

(3]



Vessantara: I went on to mention the Vajrapani and the Vajra... in the Pali Canon.

S: We certainly find the name Vajrapani in the Pali canonical literature. I was having some
thoughts about this quite recently, because recently I was reflecting on the significance of
Vajrapani in the purely Mahayana-cum-Vajrayana context; especially I was thinking in terms
of Vajrapani's connection with the animitta samadhi in the Pali canonical literature we find
that Vajrapani is, on a number of occasions, represented as being in attendance on the
Buddha. He is usually standing over the Buddha, standing above the Buddha, and he bears in
his right hand, as his name suggests, a blazing thunderbolt; and he very often has this blazing
thunderbolt uplifted, because he is ready to hurl it. He is ready to hurl it on the head of
someone who does not answer when the Buddha questions him, or does not answer
successfully or appropriately. It is strange that this figure should appear. So, reflecting upon
it, it seems to me I can't say quite why this idea occurs to me but it seems to me that
Vajrapani represented the genius of the Buddha: genius in the old Roman sense of sort of
tutelary deity or guardian spirit, or if you like, using the expression in a quite popular way,
higher self. But to go back for a minute to this question of Vajrapani and the Mahayana and
Vajrayana, and their connection with the animitta samadhi. What is the animitta samadhi?
This is the transcendental samadhi realized by means of Insight into the impermanence of all
conditioned things. So when one realizes the animitta samadhi, one realizes to put it quite
briefly and simply that no concept is truly applicable to Ultimate Reality. So the animitta
samadhi represents the samadhi which consists in the realization of the nonapplicability of all
concepts to Ultimate Reality; in other words, that samadhi annihilates all such concepts in
respect of their applicability to Ultimate Reality. So it is only appropriate that that samadhi
should be associated with Vajrapani, who annihilates, or who smashes, at least, everything in
this case, all concepts with his vajra, with his thunderbolt. Not only all concepts but,
obviously, all the ignorance, all the mental confusion, which arise from the wrong
combination of concepts, whether in regard to Ultimate Reality or relative reality. So, in a
way, it is the same, not just deva Vajrapani, but in a sense the same Bodhisattva Vajrapani,
one might say, that hovers over the head of the Buddha even in the Theravada scriptures.
Because does one really think that the Buddha needs a sort of mundane auxiliary in this way?
So Vajrapani represents the Buddha's own as it were delusion-annihilating genius. He is a
higher aspect if that is the appropriate term of the Buddha himself, and it is the Buddha's own
vajra-like intelligence, not an extraneous divinity, that is going to annihilate the delusion of
the person who is the Buddha's interlocutor in the sutta. So I think one can establish in this
way a connection not only between Samatkumara and Manjughosha, but also, possibly,
between Vajrapani the deva who appears in the Pali Canon, and Vajrapani the great
Bodhisattva, the archetypal Bodhisattva, who appears in the Mahayana and in the Vajrayana.
This leaves us only with Avalokitesvara as regards the triad of great Bodhisattvas, but I have
not as yet been able to discover any connection between any figure in the Pali Canon and the
Bodhisattva Avalokitesvara. However, we shall see.

Gerry: What about Brahma Samapatti in that connection? There does seem to be a
relationship between Brahma Samapatti and Avalokitesvara, inasmuch as he asked the
Buddha to save beings.

S: But then presumably all Bodhisattvas do that. All Bodhisattvas have compassion. So, yes,
it could be that Brahma Samapatti represents Avalokitesvara on a lower level; perhaps he is
an embodiment of Avalokitesvara on a lower level; but there needs to be, I think, a more
specific link than that.
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Vessantara: Wayne has a question about the eight great Bodhisattvas.

Wayne: I just wanted to ask if you knew anything about Nivaranaviskambhin and
Gaganagarbha

S: Oh what are they?
Wayne: In Guenther's footnotes, ...

S: It's Guenther's footnotes, isn't it? It must first of all be pointed out I think Guenther does in
fact mention this that there are several sets of eight. I think I mention this in The Three
Jewels, don't I? What are the ones you have asked about? Nivaranaviskambhin that name
means "The Remover of All Obstacles'. And Gaganagarbha means 'Sky Womb' gagana is
'sky', the expanse of the sky; garbha is 'womb'. But they do not figure very prominently as
living personalities, so to speak, in Mahayana literature. I can't recall any incidents or stories
about them. No doubt there are, somewhere in the scriptures, but they don't appear to be at all
well known. I think theirs are among the names which do vary from one set of eight
Bodhisattvas to another. For instance, you notice there is Ksitigarbha, who is 'Earth Womb';
Gaganagarbha is 'Sky Womb'. Sometimes instead of Gaganagarbha we have Akasagarbha.
They are more often a pair: Ksitigarbha and Akasagarbha akasa meaning, again, the sky, in a
slightly different sense. No doubt there are eight corresponding to the eight directions of
space.

Vessantara: Suvajra had a question about sunyata.
Suvajra: I didn't ask it.

Prasannasiddhi: This refers to a quote on p. 3. Tibetan texts often use language which seems
to be badly constructed, even illogical. E.g. p.3: 'Because of the permeation of
Sambuddhakaya, of the undifferentiatedness of Tathata, And of the existence of families, all
sentient beings are constantly endowed with Buddha nature' which is not really a very logical
sentence.

S: It appears to be! 'Because of the permeation of Sambuddhakaya, of the undifferentiatedness
of Tathata, And of the existence of families, all sentient beings are constantly endowed with
Buddha nature.' In other words admittedly, the construction could be clearer but if one reads it
like that, it does become clear. In other words, there are three reasons given; three reasons on
account of which all sentient beings are constantly endowed with Buddha nature. One,
because of the permeation of Sambuddhakaya; two, because of the undifferentiatedness of the
Tathata; and, three, because of the existence of families.

Prasannasiddhi: I suppose we were in doubt over 'the existence of families'. What actually ...
?

S: The families, of course, here are the five Buddha families; aren't they?

Prasannasiddhi: I was going to ask you if you had any observations on the strange
formulation. You often get, in translations of Tibetan scriptures, very strange formulations.



S: Well, first of all, this is a quotation from the Uttaratantra, which despite its title is not a
Tantra, it is a work of the so-called Garbha school. The work itself is in Sanskrit. That was
translated into Tibetan. Then we have a translation into English by an Austrian! So it is not
very surprising, perhaps, if it doesn't read [S] very smoothly in English. If I had been the
translator, I would have added words in brackets. I would have put: 'Because of the
permeation of Sambuddhakaya', then in brackets '(because of) the undifferentiatedness of the
Tathata, and (because of) the existence of families, all sentient beings are constantly endowed
with Buddha nature.' That would make it quite clear.

Prasannasiddhi: OK.

Vessantara: Dhammarati had two questions, and I have picked one.
S: About ?

Vessantara: About Tathagatagarbha.

Dhammarati: I apologise for the way most of the questions are [phrased] I'll read them. On p.
2, Gampopa suggests that we are moved towards Nirvana because "Tathagatagarbha embraces
and permeates all beings.' In the seminar transcript you use Gampopa's analogy of milk and
butter to suggest that the best way to understand this is not that Tathagatagarbha somehow
...s, but human beings can become Enlightened human beings with as it were ...in the same
way as milk becomes butter and not ...ogically useful to think that in some sense Buddha is a
way of ... But Gampopa also uses the similes of silver and silver ore, and sesame oil and
sesame seeds, which does suggest to me some essences are present which are existing but
obscured. So (1) did Gampopa think of Tathagatagarbha as somehow existing but obscured in
unenlightened human beings? (2) I am under the impression that I have come across from
your writing of dhyana as some kind of natural state which is obscured by the hindrances
which are removed by meditation practices. Is that not analogous to the idea of a somehow
present but obscured Tathagatagarbha? And the similes of the hindrances where you have
clean water that is ... in various ways seem to me to suggest that. (3) Doesn't the Vajrasattva
visualization, where one contacts the visualization, you've got the sense of defilements which
are washed away to reveal primordial purity doesn't that suggest a similar idea to the
Tathagatagarbha? So I'll ask the first question.

S: I'll take that clause by clause. It is really quite simple, [but] let's have it bit by bit. Just the
questions. Dhammarati: (1) Did Gampopa think of Tathagatagarbha as somehow existing or
obscured in unenlightened human beings?

S: I doubt very much whether he thought of it as an entity. I think that would be very
surprising, inasmuch as that would go against the trend of Buddhist thought itself. Though
there was one doctrinal school of Tibetan Buddhism which did, apparently, treat the garbha as
a metaphysical entity; that was the Jong(?) school, which was regarded by all the other
schools as heretical in that respect. Buddhong(?) happened to belong to that particular school.
Western scholars suspect some kind of Vedantic infiltration. Nonetheless, there is a class of
sutras which does give some support to this idea that is, provided one takes their language
rather literally; and it is, of course, a question whether we should do that. There is, for
instance, the Sanskrit Mahayana Mahaparinirvana Sutra. This contains quite a number of
references to the Tathagatagarbha. I have mentioned this, just a little, in my Eternal Legacy,



where 1 give a synopsis of this particular sutra. So, to answer that first question, it is highly
unlikely that Gampopa did in fact believe in the garbha as an entity. He, no doubt, like most
other Buddhist [6] thinkers, took the references to the garbha which we get in some of the
Mahayana sutras as to be taken not literally [but] metaphorically.

Dhammarati: So ... the two analogies which are milk and butter, analogy or just less accurate
analogies? (?)

S: In a way less accurate. I think one must also remember that the emphasis seems to be very
much on effort, because you don't get butter from milk without strenuous churning. You don't
get oil from oil-seeds without strenuous pressing. And what is the third one?

Dhammarati: Silver and ore.

S: And you don't get silver from ore without equally strenuous smelting. So, in all cases, it is
not, in a sense, as though the butter or the oil or the silver is already there; it is the potential
for those things that is already there. And that potentiality becomes actuality only as the result
of a certain operation. So therefore it would be more correct to stick to the old Buddhist
formulation: 'In dependence upon such-and-such, such-and-such arises.' There is a further
extension of this. For instance this is another simile that is often used in order to extract oil
you have to press oil-seeds; it is no use pressing sand! So the Buddhist position again here
represents a Middle Way; because, on the one hand, it is not that the oil is already there, it is
that the oil is produced only after a certain operation is gone through. But then, on the other
hand, it is not possible to go through that operation with respect to anything; if you want to
get oil, you have to go through that process only with regard to oil-seeds. So, on the one hand,
there is no question of the substance that is produced preexisting; on the other hand, there is
no question of it having no connection at all with the particular material from which it is as it
were produced. So what were the other questions?

Dhammarati: The second part of the question is the idea that ... your writing of dhyana as a
natural state which is obscured by hindrances, and it is not so much that you create dhyana
but you remove the hindrances by the meditations; and I wondered if that wasn't analogous to
the idea of present-but-obscured Tathagatagarbha?

S: Well, yes and no. If one takes the language literally, it is; but equally, that literal language
is not to be interpreted literally. One cannot really think of another level of the mind, which is
a dhyanic level, [as] actually existing but not experienced; that would seem to be a
contradiction in terms. Perhaps the most that one could say is that, in the case of that present
mind, in dependence upon which, as a result of effort, the dhyana state easily manifests, with
regard to that particular state you could say, in a manner of speaking, that the dhyana state
was as it were lurking beneath the surface. But it would be no more than a manner of
speaking; because a central element of that dhyanic experience would be that it is conscious,
that it is aware; so you cannot speak of that sort of state of consciousness or awareness as
being there as it were unrealized, which means that you would not be conscious, not be
aware, of it. So I think, though we may use this language of, let us say, entities in a sort of
metaphorical poetic way, we should not try to press it literally or extract any sort of
philosophical doctrine from it in a logical manner. I think that is using that language in an
illegitimate way, or pushing it in an illegitimate way. It is almost like speaking of the sunrise,
and then going on to draw conclusions which depend upon the fact of taking the rising of the



sun quite [7] literally and not just as a metaphorical expression. In the case of the sun, of
course, it is not completely metaphorical, inasmuch as you do actually perceive the sun rising;
you know that that is a mistake that is, at least, if you know a bit of astronomy you know that
it is a mistake, and no doubt Suvajra could explain exactly how we come to make that
mistake. But since we all have unbounded faith in science, we don't ... so we don't bother to
work it out for ourselves. But it is rather disconcerting sometimes when the scriptures
themselves jump from one kind of image to another. For instance, in the Ratnagunavipaka(?)
there is a verse which says that the I think it is the garbha or the dhatu is hidden in ordinary
beings, just like a beautiful image of the Buddha swathed in rags, or like the infant existing in
the mother's womb. So it is not surprising that perhaps people who are a little unsophisticated
in their thinking should take such images, such comparisons, quite literally. They almost ask
to be taken literally; but nonetheless we must not do so. Because even the image of the
Buddha, even the child in the womb, is not an entity in the sense of being absolutely static
and unchanging. One must not forget that, either. It does seem that, when we read the
Buddhist scriptures, we really need to have our wits about us and not take literally what is
not, it would seem, meant to be taken literally.

Dhammarati: There is the third part of the question ...in terms of the ... Vajrasattva practice,
where the liquid washes away defilements ... purity.

S: Again, obviously it is a very inspiring practice, but expressed in that way it expresses only
relative truth, one might say; or, in a sense, perhaps not even relative truth. It certainly does
not express the absolute Truth; though thinking of things in that way, thinking of the process
of purification in that way, we may come to see, we may come to experience, the absolute
Truth. But, again, as The Awakening of Faith says, we use words to get free from words until
we reach the pure wordless Essence. We must always ask ourselves what the words are trying
to communicate; not fasten our attention on the words themselves taken quite literally.

Vessantara: ...

Dhammarati: Yes, the second question. It was connected with the first question. It seems to
me that because Gampopa in terms of ... beginning ... had the sort of postulate that the
Tathagatagarbha ... beings moving from samsara to Nirvana, and ... Guenther suggests quite a
different explanation of how beings ... move towards Nirvana, and it seems to me to be quite
a ..vious explanation; and what he says is: "There is nothing pessimistic about Buddhism. The
position of misery of human life is comparable to that of pain in an organism, indicating that
something somewhere is not in order. Human life is goal-seeking, every step towards the goal
bringing increasing happiness. Every goal-achievement has its appropriate reward of inner
satisfaction and joy. Every deviation from the path violates the goal-seeking character of
human life and is rewarded by suffering.' It seems to me with this mechanism ...of time
become a Buddha by working to avoid pain ... to joy. It seems to me a much less
metaphysical explanation than Gampopa's, and what I wondered was, from your point of view
as a traditional Buddhist ..., is that a sufficient account of what actually happens, when human
beings ... 7

S: I don't know to what extent Guenther is influenced by behaviourism. He may be, because
he tends, as [was] once said of somebody else, to as it were conduct his education in public!
He introduces you to all his favourite authors, usually in [8] footnotes, as soon as he has read
them. I think this needs to be scrutinised quite carefully. "There is nothing pessimistic about



Buddhism' well, we will let that pass, fair enough. "The position of misery in human life is
comparable to that of pain in an organism, indicating that something somewhere is not in
order.' Perhaps we can let that pass. I think I have made this point myself; except that the
comparability is strictly limited, because in the case of an individual organism there is no
question of its reflecting upon the pain, or on the possible source of the pain. It may move
instinctively, as it were, away from the pain or the source of pain, but in so doing it may,
under certain conditions or in certain circumstances, move in the direction of greater pain; it
may even move in the direction of death. But, of course, if you invoke the theory of evolution
and the theory of natural selection, those amoebae that make the wrong choices will
automatically be eliminated, and only those that make the right choices will survive. But
again it is the species that survives; the choices are of significance for survival of the species,
not so much of significance for the individual organism. But, in the case of human life, in the
case of human beings, especially in the context of spiritual life, one is concerned only with
the individual and the individual's reaction to pain. But inasmuch as it is an individual
reaction, and inasmuch as that individual reaction is conscious and reflective, the
comparability between the position of misery in human life and that of pain in an organism, I
would say, is very limited to say the least. One must not overdo the comparabilities; perhaps
Guenther does. Human life is goal-seeking, every step towards the goal bringing increasing
happiness.' I think this could be misunderstood. You could accept that human life is
goal-seeking. Whether that goal is necessarily happiness is perhaps questionable. It depends,
of course, again on how one defines happiness. Sometimes in our goal-seeking we incur great
pain and suffering. You could say that that is because what we endure the pain and suffering
for gives us, in a sense, greater happiness. But we very often do not think in those terms; we
think in terms of 'doing right'. But again you could say we do right because it gives us
happiness; but is that actually the case? Isn't that a rather simplistic analysis? Recently this is
going off a bit at a tangent, but let me do that I was reading a selection from Foxe's Book of
Martyrs. It is a very famous sixteenth century work, one of the most famous works in English
literature well, one of the most popular works in English literature though not much read
nowadays. It is an account, mainly, of the martyrdoms of various Protestants during the reign
of Queen Mary; and it is quite remarkable, reading the accounts of these martyrdoms, what
quite ordinary people, people of very little education, were prepared to suffer usually in the
form of burning at the stake for the sake of their religious beliefs. So one could not but get the
feeling that they were not motivated by a desire for happiness; that they did not think in those
sort of terms. Happiness, no doubt, came into it, but one gets the impression [that it did so] in
a very incidental way. They were motivated by a search, one might say, for truth, or what was
right something of that sort not just straightforwardly by a desire for happiness. So when one
says 'Human life is goal-seeking, and every step towards the goal brings increasing
happiness,' one has to look at that rather carefully. But you could say that, if every step
towards the goal brings increasing happiness, what does not bring increasing happiness is not
a step towards the goal; but there are some things that are steps towards the goal, in a
Buddhist sense, that do not bring you increasing happiness at least, not for the time being. So
I think Guenther is being a bit slipshod here. Every goal-achievement has its appropriate
reward of inner satisfaction and joy' yes, I suppose that is true. 'Every deviation from this path
violates the goal-seeking [9] character of human life and is rewarded by suffering'; well, I
think, yes, one can speak of human life as goal-seeking, but I think one has to be very careful
not to define that goal, or that goal-seeking, in too narrowly hedonistic terms; and I think this
is probably what Guenther comes perilously near to doing.

Dhammarati: I must say that, first of all, ... 'pain, cause of pain, cease in pain, path that leads



to cease in pain', and ... it seems to me one of the main characteristics is early on the increase
in positive emotion but if Guenther's terms were clarified and tightened up the ... in the way
you have done, would you be left with a satisfactory account of the movement from
conditioned reactive experience towards unconditioned, creative experience?

S: Well, you would, provided you made it clear that that goal orientation of human nature
consists, by definition almost, of an orientation, however remote, in the direction of the
Transcendental. You have to bring that out and make it explicitly, otherwise the resultant
statement would not be sufficiently metaphysical, so to speak, to square with what Gampopa
says in the text. That position, of course, introducing that transcendental element, would not
be without its own difficulties, philosophically speaking; but that, no doubt, is quite another
question. Well, Gampopa's own formulations in his text are not without their difficulties,
philosophically speaking. Vessantara: A question about time, Bhante. In the seminar on this
chapter, you say that your sense of time changes at each stage of the Path a number of
subclauses (?) is it ?

S: I don't quite remember the context of that. Perhaps ... not clear just from the bare statement
that one's sense of time changes at every stage of the Path. I suppose it is because one's total
experience changes. One's time experience is part of one's overall experience, so if one's
overall experience changes radically, presumably one's experience of space changes radically,
too. Everybody knows, I think, at least by hearsay, that under the influence of psychedelic
drugs your time sense is considerably modified; perhaps your spatial sense is modified, too.
All sorts of things are modified. Consciousness itself is modified. Anyway, let's take the
question now.

Vessantara: Is it possible to give in words a description of how your sense of time changes as
you develop, and you said that time is a function of consciousness, but can you give any

further explanation of why the time sense is affected by changes in consciousness, ... process
.2

S: One can only say that, according to Buddhist thought, time is what we

Tape 1, Side 2 all in Western terminology subjective. Time is pannatti or prajnapti, that is to
say it is as it were a concept, not a reality. It is part of the structure of consciousness itself. So
if one refers to time as changing, in what sense does time change, or what would constitute a
change of time? not a change in time, but a change of time? That would obviously involve an
investigation of the nature of time. I suppose that the fundamental characteristic of time is
that it passes. It is also said to be irreversible, though that has recently been queried, I gather.
But at least it seems just to pass, to flow. So one might say that a change of time would
consist in a change of the rate of the flow though, obviously, there cannot be any absolute
time, for reasons which perhaps Einstein made clear; but, relatively speaking, one can have a
faster rate of flow and a slower rate of flow, so time could change in that way, relative to the
state of consciousness, and this is actually what we do find mentioned in the Buddhist
scriptures. You are familiar, no doubt, with the idea of different worlds, different planes? It is
said, [10] for instance, that a year of human life is equivalent to a day in the lives of the
lowest order of gods, and a year in their life is equivalent to a day in the life of the next order
of gods, and so on right up to the Mahabrahmas, whose day is millions and billions of years
long by our reckoning. So perhaps one can see things in some such way as that. But even
what that means is not by any means immediately obvious. One needs to reflect on it, even



ask oneself what does it mean to say that a day in the life of this being is equivalent to a year
in the life of that being? Let us not assume that we understand what the statement actually
means. Or let us not even assume that the statement as such is intelligible! It may be only a
combination of words: this is what the scriptures say, but we have to reflect on them quite
deeply not just take the literal surface meaning and try to see what the words are
endeavouring to convey or to communicate. Let me just add that we all know that our sense
of time changes in our dreams. It is well known that you can have a very lengthy dream,
maybe lasting for years, and you wake up and you discover that you have just nodded off for a
few minutes. So perhaps that also needs to be pondered on: what is happening?

: In the preface, Guenther gives credit
S: Where is that?

: It's before ...

S: Which page are you referring to?

: P.viii, about three paragraphs from the end. 'I received incidental help and advice from the
Incarnate Lama, Darm.do sprul.sku Thub.bstan lhun.grub legs.bzan' and so on. I was going to
ask you, first, is that the same as our

S: Well, yes, that's Dhardo Rimpoche. Guenther paid two or three visits to Kalimpong, and I
met him there in the early '50s. There is probably going to be a reference to that in the volume
of Memoirs that I am working on at the moment. And, of course, don't forget that quite a
number of articles by him appeared in Stepping Stones, the magazine I was editing from
Kalimpong. I think that is how I came in contact with him; I heard about him from a friend,
sent him the magazine, and we met, when I think I read out that chapter, didn't I? we met in
the ... and I got him to contribute to Stepping Stones, and after that he came up to Kalimpong
two or three times. I did not have very much personal contact with him. I can't say that we
didn't get on well; it is as though I think he probably was not very interested in having any
contact with me, he was very much interested in having contact with Tibetan scholars and
lamas and so on; I think I was relatively uninteresting, so far as he was concerned. I did have
a little bit of contact with his wife, who, though a scholar, was not quite a scholar in the sense
that he was; I think I found her, in a way, a more sympathetic character. She also contributed
an article to Stepping Stones. Yes, he no doubt trotted along to Dhardo Rimpoche on the
occasion of his visits to Kalimpong, as many scholars did a lot of scholars visiting Kalimpong
used to go along to Dhardo Rimpoche, and he was very helpful to them; he was quite a fund
of knowledge. Some of them acknowledged their debt to him, others didn't. One whom he did
help a lot and who I believe acknowledged the debt was Nebesky-Wojkowitz, who got a lot
of material from him for his book on Tibetan Oracles and Demons. Dhardo Rimpoche
supplied him with, or lent him, rare texts and so on. He was very helpful in this way to
visiting scholars. It would be difficult to say how many scholars he did help in this way, but
there must have been some dozens of them, fairly well-known ones.

Vessantara: Kevin had a question.

[11]
Kevin: In today's study we took a brief look at some of the background information about the



different schools of Tibetan Buddhism, and we touched upon the Rimed or Rigpa school of
Tibetan Buddhism. I was wondering if you could give some more information on the
foundation school of Buddhism, and perhaps your involvement in it, its situation at present,
and also where you stand in terms of the Rigpa or Rimed ...

S: Rimed. This was not originally a school so much as a sort of loose movement. Rimed
means no boundary, no barrier. Ri means a mountain or chain of mountains, so it means
metaphorically speaking no barrier, no division. This was the movement in Tibetan Buddhism
which sprang up especially in the eastern part of Tibet, I think towards the end of the last
century or the latter part of the last century, and to the best of my recollection two Tibetan
lamas were involved in it or were its leading figures. One was, I think it was Jamyong Tulku,
if I am not mistaken; the other was certainly the Jamyang Khyentse Rimpoche who was the
predecessor of the Jamyang Khyentse with whom I was associated. The movement, broadly
speaking, was what we would call an ecumenical movement. It was a movement of lamas
belonging to different lineages and traditions who got together and who, if one may use the
expression, swapped lineages or traditions. One feature of the movement was that they did
not confuse lineages or traditions Tibetans generally consider this quite important they kept
them distinct, but inasmuch as they swapped, all the lamas involved (I am using the word
lama in its strict sense here; more in the sense of gurus) ended up with the same lineages and
the same traditions, the same initiations. So, in that sense, they all belonged to one and the
same school, which was the ecumenical school, you could say. I was associated with Jamyang
Khyentse, as everybody knows, and he of course is the successor of the original Jamyang
Khyentse who was one of the co-founders of this school, was a representative of the Rimed
school. I didn't discuss this with him at any time, to the best of my recollection, though it was
very much in the air because he was very broad-minded, very tolerant, catholic in the true
sense. So there was a sort of air of Rimed about his movement, his followers and his disciples
and his entourage. He was on very friendly terms with lamas of all sects and all schools. I do
remember him, though, telling me once, I think it was, that in terms of the monastery to
which he belonged, and of which he was head, he was a Sakyapa, technically speaking, but he
was generally regarded as a leading Nyingmapa lama; though at the same time he was
acknowledged to be an expert and an authority on all forms of Buddhism and all schools of
Buddhism, so he was a truly ecumenical figure. As regards my own connections, I have given
this some thought, and I think I have carried the same process a step further. I think, in the
FWBO, we carry the same process a step further; because the Rimed movement was limited
to the schools of Tibetan Buddhism, but we don't limit ourselves to the schools of Tibetan
Buddhism; we take the whole of the Buddhist tradition. We regard ourselves, so to speak, as
heirs to the whole Buddhist tradition, to all the scriptures and all the commentaries and all the
schools of philosophy. But there is nonetheless a difference, I think, between Jamyang
Khyentse's attitude and my own, at least in some respects, because they kept the lineages
distinct, so that all the lamas in that movement ended up being in possession of hundreds and
hundreds of lineages. This is not really very practicable, because you don't actually have a
need, personally, for all those hundreds and hundreds of lineages; you can't possibly practise
all the different methods and exercises and visualizations and so on, contained in all those
hundreds and hundreds of lineages. So, in a sense, what is the point of having them, if you are
not going to practise them? And how can you even pass them on if you haven't practised
them? [12] So, in the FWBO, though we regard ourselves as heirs to the whole Buddhist
tradition, we select, if that is the right term, for practice those aspects or those elements of the
total Buddhist tradition which are helpful to us personally in our spiritual development. We
try them and we test them, and we take up especially those elements or those teachings, those



practices, which we do find actually help us. So we also could say that we are a Rimed
movement, though in a slightly different sense from the original Tibetan Rimed movement.
We also see no barriers between one tradition and another. We also do not believe that if you
practise something coming from Zen you cannot practise something from Theravada because
there is an insuperable barrier between them. We do not see things in this way at all. We see
them as all part of the Buddhist tradition, all ultimately going back to the Buddha himself at
least by way of inspiration, ultimate spiritual inspiration. So we do not feel any need to
confine ourselves to any one particular school or tradition or lineage or succession or any
such thing. So, in a way, we represent a synthesis of those elements in the total Buddhist
tradition which are of value to us here and now. That does not exclude the possibility of other
syntheses by other people in other places and even at other times.

Gerry: This question comes from the beginning of the chapter, the verse of dedication, the last
two lines. It says: 'In relying on Mi.la.ras.pa's and Atisa's grace, I write for the benefit of
myself and others /This Jewel of the Noble Doctrine which is like the Wish-Fulfilling Gem.'
In our group, we had a discussion on grace, and I remember myself you talking about the
guru's grace on a few occasions; and correct me if [ am wrong you described it roughly as
being a product of the guru's spiritual power and the disciple's faith and receptivity. I was
wondering whether you could elaborate on that theme, with particular reference to the private
ordination, i.e.

S: I think that the word 'grace' is perhaps a rather unfortunate word, because it comes to us
primarily from Christianity with all sorts of connotations and associations. I think I prefer to
substitute the word 'inspiration'; even 'influence’, if 'influence' was not such a weak word, so
perhaps we have to fall back on 'inspiration'. In Pali there is a word anubhava, which could be
translated as 'inspiration’. In Pali one speaks of the anubhava of the Buddha, the anubhava of
the Dharma, the anubhava of the Sangha; that is to say, the influence or the inspiration
emanating from them, or the inspiration that they give. So that when Gampopa says: 'In
relying on Milarepa's and Atisa's grace,' if we translate that as 'In relying on Milarepa's and
Atisa's inspiration,' perhaps it gives a truer flavour of what Gampopa is actually talking about.
Because we can very easily think of their teachings being inspiring, just as we can think of
Shelley as being inspiring, or Keats as being inspiring. It doesn't have any sort of theological
overtones. There is something communicated from them to us, usually through an
intermediary: in the case of the poet, through the intermediary of the poems which they have
left; in the case of Milarepa and Atisa, presumably, through their teachings. The teachings are
not just words and not just ideas; they move us, they have a certain effect on us, even though
the authors are in a sense dead, they continue to inspire us. So I think if we think in those
terms that may be more helpful than invoking the word 'grace’, with its very heavy theological
overtones. Does that answer the question, or not?

Gerry: I think it opens it out quite a lot. As I say, I thought that ... inspiration somehow
involves a relationship between the guru and the disciple.

S: Well, there must be two parties to the inspiration; just as when you read Shelley, in a sense
the inspiration is there, though not as an entity, but you have [13] to be receptive as you read.
If you read Shelley without receptivity, without understanding, you will not be inspired, you
will get nothing from it. So, in the same way, you have to be receptive to the words of
Milarepa, receptive to the words of Atisa. If you are, well, there is something in them, so to
speak, something in those words, in those teachings, which will inspire you.



Gerry: Does it not go beyond that, inasmuch as you were talking earlier on about lineages?

S: Well, in a sense, perhaps, it does, because I have spoken of an intermediary. In the case of
the poet it is the poem; in the case of Atisa and Milarepa, it is the teaching. But can there be
an inspiration in the absence of the word? Can there be inspiration in the absence of the
teaching, as something existing in a verbal form? According to Buddhism, yes, because
Buddhism would say, probably, that the source of Milarepa's inspiration (as we call it from
our point of view), the source of the inspiration that comes from Milarepa was not exhausted
by his songs; it is not tied down to his songs; it is sort of at loose in the universe, and quite
independently of reading his songs, we can tune in to that. Though probably reading the songs
is a very good preparation for tuning in to that inspiration that we can feel coming from
Milarepa still independently of the songs. This would be, I think, the position of the
Mahayana and the Vajrayana. But it probably would be unwise to try to derive inspiration
from Milarepa directly, ignoring his songs; I think we would have to steep ourselves in the
songs, saturate ourselves with the songs, and in that way sort of tune into the spirit of
Milarepa, and then, perhaps, independently of the songs we would be able to receive
inspiration from the source of the songs, namely from Milarepa himself as he exists,
according, I believe, to one of the songs, in the Akanistha(?) heaven.

Gerry: I was thinking of the relationship of Milarepa with his two main disciples, Rechungpa
and Gampopa, and it seems to me that Rechungpa spent an awful lot more time with Milarepa
than, say, Gampopa did; so

S: Gampopa was a very good disciple; Rechungpa was not a very good disciple, and needed
much more attention from Milarepa. No doubt they both ended up in the same way; they both
ended up virtually Enlightened, but I think Rechungpa, according to the songs themselves, did
give Milarepa quite a bit more trouble than Gampopa. Gampopa seems to have been quite an
ideal disciple; Rechungpa was a lot of fun, but he was not an ideal disciple! But no doubt he
had a streak of spiritual sincerity in him which was the redeeming factor, and which saved
him in the end in spite of all his escapades and despite all his strayings from the path.

: This is a question more to do with the WBO. I have heard it said of you that once somebody
had become an Order Member you felt that that meant it was for their whole life, whether that
person resigned or not. Could you say a little about that?

S: Well, clearly, this is something that involves two people. So when two people enter into
any sort of contract or engagement, the fact that one withdraws from that or is not true to that
does not necessarily mean that the other will withdraw from that, or be untrue to that;
because, so far as he is concerned, the reasons for which the original contract was entered into
continue to exist. In other words, to give a very ordinary example, an ordinary illustration:
supposing you get married. The fact that your wife is unfaithful to you does not mean that you
are necessarily going to be unfaithful to her (laughter) if, to begin with, you understood that
the relationship was for good. If you did not start with that intention, of course, the question is
otherwise; but if you start with that intention, the fact that the other partner to the engagement
does not live up to its conditions does not mean that you are not going to live up to them. Of
course, one must not push the illustration too far; there are obvious differences.

[14]
: But if you both didn't live up to the commitment, then it would actually fall apart or



disintegrate.

S: That would in a way be more unfortunate than ever, because that kind of commitment
shouldn't be entered into unless at least one of the two parties is able not to fall away from
that under any circumstances. This is where it doesn't quite resemble marriage! Marriages
sometimes fall apart despite the whole power of the Catholic church trying to prop them up,
the Pope himself doing his best, manfully; none the less, it doesn't always succeed.

Dhammarati: This is about ... Milarepa's explanation ... I ...understand it and ask an
intelligible question about it, but you say that it was some kind of influence that as it were
comes from Milarepa as distinct from the influence that as it were still ... the universe from
Sakyamuni as distinct from as it were the influence that still was in the universe from
Shantideva this sort of definite influence, these definite characters ... (?)

S: Well, yes and no. (Laughter.) It is like one of these crystal balls with so many facets. To
the extent that, let us say, the Buddha Sakyamuni, Milarepa, Atisa, were all Enlightened and
let us say for the sake of argument at least that they were all equally Enlightened it does not
matter who you derive or think you derive inspiration from. It may be that the external form
of Sakyamuni, or Milarepa, appeals to you more; therefore you direct your attention to that
aspect or that facet of the crystal. But to the extent that they are all one in as it were their
essence, it does not matter which particular personality you direct your attention to, so long as
it is actually an Enlightened personality.

Dhammarati: Is it then a partial perception that sees an apparent distinction in the quality of
inspiration, or is there something relatively objective as it were in the influence that is
affecting us?

S: Well, you see the light, as it were, of Enlightenment through a number of veils, through a
number of as it were thick veils. So that being the case, you don't, by the very nature of your
perception, see very clearly, and perhaps there are veils of different kinds, even veils of
different colours and so on. Or is that slightly beside the point of the question?

Dhammarati: Yes. (Laughter.)

S: In some cases the veil may be as it were of a historical nature, because say the Buddha
manifests what is traditionally called the nirmanakaya, we see the Buddha's Enlightenment
under the veil of historicity. In the case, say, of Manjughosha there is no question of
historicity; we see in his case the Enlightenment experience through the veil, perhaps the
slightly more diaphanous veil, of the archetypal plane. Nonetheless, we see through a veil
until we are Enlightened ourselves. Even this is, of course, metaphorical language, and again
not to be taken literally or made the basis of any philosophical conclusion in a logical sense.

Lalitaratna: A small point. [On p.xvi we see that] Guenther sees prajna and jnana as different
in that he says: 'Prajna represents a station on the path to jnana.' He then goes on to say what
they were. In the Survey you

S: Yes, it is a difference of context. In the case of the Mahayana there are 10 Bodhisattva
bhumis, there are 10 paramitas. What is the sixth paramita? It is prajna. And what is the tenth
paramita? That is jnana. So if you regard the series of 10 bhumis as progressive and they are



clearly presented as progressive you must regard jnana as superior to prajna. In the Hinayana,
prajna represents [15] the highest stage; we have sila, samadhi, prajna but not in the
Mahayana, inasmuch as prajna represents only the tenth paramita. So if you take all 10
paramitas into consideration you have to draw a distinction between prajna and jnana, which I
think I have done, actually, in the Survey. But you have to do that only, of course, within the
context of the Mahayana. You are quite justified, if you so wish, in using the word prajna to
cover whatever is meant by jnana, if you so wish. But if you want two different terms for the
paramita which you practise in the sixth stage and the paramita which you practise in the
tenth stage, then no doubt you would be wise to use the terms prajna and jnana. Guenther is
basing himself on a distinction of that sort, because he is writing about the Mahayana, he is
writing about a Mahayana text; so he takes prajna as representing a degree of Insight
considerably lower than that represented by the term jnana. It is a question of understanding
in what particular context a particular term occurs.

Vessantara: There is one more question, from Murray.

Murray: This refers to p.3, paragraph 5, and is to do with the various families the Cutoff
family, the Dubious family etc. The question is: what relation, if any, do [those] five families
have with the families of the five Dhyani Buddhas?

S: They don't have any connection. It is speaking of the existence of the families in that
particular version, Uttara Tantra, [and refers to] the five Buddha families, but it is not Buddha
families in the sense of the Dhyani Buddhas, so to speak. It is these five families: the Cutoff
family, and so on. What is the question?

Murray: I was just asking do those families have any connection with the Dhyani Buddhas?

S: Not really, because there is a family of followers of the Mahayana way of life, so the five
Buddha families in the Vajrayana sense could have some connection there, but certainly not
with the other Buddha families mentioned here. The Cutoff family are those who have as it
were no potential, in a sense, for Enlightenment. The Yogacara school appeared or, at least,
some Yogacarins appeared to believe that there were some people who actually never would
attain Enlightenment. But later that belief was modified. The Dubious family are those who
are well, not so much dubious as indeterminate: they could go any way, they could as it were
join this family or they could join that family, and progress accordingly. Then the Sravaka
family, those who aim at Enlightenment for self alone; the Pratyekabuddha family, those who
aim at Enlightenment for self alone without the help of a teacher; and the family followers of
the Mahayana way of life, the Buddha or Bodhisattva family. So beings are subsumed under
these five families as belonging to Buddha families. In other words, this is a classification as
it were of approaches to Buddhahood; or a classification, so to speak, of spiritual ideals. Your
spiritual family is determined by the nature of your spiritual ideal; whether, for instance,
individualistic as it were or altruistic as it were. You could say that there was an indirect
connection, at least in principle, with the five other Buddha families, because there also your
spiritual direction is determined, not exactly by the nature of the spiritual ideal but by the as it
were colour of the spiritual ideal, using the word colour metaphorically as well as literally, or
even the particular skandha or element you are interested in piercing through; the particular
jnana, out of the four or five jnanas, that you are especially interested in realizing. So there is,
you could say, a broad sort of connection in principle, even though there is not any sort of
historical connection between the two. After all, inasmuch as both [sets of] families constitute



part of Buddhist tradition [16] and Buddhist teaching, there must be some connection
between them, however remote. I think one has to assume that that, if anything is truly in a
Buddhist teaching, it has connections, however remote, with all other Buddhist teachings, and
with a little thought and reflection, not to say meditation, you can find out those connections.
There is no need to ask Bhante at all, really! If you have got one thread of the net you can find
your way to all the other threads that make up the net. You have as it were to keep pulling. So
is that really all?

Vessantara: That is all [ have got on my list.

S: That was 13 questions. It didn't seem as many as that. All right; that's not a bad start to the
series.

Voices: Thank you.

[17]
Tape 2, Side 1

Bram: Bhante, yesterday you said that when we are studying Buddhist texts we should be
aware of the metaphorical quality of those texts, and not always try to take them literally

Sangharakshita: Yes, be aware of the metaphorical nature of the texts where they are
metaphorical.

Bram: My question is: is the Western reader more literal-minded than the Eastern reader, or
can your warning be applied to both Western and Eastern readers?

S: I think that is very difficult to say, because 'Eastern' is a very broad term, and "Western' is a
very broad term. I am not so sure that Eastern readers are more literal-minded than Western
readers, or that Western readers are more literal-minded than Eastern readers. I do remember,
though, one strange instance I encountered some years ago, when I was on pilgrimage and |
met some Buddhists on pilgrimage from Sri Lanka. They were peasants, and through the
bhikkhus who were with them I came to understand that they believed that the Buddha quite
literally was 18 feet tall! They were perhaps rather literal-minded! So I don't really know
whether people in the West or people in the East are more literal-minded; but I certainly have
noticed that, within the FWBO itself, there is or there has been a certain amount of
literal-mindedness, and this is why I have spoken on this subject and warned people against
literal-mindedness from time to time. I think it perhaps depends more on the level of general
intellectual sophistication than on whether one comes from the East or from the West.

Hugh: Could you say more about the word 'genius' in the Roman sense as distinct from the
more eighteenth century development of the word, and perhaps elaborate on your application
of it to Vajrapani in the Pali scriptures?

S.: I think one probably needs to consult the dictionary here: first, no doubt, the Latin and
then the English. I don't know that we have a Latin dictionary on the premises. But I don't
think I can say really very much more than I said yesterday, because, yes, the genius is a
man's as it were guardian angel, his tutelary deity, his presiding spirit, his guide, if you like,
his inspirer, his higher self, even. So when one encounters in the Pali Buddhist literature the



figure of Vajrapani standing in the relation to the Buddha that he is depicted as standing, then
one cannot help thinking, one cannot help feeling, that he embodies an aspect of the Buddha
himself, and that he can be thought of, so to speak, as the Buddha's genius again, not taking
that too literally! Perhaps one needs really to look not just at the Latin dictionary but even at a
book on Roman religion, and go perhaps a little more deeply into the whole question of the
meaning that the term 'genius' had for the old Roman religion; perhaps even in preclassical
times.

Bram: Yesterday you mentioned that, in the act of ordination, two people start a relationship
with each other for life, and that particularly in this sort of relationship at least one of them
has to be absolutely sure about his ability to keep faithful to that relationship. My question is:
in so far as Going for Refuge is a step which goes beyond life and death, doesn't this
relationship go beyond life and death as well? Can you say something about the character of
this relationship beyond life and death as far as you are concerned?

(18]

S.: Well, I suppose, in principle, the relationship does not differ beyond life and death from
what it is in life and death, one might say, because it is a relationship of fidelity, one might
say, perhaps, in almost the highest sense. If one is aware of something in oneself which
transcends life and death, or which transcends birth and death to use the more Buddhistic
expression then one will be aware within oneself of the fact that one's commitment, whether
to the Buddha, the Dharma and the Sangha or to another person, also does transcend birth and
death. Or were you looking at it from a somewhat different point of view?

Bram: I think your ...

S.: Perhaps I can mention in this connection that, as far as I remember, according to the
Abhidharma I think the Abhidharma of the Sarvastivadins one's Going for Refuge, one's
commitment to the Three Jewels, persisted beyond death, but that one's taking of the Precepts
did not; the Precepts needed to be renewed, but not necessarily the Going for Refuge. I can't
remember the reasons that were given for that, if any reasons were given at all. I imagine that
it was something to do with one's psychophysical equipment, by virtue of which one was able
to observe, and therefore meaningfully to take, the Precepts or not; but the Refuges one could
take regardless.

Murray: You say that it is a relationship of fidelity, transcending birth and death. I don't
understand that. Does that mean that, between teacher and disciple, beyond death the two
subtle bodies as it were ... the spiritual practice ...

S.: No, the question was asked originally only from the point of view, as it were, of one of the
two parties involved: that is to say, the one who was capable of making a commitment of that
sort. But if one believes in rebirth at all and presumably one needs to believe in rebirth in
order to be able to believe that such a commitment transcends birth and death if one believes
in rebirth at all then also one necessarily recognizes that there are some acts, let us say, some
commitments in this case, which so deeply imbue one's psychophysical continuum, let us say,
that they persist beyond physical death as part and parcel, so to speak, of that continuum.

Vessantara: Murray mentioned subtle bodies. Buddhadasa had a question on this ...



Buddhadasa: Could you please explain any differences which may exist between
manomayakaya, which Guenther translates as 'essentially mental body', the subtle body or
angelic body, and what some people call the astral body?

S.: I am afraid there is a very great confusion of terminology here. You have a strictly
Buddhist terminology, which is not always consistent; you also have a sort of popularized
semi-theosophical terminology, which is consistent within itself but which is not necessarily
consistent with Buddhist terminology or even with other terminologies that enter into this sort
of discussion. The manomayakaya is literally 'the body made of mind'. This can be translated
as 'subtle body', which will then correspond to the Hindu or Vedantic suksmasarira, which
means literally that subtle bodyj; it is a term which the Theosophists also use. The subtle body
is, so to speak, that in which one performs various so-called supernormal feats, and it is the
subtle body which after death and, of course, it is an ever-changing subtle body progresses
through the bardo, and which in a sense is reborn. One can distinguish between this
manomayakaya as a subtle body and the astral body inasmuch as the astral body is a subtle
counterpart of the physical body, and corresponds to it, but is not so subtle as the
manomayakaya. The difference between the astral body and the manomayakaya, the subtle
body, is accepting this terminology that the astral body, though it survives death, does [19]
not survive it for very long; it disintegrates in much the same way as the physical body does,
but disintegrates more slowly; whereas the subtle body, being a purely mental body, does not
disintegrate in the same way. That is the principal, that is the real, difference, regardless of
nomenclature. In other words, all these traditions seem to posit a gross physical body, a subtle
physical body, and a mental body, in association; all of them changing all the time, but the
first two subject to disintegration, the last not subject to disintegration until, apparently,
Enlightenment itself is attained.

Vessantara: Is there a Buddhist term for what the Theosophists would call the astral body?
S.: Sometimes manomayakaya is understood in that sense, and sometimes what I have called
the manomayakaya is called the vijnana again vijnana in a certain sense; sometimes the
patisantivijnana(?), the relinking of consciousness. As I said at the beginning, there is a great

terminological confusion here. I would like, if I can get round to it, to sort it out some time.

Vessantara: The idea that the astral body is the body which comes apart shortly after death is
that a Theosophical idea, or is it also found in Buddhism?

S.: This is also found in Buddhism. This is sometimes called 'the body of desire'.
Vessantara: What tradition would talk of this?

S.: The Tibetans discuss these things quite a lot. I have not read much Tibetan Buddhist
literature of this kind, but I believe that there is a book on the subject I can't remember the
title published fairly recently by is it called After Death States, or something like that?

: Lati Rimpoche.

S.: Lati Rimpoche, yes; he discusses these things to some extent. But I remember having

various conversations with Dhardo Rimpoche on them, and he seemed very familiar with
these sort of teachings. But I don't think we have many texts translated from the Tibetan



dealing with these things, as yet. I also suspect though it is only a suspicion that a lot of
standard Tibetan teaching on the subject derives, in fact, from the Abhidharmakosa, which is,
of course, available in Tibetan.

Vessantara: What effect would visualization practice have on the astral body and the subtle
body?

S.: I suppose the question basically is: what effect does meditation as such have on the subtle
body? Obviously, it will make it more subtle; it will become imbued to use the term I used
before with qualities pertaining to or connected with whatever is the subject of the
visualization, and therefore, no doubt, will be able to record them or to support the experience
of them more easily in the bardo.

Dharmadhara: In the positive counterparts of the first three Precepts, when we talk about
purifying the body, are we just restricting that to the physical body, r

S.: Yes, inasmuch as these are ethical precepts we are speaking of the physical body. But,
obviously, the other bodies have to be purified too.

Pavel: ... to purify one's body by being generous and so on?

[20]
S.: It is with the physical body that one performs those actions. It is not that the physical body
itself, literally, is either pure or impure in the ethical sense,

because the body is only an instrument; so one might therefore say that, metaphorically
speaking, one purifies one's body in that way. But, essentially, it is the mental state that is
pure or not pure.

Pavel: So what is referred to, then, by 'l purify my body', 'I purify my mind'?

S.: Well, when you say you purify the mind, the mind is purified directly. When you say you
purify the body, the mind is purified indirectly. But, of course, in a sense one could say, if one
wanted to go into it more deeply, that the body, even in the literal sense, is purified; because it
is not that the body is altogether divorced from sentience and therefore from consciousness. It
is as though one's consciousness imbues and informs the body too at least in a manner of
speaking. Your body is you, it is not just an instrument in the way that a knife or a hammer is.

Vessantara: We now come on to some questions concerning the Tathagatagarbha doctrine,
starting with Wayne.

Wayne: What do you think were the conditions which gave rise to the Tathagata garbha
doctrine?

S.: I don't think we know. The fact is we know very, very little of the historical and cultural
context of the development of Buddhism. I touched upon this not so very long ago in a study
group. I think someone asked where information was available about the cultural and
historical background of the development of Buddhism, but, as I said, there is very little
information of this sort available at all. Indian history, it is well known, consists largely of



gaps and that applies to the history of Buddhism in India, too. It is remarkable that, when one
takes up Tibetan Buddhism, or when one goes, say, to Chinese Buddhism, at once darkness,
historically speaking, gives way to light. Many, many of the dates of Indian Buddhist history
are established only from Chinese and Tibetan sources, which is really quite extraordinary. It
is as though the Indians, including the Indian Buddhists, had hardly any historical sense at all.
I made the point recently I forget in what connection but talking about St Jerome, that St
Jerome appears to have been an almost exact contemporary of Nagarjuna, but even to link the
two names in that way is absurd, in a sense, because St Jerome is a fully historical character.
We know an awful lot about him. We have many, many letters from him and to him. We can
follow the course of his career, not only year by year, not only week by week, but day by day,
because his letters were dated! So we know exactly where he was, usually, on a certain day
and exactly what he was doing; we can follow the whole course of his history. But Nagarjuna,
who lived at almost exactly the same time, in comparison is an utterly vague and shadowy,
even legendary, figure. Scholars are not exactly certain of his dates well, by no means certain
of his dates: when he was born, when he died. There are all sorts of legends about him living
for 600 years. Modern Western scholars think that there has been a confusion between two
different Nagarjunas, possibly three. We are not even sure whether he lived and taught in
south India or somewhere else. We don't know whether he was connected or was on friendly
terms with this king or with that. We are not even sure what exactly he wrote. We certainly
do not know anything whatever of his day-to-day life; whereas we know all about St Jerome's
household, and all the little difficulties and troubles he had, even. We have a full report of
them all. But in the case of Nagarjuna we have absolutely no information as to the
circumstances under which he wrote his works. In some cases we are not even sure what are
his works. There is a discussion going on among scholars at the moment as to whether he is
in fact the author of the Prajnaparamita Sastra translated into Chinese; some think that he is
the author, some [21] that he is not, and some that he only wrote the first part, or other parts,
and so on; it is the usual story. So there is this lack of history. It is very difficult to get to grips
with the development of Indian Buddhism, from a historical and cultural point of view.
Though Western scholars, and Indian scholars too, it must be admitted, are gradually piecing
together just a bit of information; gradually some of the gaps are being filled in. But there are
quite a lot of very big gaps still left. So what was your question? (laughter).

Wayne: What do you think were the conditions which gave rise to the Tathagatagarbha
doctrine?

S.: Ah. It is really impossible to say. I can't remember seeing anything or reading anything
that might give an explanation. Some scholars would posit an influence coming from, say, the
Vedanta. I would be very unwilling to think in those terms, because I do not like to think in
terms, with regard to Buddhism, of external influences of that sort. I think we have to see
Buddhism as developing, from a spiritual point of view, out of its own inner resources;
though, obviously, it may well have had recourse to modes of expression derived from its
immediate cultural context, immediate historical environment, and so on. But no, I am afraid
I can't help here at all though it may well be that scholars are at this very moment at work on
the problem. Perhaps one can see a certain philosophical sequence in the development of this
doctrine, but one cannot see, as far as [ know, any cultural and historical factors that might
have been responsible for it.

Hugh: Would you say something about the relationship between the Tathatagarbha and the
arising of the Bodhicitta?



S.: These are two rather different things. I have an idea I might have referred to this difference
in the Survey somewhere. I think the point of the difference is, very broadly speaking, and
using Western terms which in a sense do not really apply to Buddhism one might say that the
concept of Tathagatagarbha was metaphysical, whereas the concept of Bodhicitta was
psychological. I think that, using Western terms, probably correctly summarizes the
difference between the two. Perhaps you could look up the references in the Survey and see
what I have said there. I do have a vague idea that I have said something about the difference
between the two in the Survey, though it could be that my memory is playing tricks with me
and I have said it actually somewhere else!

Prasannasiddhi: You did say it in the Survey.
S.: 1did? Good.
Prasannasiddhi: Yes, [in the] chapter on the arising of the Bodhicitta there is one paragraph.

Mark: Is there a connection between the Tathagatagarbha and the Mahayana idea of Buddha
seeds, where different sentient beings have different numbers of Buddha seeds, and thus a
greater or lesser potential for achieving Enlightenment?

S.: Yes and no, because it is as though the conception of Buddha seeds which, as far as |
remember, is a predominantly Chinese Buddhist conception as it were quantifies the
Tathagatagarbha, if you see what [ mean. According to the Tathagatagarbha Sutras, the
garbha is present equally in all beings, with the possible exception, of course, of the
ajantakas, the Cut-Off family. But in the case of the Buddha seeds, in the case of the different
classes of beings gods, men, animals and so on there is a different quantity of Buddha seeds
[in each [22] class]. Now one can either take that literally or one can take it metaphorically. If
one takes it literally, then there is a sort of quantitative difference, not only as between the
Buddha seeds in the human state and the Buddha seeds in the animal state and so on, but also
between the Buddha seeds in those five or six states and the Tathagatagarbha itself. But if one
takes this idea of seeds more metaphorically, less literally, one can say that it represents the
fact that the Tathagatagarbha, which is present equally in all forms of life, all classes of
existence, is more or less easily accessible from this or that class of beings. The fact that there
is a smaller number of seeds represents the fact that it is accessible with greater difficulty
from that particular state or condition. The fact that there is a greater number of seeds
represents the fact that it is accessible, realizable, with less difficulty from that particular state
or condition.

Dhammarati: Reading the seminar transcript, Bhante, one thing that strikes me about your
explanations is how, where it is useful, you seem happy to drop traditional ways of explaining
Buddhist experiences and [instead], very simply and very directly, and from your own
experience, describe what is meant. There seems to be a contrast between that and what
Gampopa does. He seems to be determined by the concepts of his tradition, and as a result he
takes a very complicated way of saying something that you say more simply. Is there value in
this very scholastic way in which Gampopa tries to explain experience, or does his language
distort the experience he is trying to convey? Someone in our group wondered whether, for
instance, in the material dealing with the Tathagatagarbha, Gampopa was speaking from
Insight or whether he was speculating.



S.: So what is the question?

Dhammarati: First, is there a value in [Gampopa's] mode of explanation? Secondly, is
Gampopa speaking from experience or is he speculating?

S.: If one takes seriously what Guenther says in his introduction about Gampopa, presumably
Gampopa is speaking from his own experience. But he is certainly speaking even if from his
own experience in a different kind of way, or at least in a particular kind of way. Milarepa
also speaks from his own experience, and Milarepa is, of course, Gampopa's teacher. But
Milarepa speaks in one way and Gampopa speaks in another; Milarepa sings songs, he doesn't
quote sutras, whereas Gampopa writes a systematic sort of manual, and he does quote sutras.
If one is to study the Dharma systematically from an intellectual point of view, one does need
texts like Gampopa's. They are indeed very useful. They help to systematize one's knowledge.
They help to clarify it. They help to fill up gaps and tidy up loose ends. But, of course, from
time to time, manuals and textbooks need to be rewritten, and perhaps there is a case for
somebody doing that some time. Gampopa's work certainly was not the last word on the
subject not, for instance, for the Gelugpas, because along came Tsongkhapa and wrote his
Lam Rim ..., the Great Stages of the Path, which, so far as the Gelugpas were concerned,
mostly superseded the work of Gampopa. For the Theravadins, there is a work which is of
that same type or class, which is of course the Visuddhimagga, which describes the great
stages of the Path in terms of sila, samadhi, prajna, and in terms of the seven stages of
purification. We have also got systematic treatments of the Noble Eightfold Path. So no
doubt, from time to time, we do need, at least for a certain class of people those who
appreciate and can benefit from a systematic intellectual approach these sort of manuals, these
sort of textbooks; but they do need, at the same time, to be revised or even rewritten
completely from time to time, because all sorts of questions that occur to a modern, certainly
a Western, Buddhist don't seem to occur, even, to Gampopa, but they need at the same time to
be discussed; they need to be examined; they [23] need to be looked into. As regards what I
myself have done, of course in the Survey I have quoted texts I have quoted quite a number of
texts; maybe that is one of the features of the work but now, 30odd years later, I feel that the
Survey really needs not exactly updating, it's more a question of a more thoroughgoing
restatement. When I wrote the Survey I was concerned mainly to clarify the traditional
teaching in traditional terms. I had recourse very, very little to modern, let us say
philosophical, conceptions modern, let us say psychological, terminology, and so on. It was a
very traditional work. Though at the same time, here and there, there were the beginnings of a
sort of reworking of that whole material. So I have continued that process, not in any literary
form, but as it were verbally [orally?] that is to say, by way of study seminars, question and
answer sessions, and so on. So, in a way, my writings, especially the writings that I produced
in India, do not fully represent my point of view at all. They represent my point of view to a
certain extent, but since writing those works I have gone much more deeply into the subjects
which the works themselves discussed, and I have also looked at those same subjects from
several different new points of view. So if anybody wants to know what I think or what I feel
about certain important aspects of Buddhism, it is not enough to familiarize themselves with
my writings the Survey, The Three Jewels and so on but also to see what I have said in the
course of later lectures, in the course of study seminars, in the course of question and answer
sessions. And at Padmaloka currently, or rather in Norwich currently, all of this oral material
is being collated and classified.

: Oh!



S.: Oh yes, it is being done originally in connection with Mitrata, but the team of women
Order Members and Mitras there have got on with this very well, the work is well under way;
because they need, for the sake of the Mitrata extracts, to be able to lay their hands on, say,
what Bhante has said on, for instance, the Bodhicitta, or what he has said about virya, or what
he has said about Buddhism and Nietzsche or Buddhism and Hegel, almost at a moment's
notice. So, gradually, all this material is getting analysed, classified, collated, and so on. But,
clearly, it would be better if I could get around to writing something sooner or later of a still
more systematic kind not only still more systematic, but going over all this material again in
an even more thoroughgoing fashion; in a sense eliminating everything that is merely
traditional, in the sense of not though traditional still relevant to us here and now. Whether I
will ever get around to doing that, I cannot say. I think the likelihood is I will not have time to
do it. But there is no reason why it should not be done, in different ways, from different
points of view, by Order Members. Subhuti has reduced a lot of that kind of material to some
sort of order in his forthcoming book, where he deals with 'A Vision of Existence’, that is to
say, deals with the circle, the Round, deals with the Spiral, deals with the Mandala of the Five
Buddhas, and so on. He deals, in other words, with my own much more thoroughgoing
systematization of some very important aspects or sections of Buddhist thought. So it may
well be that this kind of work will be undertaken by Order Members, but there is a growing
body of material which is available and within which I think most, or many at least, of the
most important questions, are dealt with rather more thoroughly than I was able to do in the
Survey or The Three Jewels and so on. Nonetheless, the Survey and The Three Jewels remain
indispensable reading, because they provide the principal points of contact, the principal
connections, with tradition.

Dhammarati: Just one final point Gampopa's language, then, is appropriate to the
circumstances in which he is teaching rather than a limitation?

[24]

S.: Well, yes and no. I don't think that there is anything that Gampopa says with which we can
dispense, but I think in many cases it needs to be put very differently, in a very different sort
of language. Otherwise, one is constantly having as it were to translate things, and especially
when one is dealing with beginners say, in a beginners' class it can be almost confusing. In
fact, if you possibly can, it is probably better in a beginners' class to give the class the benefit,
the gist, of your own readingcumexperiencecumunderstanding of whatever it is you are
talking about; not going into this quotation and that quotation from the sutras, unless it is
immediately relevant and illuminating, and not saying, "The Theravada said that, but then the
Hinayana developed it into something else, and then the Mahayana had to react to it in
such-and-such a way, and that's why we believe in so-and-so'! You don't really need to
trouble the beginner with all that sort of information. You just give him the end result, the gist
of the matter, as currently understood and practised in the FWBO. He can learn all those
historical details later, if he is interested in that sort of thing. And certainly some people
within the Order need to know all these things, so that we can make our position clear vis a
vis the Buddhist tradition itself, especially if we are challenged at any time by followers of
traditional Buddhism in this or that form. Someone whom Lokamitra met a very scholarly
German Buddhist whom I knew also years and years ago tried to take Lokamitra to task,
saying that nowhere in the Buddhist scriptures were the dasakusala dhamma referred to as
silas, but Lokamitra was able to put him right immediately! And again, I remember when I
was in India last, and Dharmacaris started being called Dharmacaris, somebody objected that
the dasakusala dhamma were not found in the Pali Buddhist scriptures; whereas they are



found in dozens of places. But one has to be able to point that out; otherwise, if you don't
know, and someone accuses you of inventing the Ten Precepts, what can you say unless you
know the facts? So at least someone in the Order needs to know the facts, so that if someone
allegedly representing traditional Buddhism asks these sort of questions or brings these sort of
charges, you do know what to say; you can say with confidence that, yes, the dasakusala
dhamma are found in the Pali scriptures, are found in the Mahavastu, are found in the
Mahayana sutras, here, and there, and there; and you can immediately give the references. Or
if you speak in terms of the twelve positive nidanas, you might they are so unknown in the
Buddhist world be accused of having invented them, so you need to be able to refer to the
Buddha's own words as recorded in the Samyutta Nikaya, for instance, of the Pali Canon.

Dhammarati: So which Order Members can remember all these things?

S.: Shall I tell you? Well, the nearest, I think, is probably Padmavajra. He has got a pretty
good general knowledge. And Subhuti has too, and a few others. Anyway.

Barry: On p.3, para.3, it says beings 'are endowed with Buddha-nature since in
the Tathata of Buddhas and of sentient beings there is no differentiation into good or bad,
great or small, [25] high or low.' Could you explain why this is so?

S.: This means that beings I'll just read from the beginning of the paragraph: 'It has further
been stated There are no differentiations in the very nature of things which is Tathata. Tathata
is a synonym, in a way, for sunyata; it is a synonym with a somewhat more positive
connotation, one may say. Tathata is sometimes translated as 'thusness'. It is akin to the word
Tathagata, sometimes translated, as by Suzuki, as 'suchness', and it figures very prominently
in The Awakening of Faith. So, yes, it is, broadly speaking, a synonym for sunyata. "This
means that beings are endowed with Buddha-nature, since in the Tathata of Buddhas and of
sentient beings there is no differentiation into good or bad, great or small, high or low." Just
translating that roughly into simpler language, one might say [that] from the point of view of
the relative truth, there are Buddhas and there are unenlightened beings; there are those who
are good and there are those who are bad, those who are gods and those who are men. But,
from the standpoint of the Ultimate Truth, those distinctions, those differences, belong to the
world of
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relative truth, and therefore to the world of illusion, one might say. In reality, all is Tathata; in
reality, all is sunyata; in reality, all are Buddha. This is, of course, in a sense, the language of
entities, or rather, just Entity, so it is a rather dangerous language to use. But this is the
general sense of the passage. "This means that beings are endowed with Buddha-nature, since
in the Tathata of Buddhas and of sentient beings there is no differentiation into good or bad,
great or small, high or low.' In the Zen school, of course, much is made of this sort of
teaching, this sort of tradition; but, as we have seen very often in the West, it can be the
subject of a great deal of misunderstanding. When it is said, for instance: "You are Buddha,
you are essentially Buddha, you are essentially Enlightened,' the ego, so to speak, can
appropriate the concept of Buddhahood for itself, which means that inasmuch as that happens
there is no progress made in the direction of the actual realization of Buddhahood. And
inasmuch as the ego cannot but, one might say, appropriate, or tend to appropriate, that
concept and apply it to itself, it is very dangerous to give it the opportunity of doing so. This



is why I personally prefer to avoid that sort of language altogether. You can say to people:
"Yes, you have greater potentialities than you realize; you can do more than you think you can
do." But I do not think it is advisable to tell people that they are Buddhas. It might merely
confuse them. It should confuse them; if it does not confuse them there is something wrong. It
means that they are very smug and self-satisfied. If a Zen master tells you that you are a
Buddha, your immediate reaction should be of shock, horror and astonishment; that you could
not possibly be a Buddha, you know yourself far too well for that! but that you might become
a Buddha, after a long time, with a lot of effort you might perhaps begin to admit the
possibility of that. That would be more realistic and more honest. But I don't think anybody
really can honestly and meaningfully say: 'Yes, I am a Buddha,' not even in theory. You can't
even begin to realize what it actually means to say that. So, if a Zen teacher assures you that
you are Buddha, you can either take it that he is speaking on a lofty spiritual plane that has
got absolutely nothing to do with you at present, or that he just does not really know what he
is talking about and that he is not really a Zen master at all (laughter). The chances are about
1,000 to 1 that it is the first.

Ian: Do beings in hell just passively work off karma vipaka, or do they create further karma?
If they do create further karma, which presumably would be negative, how do they ever get
out of hell?

S.: That is quite a question, isn't it? Because if it is as difficult as that, as it seems to be, to get
out of hell, you had better be very, very careful and see that you don't fall into it! But,
generally speaking, it is said that the experience of the hell state represents a pure vipaka, it is
a pure resultant; that you do not ordinarily succeed in generating any fresh karma, especially
not any skilful karma. So you can only wait until the particular vipaka which is represented by
the fact that you are in hell is exhausted that is to say until the particular karma that brought
about that vipaka is exhausted or if you are as it were, let us say, lucky; because there might
be a very remote skilful root which you planted, aeons and aeons ago. If you were 'lucky’, you
might come in contact with a Bodhisattva, or rather a Bodhisattva might come into contact
with you, perhaps not even as the result of any skilful root that you may [26] have planted in
the remote past but simply out of his own good nature, out of his compassion, so to speak. I
remember there was someone years ago who told me that he had taken a vow to establish a
connection with those beings who had no connection with Buddhahood. That meant
something of this particular kind. Not to speak of the hell realm in the literal sense, you can
sometimes find people who are in a sort of hell state, even in the present existence itself, and
who do seem unable to make any effort of their own. Their position, their situation, is so
difficult, so painful, they can't do anything, so to speak, off their own bat. They need
somebody to come along and take a bit of initiative with them or perhaps a great deal of
initiative and gradually coax them out of their negative state. And it can be done. It needs a
great deal of patience. I sometimes refer to the case I heard about, I think it was through a
Friend: the case of someone who was admitted to a mental hospital and a mental hospital, you
could say, in some respects is a sort of hell realm apparently in a state of shock, but in such a
state of shock that they were in a sort of catatonic state, almost; they just didn't respond to
anybody or anything, ever. But apparently there was a nurse who felt, as it were intuitively,
that something could be done. So every day, what this nurse did she just took that person's
hand, just like that, and just held it, squeezed it, for half an hour. And she did this every day
for half an hour for six months; and nothing happened. But after she had done it every day for
six months, she did it just once more, and there was a very slight answering squeeze; and she
felt that that was the turning point; she had got a response. So she continued working on this



person, or working with this person, and eventually that person was coaxed back to
something like normality. But it takes that sort of patience, and very often you have perhaps
to deal not with a catatonic person who has to be coaxed out of a state of non-responsiveness,
but someone perhaps in a very pained, even a very angry, a very tormented mental state; this
can be very, very difficult for you to deal with. But unless someone has that sort of attitude
towards them, unless someone takes that sort of trouble with them, perhaps at least for the
time being, at least as regards this life there is not much hope. It does seem, in some ways,
rather terrible that nowadays in the world there seem to be so many people who are not able
to help themselves, but who could be helped if there was just somebody available to help
them. But it is as though the number of those who are in need of help far exceeds the number
of those who are available to help and able to help. One needs much more, I suspect, than the
average social worker; someone with a much greater spiritual stability and spiritual strength,
because sometimes people in our society are in a quite dreadful state of despondency,
depression, despair and so on. You need almost a whole army of Bodhisattvas. What about all
the people who become alcoholics? There are tens of thousands of them, it seems, in every
modern industrialized country; perhaps hundreds of thousands. Who is going to help them?
There are bodies like Alcoholics Anonymous, and they do quite a bit of good work, but it
goes far beyond what they can do with their limited resources. So it is quite a big problem.
Anyway, the general point I want to make is that sometimes people, whether in this life or in
some other life, are in the sort of state where they cannot help themselves, but they can be
helped by others if those others are able to take the necessary trouble, are imbued with the
requisite compassion, to use the Buddhist term. No doubt we all know people who are in a bit
of a state, whether within the FWBO or outside, and usually you can do something about it.

Ian: How can it be that someone in a very tormented state is not creating fresh karma by just
being in such a bad state?

S.: That may happen, too. You may not be able to make things better, but you can make
things worse, sometimes, and perhaps one of the first things that somebody [27] has to do,
somebody who comes into contact with you, is to stop you making things worse for yourself.
Sometimes you feel so angry, maybe even with yourself, that you go on making things worse
for yourself. That is what I have sometimes called a negative spiral: you just go spiralling
down instead of spiralling up.

Murray: In reference to the pure karma vipaka of the hell realm, I am still not clear it seems to
be quite different terms that a being can get out of the hell realm, which seems to be the
situation where he has created fresh karma, positive karma, but at the same time you can be in
a hell realm but just expending karma. How can you be only expending karma or accumulated
karma? (?)

S.: Well, if one accepts the traditional account of the hells, you have just no scope for any
good action. You are being tormented all the time, you are aware only of that torment.

Murray: So that seems to imply that that hell state or heaven state at the other end of the scale
are sort of passive states?

S.: That is the traditional view. Of course, one can say that sometimes you have sort of mixed
or borderline states or borderline cases; nonetheless, at the same time you can have states of
as it were unqualified hell or unqualified heaven.



Murray: I still find it confusing that, even if an individual being acts, those actions don't have
consequences, it would seem.

S.: Well, if a being acts, those acts do have consequences; but the point about the hell beings,
and about the heavenly beings too, is that they are not in a position to act. It is as though, at
least for the time being, they are subject to such suffering that their whole being becomes
simply suffering. They merely suffer. Their whole time, their whole being, is taken up just
passively with suffering, and they suffer to such an extent that they don't have time, they don't
have opportunity, to develop anything genuinely positive.

Murray: So, in a way, there is no volition for the hell being?

S.: There is no positive volition. There is, no doubt, the possibility of a negative volition,
because the fact that you are suffering can make you even more angry if you have time even
for anger. But there would not seem to be any time, or any scope, or any opportunity, for the
development of a positive volition and a positive action. On the other hand, according to
Buddhist teaching, the karma that brought you there is limited, therefore the vipaka is limited,
and it may be or it will be that after a time the torment starts wearing off, and you may get
some respite; and you may then start calling to mind something of a more positive nature, and
then start making that the basis of a more positive volition. But, in any case, the vipaka is
going to come to an end, eventually, because the karma that gave rise to it is only of a finite
nature, and you start seeing the end of it in any case.

Gerry: Following on from that, going back to the earlier point about Buddha seeds: is it not
the case that, after the human realm, there are the most Buddha seeds in the hell realm i.e. you
have quite a good chance of gaining Enlightenment from the hell realm in comparison to the
other realms?

S.: Well, what does one mean [by] 'in the hell realm'? This is what the traditional picture from
Chinese Buddhism does represent, but what does one mean by Buddha seeds being in the hell
realm? Does it mean that one is in a position immediately to actualize them? Does it mean
that, or does it mean perhaps that the fact of [28] your suffering teaches you a good lesson,
and therefore provides you with an increased motivation not just for escaping from the hell
realm itself but from conditioned existence within which such an experience is possible. So |
think you need to look at the phraseology here quite carefully, and not take it as it were that a
state of intense suffering is as such a more favourable state for the attainment of
Enlightenment. I don't think that is what that particular illustration is meant to convey. But,
yes, it may well be that once you have had an experience of intense suffering you are then in a
better position to see the limitations of conditioned existence itself, and therefore to make a
more decided effort in the direction of Enlightenment, thus actualizing a greater quantity, so
to speak, of Buddha seeds.

Murray: In relation to the heaven realm, then, the devalokas, is it actually an advantage to be
reborn in the devaloka from the point of view of practising the Dharma, or [would one] be
better off to be reborn in the human realm?

S.: The scriptures seem to contain different statements. Often the devas are spoken of as
simply enjoying those heavenly states; those states are spoken of as simple vipakas. But also
there are passages where devas are represented as listening to the teachings of the Buddha and



making spiritual progress. But here, of course, the teaching of the Buddha, or the fact that the
Buddha teaches the devas, represents the intervention of an external factor. But again, on the
other hand, there are still other passages in the life of the Buddha, for instance, in the
Lalitavistara, [where] the devas are represented, many of them, as taking a very great interest
in the Buddha's life, in the Buddha's career, and being constantly at hand and listening to him.
So it does seem that there is something of a difference even among devas, and that though
normally devas are immersed in their blissful experience it is not impossible in that state to
progress spiritually, especially if one happens to encounter a Buddha or Bodhisattva or some
higher spiritual being, or if perhaps even one has some higher spiritual awareness left over
from a previous existence. Perhaps in the Buddhist scriptures in this respect one has an
amalgam of popular traditions and more philosophical teachings, actual spiritual experiences
and so on, and they need to be sorted out to some extent.

: It would suggest that if devas have heard the Buddha, at least in certain devalokas the
Dharma would be taught.

S.: Well, the Buddha, by virtue of his Buddhahood and his supernormal powers, has so to
speak access to all the different realms of mundane existence and is able to communicate with
the beings in all those realms if he so wishes. This is why, according to the traditional account
of the way in which the Buddha spent his 24 hours, he used to spend the hours before dawn
discoursing to the devas, who even came to him to hear his teaching. But if one speaks, as the
scriptures do, of them coming to him, that suggests that they are taking some initiative, at
least; or perhaps one should not take that too literally. Perhaps it is not a question of them
literally coming to him, or even him literally going to them, but he being, as it were, on that
occasion, where they were and being able to communicate with them, and them being
receptive to him.

Vessantara: Now a question from Prasannasiddhi.

Prasannasiddhi: In the seminar you took on the Jewel Ornament of Liberation, you mentioned
that Manjusri is the archetypal Bodhisattva. Could you elaborate on this?

S.: Manjusri is the archetypal Bodhisattva in the sense that he is, as it were, the central
Bodhisattva. Usually, when the three Family Protectors are represented [29] together that is to
say, Avalokitesvara, Manjusri or Manjughosha, and Vajrapani, Manjughosha is represented in
the middle. They are the three Family Protectors inasmuch as they are protectors of the main
three out of the five Buddha families. I explained, I think, in one of the lectures in the series
on 'The Parables, Myths and Symbols of the White Lotus Sutra' that originally there was, so
to speak, just the Buddha, or even, if you like, there was one archetypal Buddha, or even
again, if you like, one Sambhogakaya Buddha. But, inasmuch as Buddhahood has different
aspects, that one figure split, so to speak, into a number of figures, each figure embodying a
particular aspect, with Vairocana embodying Wisdom; perhaps Akshobhya, in a sense,
embodying Energy, power; and Amitabha embodying Love. They had their Bodhisattvas:
Vairocana had Manjusri, Amitabha had Avalokitesvara, and Akshobhya had Vajrapani. So
Manjusri was associated with the central Buddha figure, in a way the undivided Buddha
whose two principal aspects Amitabha and Akshobhya were. So Manjusri is the sort of
Bodhisattva reflex of the central Buddha, therefore he is the central Bodhisattva especially
inasmuch as Wisdom is the central faculty, in a way. Buddhism, in a sense, one might say, is
a religion or spiritual tradition of Wisdom; Wisdom is regarded as the highest faculty;



Wisdom, prajnaparamita, is in a way regarded as the goal. So, in that way, inasmuch as he is
associated with the central Buddha, and inasmuch as he embodies that central faculty or
highest faculty of Wisdom, Manjusri comes to be thought of or spoken of as the central
Bodhisattva, the principal archetypal Bodhisattva if you like, the Bodhisattva par excellence.

Prasannasiddhi: I would have thought Avalokitesvara was the Bodhisattva par excellence,
because it seems the main thing about the Bodhisattva is that he goes back to the world
because he sees the suffering, and therefore Avalokitesvara

S.: Well, in a sense each and every Bodhisattva is the Bodhisattva par excellence. But the
question is whether a Bodhisattva is important because he is worshipped by a lot of people, or
whether a Bodhisattva is important because of the position he occupies in a particular scheme
of Buddhas and Bodhisattvas. So Manjusri is the central Bodhisattva because of the central
position he occupies in the overall scheme of Buddhas and Bodhisattvas, and because he
represents or embodies the central or highest faculty, namely Wisdom. If one was to speak of
Avalokitesvara as the central Bodhisattva, it would only be because he was the most popular
Bodhisattva, especially the most popular Bodhisattva in, for instance, Tibet: not because he
occupied, technically, the central position within the scheme of Buddhas and Bodhisattvas.
But in that way, of course, Ksitigarbha can become the central or most important Bodhisattva,
as he does for many people in Japan; or Acala can become the central or most important
Bodhisattva. But they are not, for that reason, central or most important in the sense of
occupying the central position in the total scheme of Buddhas and Bodhisattvas unless from a
very special point of view, or with reference to a very special practice. Theoretically, any
Buddha or Bodhisattva can occupy the centre of the Mandala, but there is nonetheless a
standard scheme, and in accordance with that standard scheme Manjusri is the central figure.

Prasannasiddhi: Could you perhaps say that the essential thing about a Buddha is his
Wisdom, and the essential thing about a Bodhisattva is his Compassion?

S.: Not really; not if you regard them as two distinct personalities, in a way. In a way it is
artificial, because how can a Buddha not have Compassion, and how can a Bodhisattva not
have Wisdom? The two must go together. You can only distinguish the two and allocate
Wisdom to the Buddha and Compassion to the Bodhisattva if you regard them as being
actually one personality and not two. How are we getting on, by the way?

Vessantara: We've got four more questions. Buddhadasa has a question.

[30]

Buddhadasa: In a sense you have answered something of this question already, but I will ask
it anyway. Are there any modern equivalents or psychological types [equivalent] to the
traditional categories of sravaka and pratyekabuddha, or do they only exist in the received
tradition of Buddhism? Is it useful for us to continue with these classifications?

S.: When I was looking through this text today, it seemed to me that the types represented by,
for instance, the pratyekabuddha family are very much with us today. For instance: "The
Pratyekabuddha family are those who in addition to these three characteristics are very
arrogant, keep silent about their teachers and like to live alone in solitude.' Well, you do find
some Buddhists who are just like that, and you could regard them as belonging to the
pratyekabuddha family; not that they were actually pratyekabuddhas, but they were of that



type as it were. Do you see what I mean? But whether we choose to retain that particular
nomenclature I think is quite another matter. If one takes the 'buddha’ in pratyekabuddha
literally, how can one be a Buddha of any kind, whether pratyeka or other ..., and still be very
arrogant and keep silent about their teachers? How is it possible for any kind of Buddha to
have those characteristics? Therefore, the term pratyekabuddha has ceased to have any real
significance within the tradition itself. One could certainly find people corresponding to that
tradition, even among our own friends and contacts, perhaps; but they would certainly be very
far, to that extent, from any kind of Buddhahood. So I think probably this sort of terminology
is just confusing to us nowadays at least, confusing to the newcomer.

Prasannasiddhi: Could you perhaps say that a hermit who gained Enlightenment while away
in the hermitage [was a pratyekabudda]? He would certainly be alone, and he would be silent
about his teachers; I don't know about the arrogant part ... relevant.

S.: I think the arrogant part is a very big and very relevant point. But the suggestion is that
one keeps silent about one's teachers because one doesn't like to admit any debt, as it were; in
other words, one is lacking in gratitude, and that is a quite serious fault, a quite serious
drawback. Certainly one can like to live alone in solitude in a quite positive way for quite
positive reasons, and can certainly make great spiritual progress by living in solitude; but it is
not simply living in solitude that makes one a pratyekabuddha or that causes one to belong to
the pratyekabuddha family in the traditional sense. The classical sense [includes] these other
characteristics as well.

Prasannasiddhi: So you can speak in terms of attitudes?

S.: Yes, and perhaps dropping the term pratyekabuddha. But there are some people who do
have a very arrogant attitude, who like to keep silent about their teachers, about their
indebtedness to other Buddhists, and who like to live alone; that could be regarded as
representing a type of spiritual aspirant. I don't think there is any great need to tie it up with
the classical doctrine of the pratyekabuddha. That doctrine has given rise to a great deal of
confusion, I think, in Buddhist circles. Probably, originally, it meant no more than 'wise men',
in a very general sense, who just liked to lead a solitary life. I think when the term pratyeka
buddha or pacchekabuddha originally came into existence, the term 'buddha’ itself had not yet
developed its more specialized, distinctively Buddhist, meaning.

: Does that suggest, then, that the word 'buddha’ as the title of a wise man, might have been
around before Buddhism?

S.: Oh, that is definitely known. In fact, in the Pali texts themselves sometimes the word
Buddha is used in the full Buddhistic sense; sometimes it is used very broadly, very loosely
indeed, simply to mean a wise man. So in the compound pratyekabuddha, buddha probably
just means -

[31]
Prasannasiddhi: 'Solitary hermit'!

S.: 'a wise man', and therefore pratyekabuddha [meant] a wise man, a sage, who liked to live
on his own, perhaps in the forest, like the ancient rshis; forest-dwelling hermits or sages. So
originally pratyekabuddha did not represent a kind of Buddha in the full Buddhist sense. If



you take it in that sense, a definite contradiction is introduced.

John: I was wondering which, in your experience, of the Buddha families are most prevalent
in the West today, and how can this be best ... to the FWBO?

S.: That is quite a an interesting question. I think, on the whole, probably the Lotus family is
predominant; but it has been interesting to see that the Jewel family has recently been
becoming more popular than one would have thought because Ratnasambhava, who is of
course the Buddha of the Jewel family, is not a very popular or prominent figure in the East.
In the East it is Amitabha who is very prominent and popular; it is Akshobhya who is very
prominent and popular; it is Vairocana. But not Amoghasiddhi, and not Ratnasambhava; their
cults, if one can use that term, are of very, very minor significance indeed. Nonetheless,
within the FWBO or within the Order, I should say Ratnasambhava in recent years has been
slowly, it seems, gaining in importance. I think perhaps it is because of his association with
beauty, let us say; possibly with the arts. It may be for that reason. But there is no reason why
this sort of development should not take place. The Buddhist scriptures mention hundreds and
thousands of Buddhas and Bodhisattvas; they all represent different aspects of the Supreme
Enlightenment experience. So different kinds of people, different classes of people, are
attracted to this or that aspect, therefore this or that Buddha or Bodhisattva in accordance with
their basic proclivities. So the fact that Amitabha was especially important in, say, Japan does
not necessarily mean that Amitabha is going to be especially important in Britain, or in
California. It may well be that a comparatively obscure Buddha or Bodhisattva appeals to
people in the West, or that a number of different such figures, not so very well known in the
East, appeal to people in the West. That would be an entirely legitimate development. For
instance, Ksitigarbha was hardly known, in popular terms, in India, but he became very
popular in Central Asia, and thereafter in China and in Japan. Similarly with Acala; he is very
prominent and popular in Japan, but hardly known outside Japan. So, who knows? We may
have all sorts of extraordinary Buddhas and Bodhisattva figures becoming popular in the
West. It is interesting and significant how popular the figure of Padmasambhava is in the
FWBO generally; he is certainly not popular in Sri Lanka! I don't think he is very prominent
in Australia, say, outside the FWBO.

Buddhadasa: For the time being.
S.: For the time being!
Vessantara: Kevin. [ am not sure if your question has been dealt with?

Kevin: Bhante, this morning we talked about karma and rebirth. We were wondering whether
you were able personally to direct or transfer your consciousness towards your next rebirth,
and if so, how does one actually go about it?(Laughter.)

S.: Well, I can tell you how one should not go about it. It is no use leaving it [32] until the last
minute! (laughter) because your consciousness, to use that term, at the moment of death, is
propelled essentially by all the karmas that you have created throughout your life. If you want
to generate a particular thought at the time of death, the safest way, the surest way of doing
that is to be generating that particular thought all during your lifetime. Because if you are
thinking about something all your life, the chances are that you will also think about it at the
time of death. But if you never give it a thought during your life, it is very unlikely that you



will think of it at the time of death; especially if it is a question of an aspiration of that sort,
because you will be much too confused at the moment of death, anyway. Having said that,
though, I am not quite sure, personally, where I would like to be reborn if I am to be reborn at
all (laughter) though I have expressed the thought that I would not mind being reborn in
India. I have said I don't know whether this has gone down in print yet; it has probably been
transcribed, I am not sure whether it has been typed : It's in Shabda.

S.: Oh, it's in Shabda, is it? If so, I'll take that all as read. But sometimes I think that it
wouldn't be a bad idea if I was reborn in India, because I wouldn't have a visa problem then,
at least not as regards India. The trouble would be I would have a visa problem as regards
Britain! I think, therefore, that before thinking seriously about one's next rebirth, one would
have to go into this visa question (laughter). Someone like Prasannasiddhi is in a very
fortunate position, because he is able to live freely in New Zealand, and Australia, I believe,
and Britain, and in America. It is all a question of selecting one's parents skilfully. So I think I
will have to get Subhuti to do a little sort of investigation (laughter), and then think it all over
very carefully, so I shall be sure of being able to be of maximum usefulness. I think if one just
developed the intention of being useful to the greatest extent that one possibly could,
probably karma would sort out all these visa questions for you! One likes to think of the law
of karma as functioning like a well-oiled computer.

: There might be a bit of space in Lokamitra's family... In other words, Lokamitra's
Buddhaloka.

S.: I would much rather have him as a disciple! (Laughter.) But anyone who had Lokamitra as
a father would certainly get a very good training, in one way and another.

Vessantara: There is one more question.

Gerry: It is a question ... again. I will give you three quotes I have heard you say and then ask
you a few questions. First, [ heard that a long time ago you said that you would expect, or
hope, that an Order Member, if he sincerely practised, by the end of his life, would be a
Stream Entrant. Secondly, in a recent Mitrata, on being asked why there were no Stream
Entrants in the Order, you replied 'Why assume that there aren't?’ Thirdly, I was under the
impression from the reporting-in by Order Members just as we came here to Il Convento, that
you felt something had quite definitely begun in the Order there seemed to be a certain
change in your attitude to the Order.(1) What is your expectation now of a sincerely
practising Order [33] Member? (2) In your estimation, are there any Stream Entrants in the
Order? (3) For the future, is Stream Entry central to your teaching, and therefore essential to
the Order? What do you see as the future of the Order in terms of Stream Entry, with
particular reference to these Tuscany retreats?

S.: Let us take those questions one by one. Just the questions.

Gerry: First of all: what is your expectation now of a sincerely practising Order Member as
regards Stream Entry?

S.: Well, it is at least what it was: that is to say, I see no reason why a sincerely practising
Order Member should not be a Stream Entrant by the time of their death, assuming that they
have, say, some 20 to 30 years. In some ways, it seems a reasonable expectation; because,



thinking it over, it does not really seem that Stream Entry is all that difficult; especially if one
remembers that, according to tradition, especially the Theravada tradition, the most important
thing, the most essential thing, in a way the crucial thing in respect of Stream Entry is a
constant recollection of impermanence. Really, it is as simple as that: that if you are
constantly mindful of the fact of impermanence, and act in accordance with that mindfulness,
if you really see that things are impermanent and that therefore you must not cling on to them,
that is all you really need to achieve Stream Entry. The achievement of subsequent paths is
rather more difficult, but for the moment we are just concerned with Stream Entry. That is all
it really requires. This is central to the Buddha's teaching, in a manner of speaking leaving
aside the fact that Stream Entry is not the final goal, only the proximate goal; and it is
certainly central, in that sense, in my own exposition of that teaching, and I think quite
rightfully so. Stream Entry is a measurable and tangible goal that people can actually aim at in
this lifetime, and the means is really very simple: basically, it is a constant recollection of
impermanence obviously, not just on the basis of an ordinary scattered, distracted mind [but]
on the basis of a reasonably concentrated mind; therefore meditation comes in, therefore
meditation is useful as conducing to that concentrated and integrated mind. This is all that
one really needs. In that sense, I say it is really a very simple matter. So it does, if one looks at
it in this way and this is, as far as I can see, the way that the Buddha looked at it it does seem
highly practicable. In fact, it would be surprising if, after 20 or 30 years of life in the Order,
you were not a Stream Entrant. It would seem to be very surprising, if you have done all the
other things maybe you have founded Centres and written books and given so many lectures
and gone on so many retreats that you were not a Stream Entrant: why not? (Laughter.)

Tape 3, Side 1

I think, in modern times, in looking over the Buddhist world, the Theravadins have aimed too
low usually, of course, they have not aimed at all! and the Mahayanists have aimed too high.
The Theravadins, many of them, have said the Transcendental Path cannot be attained in this
age; it is too corrupt, it is too degenerate; better to just aim at a better rebirth and be reborn, if
you can, at the time of Maitreya and hear the Teaching directly from him. And the
Mahayanists have spoken in terms of realizing Supreme Buddhahood, or at least being a
Bodhisattva, and being a Bodhisattva for millions of aecons and saving untold numbers of
beings. They are aiming too high, one might say in a manner of speaking. But if one thinks in
terms of Stream Entry, it is neither so low as to [34] be meaningless nor is it so high as to be
discouraging. I think Stream Entry is a goal that one can very realistically think in terms of, in
a very reasonable, practical way. This is also one reason why I aim for, say, Stream Entry.

Gerry: The next question is: Are there any Order Members who are Stream Entrants, and, if
so, who? (Laughter.)

S.: Well, obviously, it is very difficult to say, because one needs to observe people over a
certain period of time. Because, externally speaking, it is very difficult to see the difference
between a good Order Member, let us say or even under certain circumstances a bad Order
Member and a Stream Entrant; because they might be doing all the right things and saying all
the right things, but the test would be time, and coming up against it, encountering
difficulties, maybe encountering persecution, encountering temptation. You can seem like a
Stream Entrant when you are on retreat or when you are in Tuscany. It is very easy to behave
like a Stream Entrant in Tuscany. But wait till you get back to the big city! Let us see whether
you behave in the same way there. If you do, without any deviation, the chances are that



probably if you are not a Stream Entrant you are definitely moving in that direction. As for
saying who is and who is not, I think this is a matter of skilful means; it isn't at all a positive
thing. In some forms of Buddhism, for instance in some Zen schools, one finds sometimes
that people are singled out and everybody is told they have got a certain ... or a certain
realization, a certain breakthrough; I think this tends to develop a very unhealthy atmosphere
of competitiveness, and I think we want to avoid that. So in fact it is the tradition, certainly in
the Theravada, which is a more sober school of Buddhism, that one does not make claims;
not only that one does not make false claims but one is very careful about making any sort of
claim at all, even a true claim. But, in the case of spiritual attainments, a Transcendental
attainment is, by its very nature, [something] that you personally cannot in the strict sense
claim as being yours. So I think one has to be very careful to avoid thinking and speaking in
that sort of way. If, in a manner of speaking, you are something of that kind if, in a manner of
speaking, you are a Stream Entrant that should be obvious to all those with eyes to see, from
your behaviour, your whole way of life. It should not be something that needed to be certified.
Years ago in Burma, some meditation centres were certifying Stream Entrants and so on. |
went to see a friend of mine years ago, and he had been to Burma for a few weeks, and there
hanging up on his wall he had a certificate framed, declaring that he was a Stream Entrant and
signed by the meditation teacher. Well, this really makes a mockery of the whole thing. So |
think whether someone is or is not a Stream Entrant is something that is perhaps best left to
be understood by those who understand, but not perhaps talked about at all.

Gerry: [Thirdly], bearing in mind an attitude I seemed to perceive displayed at the Order
Convention, has that changed much towards the Order? What would you say

S.: I am not quite sure what they were referring to.

Gerry: I found the implication was that you felt something had begun. You had been talking
very much before in terms of getting things going, but you seemed to be satisfied that some
progress had been made.

S.: A little bit, yes! I am not quite sure whether whoever was commenting in this way was
referring to something very specific or [to] a general sense or feeling that they had picked up I
am not sure about that. Maybe one of the Order Members who were present can throw some
light on the matter. I was reasonably satisfied with the Convention. Yes, I do believe that it
did show [35] that some progress had been made; especially since the last Convention that we
had. But, certainly, it is pretty clear that a lot of progress needs to be made, too. Does any
Order Member remember anything being said or anything of that kind? I don't think I
intimated any specific point in this respect.

Vessantara: I don't remember you saying anything specific. I got the impression from some of
your comments that certainly, compared to the previous Convention, in some areas the Order
seemed to have got off the starting line.

S.: There has seemed to be a certain degree of maturity that was not there before, a certain
solidity. But then again I notice certain little weaknesses still. People were not very mindful
when it came to eating, and things like that. I noticed several Order Members, I am sorry to
say, taking their seats and immediately starting to tuck into their food without waiting even
for anybody else to come and sit down. It seemed sometimes rather gross. So I did notice
things like that, which I was not altogether happy with, and which needed to be corrected.



But, broadly speaking, yes, there was an increased maturity and solidity and strength, I felt,
within the Order. I think there is no doubt about that. But still a lot of room for improvement.

Gerry: My question was as regards the future: do you have any thoughts, particularly in
relation to the Tuscany process ... ?

S.: Well, I have had lots of thoughts about the future. My main thought in connection with the
Tuscany process probably one that you might not be anticipating is that I am concerned that
the women should have a Tuscany. This is what I have been thinking about a lot. Whether it
is literally in Italy, or in Spain, or whether it is even in Britain. But a course corresponding to
the Tuscany course for men is very much needed for the women, and I have been giving quite
a bit of thought to that and talking it over with the women Order Members. That, as far as I
can see, is the next big development in this connection, because the women generally are still
rather lagging behind the men. But, yes, sometimes we do talk about having a six month
Tuscany, a one year Tuscany, a two year Tuscany. Well, that could all come in the future, but
I must say I am not thinking at present, in a very practical way, about longer Tuscanies. I don't
see it as on the cards, so to speak, just yet, though I recognize it as desirable. So I am not
actually giving it any concentrated thought. Maybe some other people are. If they are, that's
fine. No doubt eventually something will happen in any case, but I am not particularly
thinking about or planning for longer Tuscanies at present. Even the existing Tuscanies do
stretch our resources of various kinds considerably, even at present. So we will have to think
very carefully before stretching those resources even further whether resources of money or
just resources of manpower, in coops and elsewhere. But I think there is a great deal of room
for improvement within the existing structure, or of the existing structure, before we start
extending it or stretching it. You will be hearing about these things in due course, those of
you who are going to be ordained. I really would like to see a better, more regular attendance
at Order chapter meetings. I would like to see them becoming more and more what I call
spiritual workshops. I would like to see the national Order weekends and the regional Order
weekends better attended than they are at present. So I think perhaps we need speaking with
regard to the Order to give more and more attention to these things first, perfecting to a
greater extent the existing structure of the Order, rather than expanding it or as I said
stretching it further. Or perhaps similarly concentrate on having better Tuscanies rather than,
for the time being, bigger in the sense of longer Tuscanies. There are all sorts of things that
we can do to improve the Tuscanies. In former years, some people have arrived in Tuscany
straight from work, quite literally. That certainly was not desirable. This year, that probably
did not happen; I am not aware of it [36] happening in any particular case. People came after
a period of comparative rest and relaxation, even if the relaxation did include
mountaineering! But they did not come straight from work. I think that represents a great
improvement, and probably we were able to get off to a better start because of that. So I hope
in the future no one will have to come straight from work, as it were, to Tuscany, but have a
period of rest and relaxation in between, so that they are fit and fresh, possibly suntanned,
when they arrive. That's it? Right, good.

[37]
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Vessantara: ...We will start with some questions which are still left over from that time. The
other night you were talking about the subtle body, and Bram ... has a question.



Bram: I think I will be able to ask this question. You talked about three types of body the
gross body, the astral body and the subtle body. Is it possible to relate them to the five
skandhas

S.: To the five skandhas, hm. I don't remember that they have been related specifically to the
five skandhas, but I would imagine that the gross physical body would, of course, be
relegated to the rupa skandha and the astral body, too, inasmuch as the astral body is made of
subtle matter, one might say. Therefore, I also imagine that the subtle body would be
relegated to the other four skandhas, which collectively constitute nama as distinct from rupa;
possibly to the vijnana(?) skandha rather than to any of the others. I did in fact mention, I
think, the other evening that one could perhaps regard the subtle body as connected, even
though not actually identical, with the pratisantivijnana(?), the relinking consciousness, the
consciousness through which the transition was effected from the present to the future life. So
I imagine that the three bodies would be distributed in that way; certainly the connection of
the first and the second with the rupa skandha is quite clear. One could even argue from that
that, inasmuch as the connection of the physical body and the astral body with the rupa
skandha is quite clear, and inasmuch as the subtle body is not material, it cannot but be
connected with one or another of the remaining four skandhas, and probably, as I said, with
the vijnana skandha.

Vessantara: Wayne also had a question related to the subtle body.

Wayne: It came on p.15, where Gampopa says: 'As a human being means to have the same
fate and fortune as other men and to have either the male or female organs.' So, discussing
that sort of thing, there are three questions: a) assuming there is a correspondence between the
subtle body and the physical body, which is the nature of that correspondence between the
two bodies? b) what might be the effect of castration upon the subtle body? (c¢) how would
this affect one's spiritual practice, particularly in relation to the androgynous experience of the
higher dhyanas i.e. the lack of sexual polarization that is said to occur in those states?

S.: Let us go through those one by one.

Wayne: Assuming there is a correspondence between the subtle body and the physical body,
what is the nature of that correspondence?

S.: Tradition, including texts like The Tibetan Book of the Dead, makes it clear that the subtle
body is alike in all respects to the physical body: that it is, so to speak, its exact counterpart,
except that it is subtle rather than gross. I think some of these texts make this point quite
explicitly. Perhaps this is not to be taken too literally, inasmuch as a very subtle body, if it is a
mental body, does not have form in quite the same way that a physical body does.
Nonetheless, the point by point, as it were limb by limb, even hair by hair, correspondence
between the two is quite definitely affirmed by tradition.

[38]
Wayne: What might be the effect of castration upon the subtle body?

S.: None at all, because it is the subtle body which is as it were primary. One might say that
the physical body and the astral body reflect the subtle body, or are reproductions of the
subtle body in a grosser medium. You might say that the fact that some damage is done to a



photograph does not affect the photographic plate; or that the fact that some damage is done
to an image produced from a mould does not affect the mould itself. It is rather like that. This
is the traditional teaching. I am giving just the traditional teaching; I am not attempting any
sort of philosophical or quasiphilosophical justification.

Prasannasiddhi: Does that mean that the subtle body would be androgynous?

S.: Well, if you were not androgynous, it would not be, no. Or rather, you are not
androgynous because it is not androgynous.

Wayne: [Thirdly,] how would this affect one's spiritual practice, particularly in relation to the
androgynous experience of the higher dhyanas, i.e. the lack of sexual polarization that is said
to occur in those states?

S.: The present physical body in this life represents your base, and you return to that base
from excursions otherwhere, one might say. So in the dhyana state, if it is a sufficiently high
dhyana state, you would be as it were androgynous; you would have modified your subtle
body to an androgynous condition. Nonetheless, you have to return to your physical base,
which is not androgynous. But if your experience of that dhyana state, and therefore of an
androgynous subtle body, was sufficiently strong, sufficiently prolonged, and if you were
therefore reborn after death in a world corresponding to that dhyana experience or that dhyana
level, you would then be reborn apparitionally with an androgynous subtle body. Again, I am
just relating the traditional teaching on the matter. It just struck me as interesting that you
gave the example of castration, because one could just as well have asked about losing an arm
or a leg or even a tooth.

Wayne: There was a reason for that! We had been talking about the Vinaya and the bhikshu
ordination, and asking whether a person applying for it was complete as a male complete
sexually. I was wondering why that was actually asked and what the significance was of that.

S.: It is usually held in Buddhist circles that if you are an incomplete male human being in
that respect, that means or at least suggests that you are deficient in the corresponding
masculine energy, which is necessary to pursue the Path. It is also said that you cannot
meaningfully take a particular Precept or Precepts unless you possess the capacity not only to
observe those Precepts but to break those Precepts; in fact, you cannot undertake to observe
unless you possess the capacity not to observe, or to break. This is another explanation which
is given. Again, I am reproducing tradition.

Tejamitra: There is a bit of a difficulty if the subtle body always corresponds to the physical
body. What about rebirth because in rebirth you get a completely different physical body; so
what is happening to the subtle body?

S.: Well, I have suggested just now that the subtle body, while remaining, of course, a subtle
body and a mental body, is modified by your thoughts, words and deeds. So traditional
Buddhism would maintain that if, during your lifetime as a man, your thoughts, words and
deeds tended to be feminine rather than masculine, you would actually in the course of your
lifetime modify your subtle body. Of course, you would maintain, during the present lifetime,
your present physical base in the form of a masculine body, but if with that masculine body
base you had [39] modified your subtle body so that it was a feminine subtle body, upon your



death the likelihood would be that corresponding to your feminine subtle body you would
take birth in a female gross body. Again, I am reproducing the traditional teaching. In other
words, one sees that the subtle body is much more malleable than the physical body. This is
the reason why the Buddha said on one occasion that he found it much more surprising that
people should identify themselves with their minds one might say with their subtle body than
with the gross physical body, because the gross physical body was at least relatively stable.
And you must bear in mind that the traditional Indian conception of selfhood was that it was
unchanging, that it was stable; so, bearing that in mind, it is more surprising that people
should identify their self, which is by definition stable and unchanging, with their mind or
with their subtle body rather than with their gross physical body. So the subtle body which is
attached to the gross physical body, or to which the gross physical body is attached, is much
more malleable; and that provides the blueprint. You cannot very greatly modify the present
product of the previous blueprint, but with the present product of the previous blueprint as
your base you can modify the present blueprint, and therefore the future product of the
changed present blueprint. This is roughly the Buddhist principle. You modify the body by
the mind; that is to say, you modify the future body, your body in a future rebirth, via the
modification of the present mind dropping for the moment the expression 'subtle body'.

: Why do you think the moment before death state of consciousness is so important in that
respect to the subtle body and its rebirth?

S.: The state of mind at death is only one of the factors to be taken into consideration, or only
one of the factors determining the nature of the future rebirth. I have gone into the details in
the lecture I gave on 'Karma and Rebirth' some years ago (my longest lecture, perhaps not
surprisingly). There is a division of karma into several different kinds, different
classifications of karma; and one classification is in accordance with their relative priority
with regard to taking effect. Even though, for instance, your consciousness at the moment of
death drastically modifies, or determines, the nature of your future rebirth, that in turn may be
drastically, even quickly, modified by a residue of strong habitual karma. Do you see what I
mean? So the issue is quite a complex one, and you probably need to listen to that lecture or
consult some other printed source.

Vessantara: What effect would Insight have on the subtle body?

S.: This raises the whole question of the relationship between what is body and what is not
body. I have expressed the view, some time in the past, that everything has bodies, so to
speak, whether gross or subtle. We even speak of the three bodies of the Buddha, though
clearly the word 'body' here is not used quite in the ordinary sense, at least in the case of the
Dharmakaya and the Sambhogakaya. But one may take it that, yes, Insight does modify the
subtle body. I think probably one might say that the Theravada view, as commonly expressed
not necessarily the view of the Buddha in the Theravada scriptures is that Insight as it were
eats away the subtle body, like a sort of acid. But then one cannot really say that nothing
exists, or that nothing exists after death, because the Buddha has clearly said that the
Tathagata, after bodily death, cannot be spoken of in terms of either existence or
nonexistence, or both, or neither; so it as though I won't say something exists, because that is
to fall into the opposite error; perhaps you could say that there is a sort of subtle existence,
hopefully without falling into the third alternative! So it would not be incorrect to say that, in
a sense, a subtle, a very subtle, possibly Transcendental subtle body does persist after
Enlightenment, irrespective of the presence or absence of the physical body. In the Vajrayana



sometimes mention is made of the Vajrakaya or the Rainbow Body; [40] it would seem to
correspond to some such conception, though obviously it is a very subtle one. But to go back
to this question of body: if we conceive of Reality at all, we cannot but conceive of it in terms
of as it were subject or as it were object. If it is legitimate to conceive of it in terms of subject,
it is legitimate to conceive of it in terms of object; object corresponds to body. So one might
say that some sort of archetypal counterpart of what we experience as physical body always
persists. I was going to say something more, but I think I won't; it would probably lead us too
far afield, and we have got, what, 20 questions?

Vessantara: Before we do move on, could you just reassure me that doing the Tara
visualization won't lead one to be reborn as a woman in one's next life?

S.: Well, if it does, what does it matter? (Laughter.) You can still be ordained! It might be a
pleasant change, who knows? One should keep one's mind open to all sorts of possibilities.

Vessantara: Shantiraja, anyway, had a question of information.

Shantiraja: On p.2, Gampopa gives a list of topics covered in the book, and the last on the list
reads: "The activity is working for the benefit of others without preconceived ideas.' This
refers to the term nirvikalpa, which Guenther later on in the text translates as 'without
habit-making thoughts'. The footnote he gives here seemed to us quite ambiguous. Could you
please explain the meaning of 'working without preconceived ideas'?

S.: You mean 'working without preconceived ideas' in the sense of the English expression, or
in the sense of nirvikalpa?

Shantiraja: In the sense of nirvikalpa.

S.: Nirvikalpa is a quite common word in India. It is used quite often in a Vedantic context.
One encounters it, for instance, in the form of nirvikalpa samadhi savikalpa(?) samadhi,
nirvikalpa samadhi. Vikalpa has the general sense of thoughts or concepts any kind of mental
activity; that is the broad general meaning of the term. So if you don't have any ideas or
concepts you can't have any preconceived ideas or concepts; that seems pretty obvious. I think
what it means to work for the benefit of others without preconceived ideas is to work
spontaneously; to work from an inner realization of the Transcendental, to work out of
genuine Wisdom and Compassion which means that you are able to see people's genuine
spiritual needs; you are able to see them as they really are; you are able, therefore, really to
help them, not simply to help them in accordance with your own ideas, your own
preconceived ideas, of what they ought to want, and therefore how they ought to be helped.
Do you see what I mean? There is a story I am trying to remember about a man who was
travelling in Ireland, and he got lost; so he stopped an Irishman and asked him, 'How do I get
to Dublin? I'm lost.' So the Irishman said, 'Oh, it depends where you start from."' That is not
much use; he wants to know how to get to Dublin from where he is. So you have got, in the
same way, to help people to get to Enlightenment from where they actually are, not from
some place where you think they ought to have been instead, or some place where you think it
would be better for them to be. But, of course, you have got to be sure also that you are
actually leading them in the direction of Enlightenment, even though your starting point is
where they actually are. [41] I think this is the broad sense, the broad significance, of this
topic. You can work for the benefit of others without preconceived ideas only to the extent



that you are Enlightened, only to the extent that you have Insight, only to the extent that you
have experience of sunyata and karuna. We know that from our own experience, that if you
have to deal with people, if perhaps people ask you for help, if they ask for advice, it is very
easy just to give advice off the top of your head; there is nothing easier than to give advice.
But there is not much point in giving advice unless you can really see where the other person
is at, what is actually happening, what their experience is like, what they really need, what
they are really capable of. You may need to study them very carefully and to get to know
them very well, even very deeply; not just automatically apply stereotyped criteria.

Vessantara: Another request for elucidation. On p.6 of the text, about halfway down the page,
there is a paragraph beginning: 'As to their respective essence, the Self-existing family has the
power of setting up the Buddha-dharmas, is of beginningless time, and has been obtained by
the very nature of all that is' which, the last part of that according to Guenther, is a translation
of dharmatapratilabda. Can you elucidate what that, especially the last part of that sentence,
refers to?

S.: That is quite simple, really. Guenther doesn't say anything about this, but basically it is a
classification of the two kinds of Bodhisattva. The Self-existing family consists of what we
have come to call the archetypal Bodhisattvas, those who have no history, those who have no
beginning in time, those who are aspects, to use that expression, of Enlightenment or
Buddhahood itself. The Evolved family is, of course, the family consisting of those
Bodhisattvas with a history, with an origin, in time. The expression dharmatapratilabda gives
expression to the fact that the existence of archetypal Bodhisattvas is due to the very nature of
Reality itself. Dharmatapratilabda means what does Guenther translate it as? Dharmata is
dharmaness.

Vessantara: It is translated as 'obtained by the very nature of all that is.'

S.: Ah! Well, yes, you see 'all that is' that isn't really very satisfactory. Dharma here means
much what it means when we speak of the Dharmakaya or the Dharmadhatu; it is not just 'all
that is' in the sense of the total assemblage of all discrete particulars, or all phenomena; it isn't
that. Dharma means well, we can only say the Ultimate Reality. So dharmata is Ultimate
Realityness, you know? That ta is a suffix denoting an abstract quality, as in Tathata. Then
pratilabda means, yes, it means attainment, one might say. What does Guenther say?

Vessantara: 'Has been obtained by the very nature of all that is.'

S.: Yes; so that family 'has been obtained by the very nature of all that is'; no, the existence of
that family, I would say, rather, is due to the very nature of Reality itself. Reality is of such a
nature as to express itself in this many-faceted manner in the form of what we call the
archetypal Bodhisattvas. The archetypal Bodhisattvas are different aspects of Buddhahood, or
different aspects of, one might say, the Buddha in the highest sense of the Dharmakaya
Buddha. So Reality is of such a nature as to be so constituted. This is what it really means.

Dhammarati: ... [ understood it was the self-existing Bodhisattvas you had equated with the
real arising of the Bodhicitta and the Evolved Family, or the effect of the arising of the
Bodhicitta. But I understood both of them to be ...

S.: No, I would say that the Self-Existing Family corresponds to the absolute Bodhicitta, and



the Evolved Family corresponds to the arisen Bodhicitta.

[42]
Dharmadhara: Why does Reality expressed in ... ?

S.: How can there be a 'why' with regard to Ultimate Reality? because you are referring to a
further principle of explanation. So, if you have to do that, or if you are able to do that, the
'ultimate’ is not Ultimate. So we ... is the Dharmata it is the very nature of the Ultimate
Reality, not just so to express itself that is not really a very satisfactory expression it is just
from our point of view but to be of such a nature. Why is the Uncompounded
Uncompounded? Why is the Absolute Absolute? Do you see what I mean? Why is Reality
Reality? The question is really self-contradictory. On the other hand, in a sense, we can't help
asking it I was going to say, because it is logically possible, but perhaps it is isn't logically
possible, it is only verbally possible, it is grammatically possible. But, in a sense, it doesn't
constitute actually a question. In other words, we cannot go further than that; if we are to use
words or concepts at all, probably we can't go further than that. I think what is important
about that sort of definition, if it is a definition, is that it makes it clear that Reality, or
Ultimate Reality, if one wants to use that highly abstract expression, is not in fact something
abstract in the sense of being something featureless or something inert or anything of that
sort, but it is the Ultimate Source, if one likes to use that expression, of spiritual
Transcendental life and vitality. That is being very figurative, very metaphorical indeed, but
probably that is better than being too abstract, and in that way misleading people and possibly
putting them off the spiritual life, because you don't make the ultimate goal of the spiritual
life sound very attractive.

Vessantara: Pavel had another question ...

Pavel: In p.1 para.2, Gampopa writes about bewilderment and raises the question: 'From
which fundamental stuff does this bewilderment come?' If we think about bewilderment as
the natural state of the human mind, it seems logical to assume that the human consciousness
arising from the animal consciousness during the lower evolution cannot but be
bewilderment. Unfortunately for us, our evolution stopped there, and so we have to undertake
the difficult path from our ... consciousness to the Enlightened consciousness by our
individual effort, and this constitutes the purpose of our lives. So my first question is: why is
that? What sense does it make?

S.: What sense does what make?

Pavel: That lower evolution stopped at this point, and the rest is left to our individual effort.
Perhaps lower evolution could go a bit further [so that] we will get mind, not just
bewilderment.

S.: Again, I think that would be a contradiction in terms. I think it is very doubtful whether
you can get a mind that is not bewildered simply as a result of the lower, i.e. the collective,
evolution. But you seem to have made quite a big jump from the purely metaphysical to the
historical, psychological and biological. [Gampopa] I was going to say Guenther, but really it
is Gampopa as interpreted or translated by Guenther is not in a way very satisfactory here,
because he says: 'It may further be asked from which fundamental stuff does this
bewilderment come?' Well, 'fundamental stuff’ whatever the original Tibetan expression is is



not a very Buddhistic expression. The Pali Buddhist scriptures, at least, make it quite clear
that ignorance is primordial; it has no perceptible beginning. There is no question of it
coming [from] anywhere. And I think Gampopa himself lays himself open to serious
misunderstanding when he says: 'And the answer is: from Sunyata' because that suggests that
sunyata is a sort of first principle; if you go back and back [43] sufficiently far you come to
the beginning of ignorance and you can observe it actually coming out of sunyata as though
sunyata was a sort of cosmological principle; which it absolutely is not. So the mischief is
done by this little preposition 'from'. In a sense, all things are 'of sunyata', not just ignorance;
all things are by their nature sunyata, so you could say, in a manner of speaking, that all
things come from sunyata. So, if all things come from sunyata, it does not add to your
knowledge of bewilderment to know that it too comes from sunyata. It is not an addition to
your knowledge at all, it doesn't really tell you anything. So one cannot really say that
bewilderment comes from sunyata in any sequential sense. As I said, the traditional Buddhist
view, as represented by the Pali scriptures, always has been that you cannot in fact perceive
the absolute first beginning of ignorance. The context is, of course, one of karma and rebirth,
because traditional Buddhism sees the series of karma and rebirth, the series of rebirths, as
going back and back in time, way beyond history, way beyond the evolutionary process the
lower evolutionary process as known, say, to modern science; it sees it going back into other
worlds, other world periods, other universes, even; but sees that chain of rebirths or that
subtle body, let us say, which is traced back and back in that way, as being all the time
imbued by ignorance, and there being no perceptual beginning of that ignorance and no
perceptual beginning of that particular as it were individual.

Pavel: So has everybody existed even before history, before mankind occurred?

S.: Yes, this is the traditional Buddhist view, yes: that individuals or, to use the unBuddhistic
term, which perhaps we should not be afraid of using, souls, are sort of carried over from one
universe to another; and they wait in a certain subtle sphere until material conditions in the
new world, the new universe, are such that they can take embodiment; and then the whole
process of the lower evolution begins again. That is the traditional Buddhist view. But itis |
won't say it is a completely different perspective from the modern scientific one, but it is a
broader, more comprehensive one, within which perhaps the scientific world view can be
fitted. But there is no question, in any case, of an absolute first beginning of ignorance, of
bewilderment, from anything, whether from sunyata or anything else. So this paragraph could
be quite misleading, or is, perhaps, quite misleading.

Pavel: So there is actually no connection between bewilderment and sunyata?
S.: No.
Pavel: No connection between those two?

S.: It depends what one means by connection. Sunyata is not the causal principle. It does not
represent a sort of first cause. Bewilderment or ignorance does not go back to sunyata in the
way that the Creation of the universe, say, in Christian theology, goes back to God as its first
cause. You can't put as it were sunyata in the place of God in that way. In fact you can't put
anything in the place of God, according to Buddhism. There is no ultimate first beginning of
things perceptible. Even the very notion of a first beginning of things depends upon our
particular, necessarily limited, way of looking at things. The whole idea of first beginning is



just a notion, just a concept, according to Buddhism, that we superimpose upon Reality; not
part of the structure of Reality itself.

: Can you say that because sunyata is a mystery of our experience so bewilderment is because
we think conceptually and we are not in touch with that mystery, so -

[44]
S.: Yes, that is certainly 1

: this may be a kind of connection between those two?

S.: Yes, but it would not be a connection, in the strict as it were metaphysical sense. That
would be to be misled by words, if one thought of there being a connection actually between
them simply because one could make a statement of that kind. But again, we use words to get
free from words, etc. etc. We have to use words, apparently; that seems to be the only way in
which we can get free from words. We have to pursue these sort of questions until we can't
pursue them any more, until we actually come to the limits of what we can conceive. And
then, of course, if we are lucky, we get a sort of glimpse of what is beyond our capacity to
conceive.

Vessantara: We are still going through questions left over. John.

John: In the last Question and Answer session, I asked your opinion as to which Buddha
family was most prevalent in the West today and what effect it had on the growth of the
FWBO. I was actually referring to the Buddha families in the text, rather than the

S.: Ah rather than the Dhyani Buddha families. Difficult to say, isn't it? Because presumably
the question involves looking not just at the FWBO but outside the FWBO also. Presumably
the Theravadins are influenced by the Arhant ideal, and could be regarded as belonging to
that particular family. I don't know whether anybody particularly wants to be a
pratyekabuddha. Presumably all Mahayanists, whether Tibetan Buddhists or Zen Buddhists,
belong at least in theory, at least in principle to the Bodhisattva family; because presumably
they all follow the Mahayana in one form or another. So I think probably, numerically, the
Mahayanists do outnumber the Theravadins. But what significance that fact has, to what
extent they are really and truly, spiritually speaking, influenced by that particular ideal or that
particular family, is quite another matter.

John: I think I was asking more in terms of the general public, you know, and whether they
were Dubious Family or Cutoff Family

S.: I think the general public is in a very dubious family indeed (laughter)! It is so dubious, it
is dubious whether they belong to any Buddha family at all even the Dubious one! But I think
you could say that there are quite a few people around nowadays who possess at least a good
potential for belonging to the Dubious Family! Vessantara: Ian's question about
impermanence and Stream Entry.

Ian: At the last Question and Answer session, you talked about the importance of remaining
mindful of impermanence. What methods would you recommend for keeping this
mindfulness on the go? Would it be a good idea to meditate on impermanence with the same



regularity that we meditate on metta and mindfulness maybe after Mitra [admission?]?

S.: There are several questions there. First of all, how we are to remain mindful of
impermanence. This is quite a big question how one is to remain mindful. In a way, there is
no method; because if you want to remain mindful you have to be mindful that you need to
remain mindful, and so on. You have to remind yourself. But there are things that one can do
to help oneself. One can put oneself, when one is mindful, into the kind of situation or within
the kind of structure which is likely to help you to be mindful. That, of course, includes
contact with spiritual friends who may be able to pull you up and remind you to be mindful
on those [45] occasions when you forget yourself. So one can do that whether with regard to
the practice of the mindfulness of impermanence or mindfulness of anything else that you
want to remain mindful of. For instance, you might have become conscious, you might have
become mindful, of the fact that sometimes you talk too much; but when you talk too much,
you don't realize that you are talking too much. You only realize it, if you realize it at all,
afterwards, because when you are talking too much you are so carried away by what you are
saying that you just lose your mindfulness. But you can say to a friend: 'Look here, if you find
that I am talking too much, just pull me up or, if you don't think that appropriate, just give me
a little signal, maybe just rub the side of your nose, like that, and then I'll know that I'm
talking too much, I'll become aware of it, and ...

Tape 4, Side 2

... 50 you can in this way set up situations within which it will be more easy for you to be
mindful, to remain mindful, whether of the fact of impermanence or anything else that you
want to bear in mind on a more regular basis. With regard to actually practising mindfulness
of impermanence, death etc. in this regular way, I think one has to be sure, first of all, that one
has got a sufficient basis of emotional positivity; otherwise you may become a little
discouraged or even a little depressed. We all know the story of the monks to whom the
Buddha taught the mindfulness of death, and what happened. So I think it is important that we
do have a basis of quite strong emotional positivity in the form of metta, mudita and karuna,
before we take up mindfulness of impermanence, recollection of death and so on. But
certainly, once we have succeeded in establishing that basis of emotional positivity, the
mindfulness of impermanence [and] recollection of death represent we might say the next
step, almost; because they are very important methods of developing Insight. So, eventually,
every Order Member ought to incorporate something of that kind into his or her regular
spiritual practice. It should not even be just something that you think of when you sit down
and meditate; it should be something that you are bearing in mind all the time. It is probably a
little difficult when you are young, because it is difficult to actually imagine yourself as dead,
or as liable to death, because you are so full of youthful vitality that it just seems impossible,
just incredible, that that should all be cancelled, wiped out, and just not be that you, as you at
present are, should just vanish from the face of the earth. That seems almost inconceivable,
really; you may pay lip service to the idea, but you cannot really imagine it, not very easily.

Dhammarati: Bhante, you were talking about Order chapters and about spiritual workshops. I
wondered whether it would be helpful to chapters if you could say any more about spiritual
workshops.

S.: I can only speak in a quite general way, because the form that the spiritual workshop takes
and this is a very makeshift expression obviously depends on the particular qualities of the



individual members of the particular chapter. When I used the expression spiritual workshop,
I was not so much laying down a definite programme as trying to suggest what a meeting of a
chapter of the Order should not be. It should not be just a social occasion not that social
occasions are necessarily bad things, but a meeting of a chapter of the Order should not be
just a social occasion, should not be just an occasion when you sit down, have a cup of tea
and a pleasant little chat and that's that. Again, it should not be devoted entirely to
organizational matters, though from time to time those may have to be considered. And
certainly it should not just be a dull, routine affair to which you go along out of a sense of
duty, but to which you do not really look forward. So when I use this expression 'spiritual
workshop', I want to make it clear that a meeting of a chapter of the Order should not be any
of these things. This is what [46] I want to do in the first place. I used the expression
'spiritual' to emphasize the fact that it was a meeting of Order Members, a meeting of people
spiritually committed, and that therefore the purpose of their coming together was, in a
manner of speaking, spiritual; that was the basis on which they came together. But, having
come together even on that basis, they did not just sit back and enjoy their beautiful
spirituality or just revel in their common commitment, as it were, but they did something; it
was a workshop, something happened. It was a workshop in the sense that they worked with
and on one another in such a way that they were all helped towards a fuller, deeper experience
of their commitment, of the spiritual life; a better understanding of the Buddha's teaching, and
so on, in whatsoever way they wished. They could do it by discussion, they could play games
in a manner of speaking! They could do certain exercises together, they could meditate
together, they could do whatever they pleased so long as it was on the definite, recognized
basis of their common spiritual commitment, so that something actually happened concretely,
as a result of which they all were refreshed, so to speak, in their spiritual commitment, and
advanced to a further, a higher level of commitment. This is what I wanted to suggest by
using this expression 'spiritual workshop'; not just prescribe that, when Order Members gather
together for their chapter meeting, such-and-such or such-and-such specifically should
happen. The specific form the meeting takes is left for those who actually meet together. 1
was just giving very general guidelines.

Dhammarati: In your experience of Order Members. could you generalize about the kind of ...
a chapter should be paying attention to?

S.: Of course, it would depend on the individuals, because it is individuals paying attention to
other individuals. I think it is very important that Order Members encourage one another in
their commitment; encourage one another in the living of the spiritual life, and even what
shall I say? point out shortcomings. But I think also one must be very careful that the meeting
does not develop or degenerate into a sort of fault-finding session. One has to be very careful
of that. You might have become aware that a certain Order Member, a member of the chapter,
is not behaving very skilfully in a particular respect; you have to be very careful how you
bring that up. Perhaps it is better, in many cases, to bring it up with that person individually,
personally, rather than at the chapter meeting; but it cannot be altogether ignored. Something
must be done about it, if the unskilfulness is persistent, by somebody in some way or other.
One thing that Order Members meeting together in a chapter can do is, for instance, to discuss
how effective they can be collectively. They can discuss whether, in connection with their
local centre or not, what possibilities there are for giving lectures, for spreading the Dharma;
in that way they can try to stir up a bit of enthusiasm among themselves. If anybody sees that
certain Order Members are becoming rather dull and dispirited, they can try to cheer them up,
help create a happy, positive, inspired atmosphere. If your efforts do not seem to be meeting



with any great success, you can gently probe why is it that that particular Order Member or
those particular Order Members have not come along in a happy, gleeful, inspired mood
because they ought to have done; they ought to be meeting together in that way, that spirit.
They should not just be sitting around glumly, as though they are sort of meditating on their
sins! These are the sort of things one can do. Again, I don't want to be too prescriptive or too
definite; it will differ somewhat according to the people present, and their needs and general
situation and so on. But certainly, Order meetings ought to be the highlight of the week, and
for some chapters I know they are; but I think for some other chapters perhaps they are not
quite! I hope that the highlight of the week is not when you go and have your weekly visit to
the cinema or your weekly visit to your girl friend; I hope that is not the highlight of the week.
[47] This is the sort of question, perhaps, we can go into a bit more specifically, more closely,
later on, when we have the smaller meetings; because I think something of this sort cannot be
discussed, except in very general terms, in a meeting of this size. But if anyone by that time,
no doubt, everybody will be ordained has got any specific points with regard to this question
of chapter meetings, we can have them brought out and talk about them in our smaller,
informal discussion gatherings later on.

Vessantara: One more technical question on the first chapter, and then we move on to 10 or
so questions on the second chapter. Tejamitra had a question about the Buddhadharmas.

Tejamitra: On p.6 Gampopa refers to the Buddhadharmas, and there is a note on this on p.13,
note 39, where he says that they comprise three things: the ten powers (balas), then the four
intrepidities (vaisaradya), then the three types of inspection (smrtyupasthana). Only the balas
are mentioned in the Survey, and they are said to be unimportant. Could you comment on
this, and tell us about the four intrepidities and the three types of inspection?

S.: Vaisaradyas, the intrepidities, are usually translated as 'fearlessnesses'. I can't enumerate
the four offhand, but broadly speaking they represent the fact that the Buddha is not to be
scared by anything, that the Buddha is in possession of complete fearlessness. When, by the
way, I said the ten powers were unimportant, I meant simply not that the Buddha's qualities
and attributes were unimportant but that that particular list does not occur frequently and is
not made much of in terms of actual practice or in terms of the cultivation of the Path. The
three kinds of what Guenther calls inspection the mindfulnesses, as it would be usually
translated well, there are four, the standard four. One seems to have been missed out of those
four, apparently or presumably the last; unless, of course, one takes inspection as being of
body, speech and mind, which is possible, though I think not likely; and then, of course, Great
Compassion. The ten powers, as far as [ remember, unlike the intrepidities and the different
types of inspection, don't seem to occur very early in Buddhist literature. It is a Hinayana list
inherited by the Mahayana, but it appears, as far as [ remember, only in late Pali literature. I
don't think the list appears in the early literature, and possibly not in the suttas at all; I
wouldn't be too sure of that, but certainly not in what appear to be the earlier portions of the
Canon. You have got, of course, the five powers it is the same word, which are the five
spiritual faculties, as we call them, the five indriyas, rendered unshakeable. In Sanskrit works
the Buddha is sometimes called Dasabala 'he of the ten powers'.

Vessantara: We move on now to some questions raised in chapter 2, "The Working Basis',
starting with some questions about devas. We'll start with Dharmadhara(?).

Dharmadhara: Can we apply the two escape routes from the hell realms, which you



mentioned last time that is, contact with a Bodhisattva and external [factors?] and the expiry
of the karma which led you to be there to the deva realm as well, or are they also able to move
out under their own steam, as it were, through deep enough experience of impermanence? In
asking this, we realize that talking of devas covers a wide range of states.

S.: It does seem, if one goes by the scriptures, that some devas can themselves awaken to the
transitoriness of their own lot, and therefore develop some kind of spiritual awareness, some
kind of spiritual consciousness. But you may remember that, in Tibetan representations of the
Wheel of Life, a Buddha form, which is in [48] fact a transformation of Avalokitesvara,
appears in all five or six realms. This does suggest that the Bodhisattvas are, or at least can
be, active in all these realms, and that therefore, just as in the case of the hell beings so in the
case of the hungry ghosts and the animals, there is a Bodhisattva present in, so to speak,
Buddha form to help them to grow or to develop during that particular lifetime, so that they
do not necessarily have to wait for the expiry of the karma which has brought about that
particular life at the time of death.

Dharmadhara: Traditionally it is said that [devas] only experience pleasure; so it could
conceivably be that they do experience some degree of suffering as well?

S.: Ah! There is an important point here, which is that you do not have to experience
suffering, necessarily, in order to understand the truth of suffering. The truth of suffering is
not identical with the fact of suffering, because you can be enjoying a thoroughly pleasurable
experience, and at the same time realize that, metaphysically speaking, as it were in an
absolute perspective it is in a sense suffering. So in that way a deva can awaken to the truth of
suffering without actually experiencing suffering himself; certainly not suffering in the
ordinary sense, certainly not the suffering which is suffering, to use the traditional
terminology, or even at that particular time suffering by way of transformation. But, of
course, towards the end of his life as a deva, as his glory starts waning, he will start
perceiving a change; he will start experiencing viparinama duhkha, that is to say duhkha by
way of transformation, and of course may develop a high awareness or consciousness on that
account, before actually passing away from the deva state.

Suvajra: You mentioned that there is a Buddha in each of the realms or ...s. This includes the
realm of the devas. There are devas of the rupaloka and of the arupaloka as well as of
kamaloka. How is it that a Buddha can communicate with devas of the rupaloka and
arupaloka which are beyond those lokas which correspond to the dhyanas, in which there is
no conceptualization?

S.: I would say if a Buddha can communicate with human beings he can communicate with

anybody! Well, you have to attract someone's attention. (Laughter.) You just have to knock;
you have to arouse them, perhaps, from their deep nonconceptual dhyana; perhaps you have
to disturb them. Perhaps that is the Buddha's function, at least to begin with, on those levels.
No doubt the Buddhas have all sorts of mysterious methods.

Suvajra: So would I be right in thinking that the Buddha's communication would be
nonconceptual?

S.: Not necessarily, because, as I said, a Buddha might disturb one of these meditating devas
and in a way distract him, very positively, to such an extent that trains of conceptual thought



might be set up, and in that way function as a medium of communication. One can certainly
envisage that sort of thing happening. Again, the Buddha might show himself to that deva,
might show his form, and that might cause the deva to recollect Buddhas he had seen,
perhaps, in previous lifetimes, and that might cause him to recollect their teaching. No doubt
there are all sorts of possibilities. I don't think a Buddha would be at a loss.

Suvajra: Also, how would it be that two devas could communicate? Do devas communicate?

S.: Devas can communicate provided that they are on the same plane or in the same world.
Otherwise their worlds as it were interpenetrate and they don't see one [49] another. There
could be thousands of devas present even in this room, in a manner of speaking, but one does
not see them because one is not in a state of consciousness corresponding to their world, so to
speak, even though their world is, in a manner of speaking, occupying the same space as our
world.

Suvajra: But if their lokas correspond to dhyanas which are beyond the first dhyana, how do
they communicate?

S.: We are told in some suttas that some devas communicate through a smile! Or they
communicate just by looking, communicate by gesture; because those things also can
constitute a language. One might even say that concepts may be associated with that kind of
language as well as with our oral or verbal language. It was quite interesting I think I have
spoken about this to one or two people that when I recorded the series of TV talks which I
will be giving, so to speak, next year (the first week of June, I think) while I was actually
giving them, while they were being recorded, a woman was in the studio with me translating
them into deaf and dumb sign language; so there were no spoken words, she was just making
a series of signs. But that series of signs translated what I was saying. So that series of signs
had come to be associated with concepts, which in our case are associated with spoken or
written words. So I suppose it is much the same in these deva kingdoms; there is a language
of signs for some, there is a language of smiles for others. In our crude human world, a smile
is just a smile, you know, it is just a big grin; or maybe there are two or three kinds of smiles
there is the Mona Lisa smile, there is the angelic smile, there is the impudent smile, and so
on. But in a deva realm they might have hundreds of thousands of different kinds of smile: so
many that they can build up a whole language of them. And on an even higher level, just so
many different ways of looking at one another. We have only got just a very small repertoire
of looks the dirty look (laughter), the intelligent look, the pseudo-sophisticated look, the
charming look, the come-hither look a very meagre repertoire. But up there, there is no doubt
a repertoire of thousands of looks which again can be combined into a very expressive
language. So I think they don't suffer from any inadequacy in the means of communication
whatsoever.

Suvajra: I didn't think they would suffer from inadequacy, but I wondered what was the
nature of the communication, especially after you had been speaking on the Chairmen's

S.: The nature of the communication?
Suvajra: If that is the right expression I want to use. Well, how did they do it? This is what I

wanted to know. You had been speaking on the Chairmen's seminar about the possibility, in
the higher dhyana states, of there being a very subtle conceptualization which continued



whether this is the use or not (?).

S.: One could no doubt speak in those sort of terms, yes. Just as there is a very subtle body
even in those states, in the same way, presumably, there is also very subtle vocalization, even
very subtle speech, very subtle thought. Probably most people have the experience of very
fine thoughts that are so fine they can hardly think them; nonetheless, they are there, and they
are not easy to put into words or to write down. Perhaps one should think of the devas as
having these sort of thoughts, rather than think of them as having no thoughts, which suggests
that they are sort of inert, that they have sunk below the level of consciousness that we
inhabit. We cannot really imagine what communication among the devas is actually like; we
can only imagine it as being an infinitely more refined form of something with which we
ourselves are familiar.

Vessantara: We talked earlier about some people being debarred from the Sangha -

[50]
S.: Being ?

Vessantara: Being debarred from ordination. There were also people such as blind and deaf
people, I believe, who could not have ordination. Was this because they too were in some
way deficient in their capacity to make progress ..., or was it simply that they were to some
extent ... ?

S.: I think it would have been very difficult for a deat and dumb person to make progress in
the Buddha's day in the absence of writing. A deaf and dumb person nowadays can at least
learn to read, but in the Buddha's day there were no books; so if they were deaf and dumb
whence would they derive, whence would they learn, the Teaching? It would be very difficult
indeed. But I think a broader reason why disabled persons were not admitted into the bhikshu
sangha was that bhikshus after all depended on alms; that was their regular means of support;
and a disabled person would very often not be able to work, not be able to support himself,
and might be tempted to join the Sangha simply in order to be supported. I think that is the
reason. Because there is also another provision that if you become disabled after joining the
Sangha, you may remain a member of the Sangha; you do not have to leave; you are not
expelled, because you have obviously entered for other reasons. But even today, in Theravada
Buddhist countries, disabled or deformed persons are not ordained as monks. The Mahayana
view was rather different, and the Bodhisattva ordination was given even to disabled or
deformed people. Obviously, that is more in keeping, in a sense, with the spirit of the
Mahayana, one might say, the spirit of the Bodhisattva ideal.

Dharmadhara: This comes from the reference to people possessing all senses, on p.[15].
Looking at the Order, it is noticeable that some Order Members have moderate physical
handicaps and have had them for a long time, for example there is one with diabetes, and
there is one in a wheelchair; there is one who had childhood cataracts and so on, and polio;
and, of course, there is yourself who were confined to bed a lot when you were young?

S.: Ah, that was a medical mistake, it seems! Anyway.

Dharmadhara: Anyway, I wondered whether, rather than being a handicap, these sorts of
things may not even be an incentive to overcoming them, and also perhaps facing death. I was



also speculating whether the proportion of those with these sorts of things was even a bit
higher in the Order than outside, in a group of young people.

S.: I think one could perhaps conduct a survey and try to find out. I am doubtful about that,
though. I think people outside the Movement suffer at least as many ailments as those within
probably more, I would have thought, though I won't be too sure of that. With regard to this
question of flawed sensory equipment, I don't think, from a purely spiritual point of view, that
deprivation of this or that sense or this or that physical ability would necessarily make much
difference, spiritually speaking. As you say, it may in some cases act as an incentive. This is
obviously looking at things from a quite different point of view from that of the early Sangha,
which did not want people in the monastic order who were just joining it for the sake of a
means of support. But one could say that sometimes people with severe physical handicap
become very embittered. They become very angry, even; they may feel, 'Why do I have to
suffer in this way? Why should I have been born with this handicap?' and that may be quite a
hindrance to the spiritual life. So one would have to look at both sides of the question and try
to discover, perhaps, whether a physical handicap was more likely to act as an incentive to the
spiritual life or [51] more likely to constitute a hindrance due to the bitterness that it gave rise
to. Of course, another thing we must remember is that I think a lot of handicapped people
people who are handicapped from the point of view of other, supposedly normal, people do
not experience their handicap as a handicap, in the way that people without the handicap
would think. I have known, for instance, lame boys I remember this in India, in Kalimpong
who never thought of themselves as handicapped. They can't play football quite as well as
boys who are not handicapped, but so what? It is just that they don't play football quite so
well. They might even play it better than some boys who do not have a handicap. So they do
not label themselves as it were handicapped; not as it were left to their own resources. They
are quite aware of a difference, even of a relative inferiority in certain respects, but it does not
seem really to make any overall difference to their personalities or their general attitude
towards life. Unless, of course, it is, say, very painful or something of that kind.

Dharmadhara: In your own case, do you think your mistaken handicap was an incentive?

S.: Looking back, I do sometimes think that I probably would not have read nearly so much
probably if I had not been confined to bed for several years. I might not have developed a
habit of reading, and that might have had all sorts of consequences; one just does not know. It
could even be that there would not have been the emphasis on literature that perhaps there is
at present in the FWBO; there might have been an emphasis on something quite different,
who knows? It is very difficult to tell. I know that, even before I was discovered to be
allegedly handicapped in that particular way and had to be confined to bed, I was a reader. I
don't think I can remember learning to read; as far back as my memory goes, I could read. So
perhaps things would not have been all that different. Again, it is quite difficult to say; quite
impossible to say.

Vessantara: It is five to nine; we have still got about 8 or 9 questions. Tejamitra had more
medical questions.

S.: He should ask Dharmadhara, not me!

Tejamitra: In connection with Right Juncture, on the page discussing ..., Gampopa says that
'as a human being means to have [...] male [...] organs.' We were discussing vasectomy in this



connection. Would you advise against vasectomy? Could this affect even meditation?

S.: T have been consulted about this, because several Order Members have had vasectomies,
both in India and in Britain. Opinions differ. Some people say that a vasectomy does have a
psychological effect on a man; others say that it does not. Those whom I know who have had
it though only comparatively recently do say that it does not have any psychological effect. I
must say I am not so sure. I think perhaps there are too few cases within my personal
knowledge for me to be able to generalize in any case. But I must say that I do not feel too
happy I don't feel in a position to be able actually to advise someone strongly that he should
not have a vasectomy, but on the other hand I certainly do not feel I can encourage people to
have vasectomies. I think that is my position at the moment. I am afraid I can't give any very
definite advice or guidance, therefore, on this particular topic.

Tejamitra: There is another part of the question. We had a further discussion on sexual
promiscuity. I wondered if you could give us any thoughts you might have had.

[52]

S.: Before you ask that question the reason why men in the Order, whether in India or in the
UK had vasectomies was, of course, that they did not want to run the risk of offspring. In the
case of the Indian Order Members it is because they have got two or three children already;
they don't want to have large families. In the case of Order Members in England, in one case
he does not want to have a larger family, but in the other cases I think there were two, perhaps
they are not married, they have girl friends, and neither they nor their girl friends want to run
the risk of pregnancy. So this is really what has spurred them on. Anyway, let's have the other
question.

Tejamitra: In connection with that, I wondered if you could tell us any thoughts you had had
on AIDS.

S.: Well, here again perhaps you would do better to consult Dharmadhara because I
sometimes have to cross-examine Dharmadhara about these matters and extract whatever
professional information or knowledge he has. But in the Order Office we have been
collecting information on this; we have quite a lot of cuttings from newspapers and
magazines, and I believe Dharmadhara has been taking a good bit of interest in the matter, for
obvious reasons. I suggest maybe you should get together with him, because he certainly has
more factual information and knowledge about the matter than I do. Better to go to the
source. But I think, more generally, that we do right to be concerned about the matter,
because there is no doubt that AIDS is on the increase in Britain as elsewhere, and I think it is
apparently such a dreadful thing that we should take all possible precautions against it. It may
well be that people within the Movement itself will have to think very seriously, and perhaps
curtail the sexual freedom that some of them have been used to over perhaps the last few
years.

Prasannasiddhi: This question relates to the arising of the bodhicitta. Can one have an
experience of the bodhicitta, and then that experience fade, or does the experience of the
bodhicitta remain vividly with one after it has occurred, as if one had entered another
dimension?

S.: This, of course, raises the question of levels or degrees of bodhicitta, just as there is a



question, of course, of levels or degrees of Going for Refuge. I would say that inasmuch as
the arising of the bodhicitta is what I call the positive, other-regarding aspect of the Going for
Refuge, one has the same degrees, the same levels in regard to the bodhicitta that one has
with regard to the Going for Refuge. You remember one has a provisional Going for Refuge,
an effective Going for Refuge, and a real Going for Refuge; and the real Going for Refuge is
tantamount to Stream Entry. So that arising of the bodhicitta which is tantamount to, or which
corresponds to, the real Going for Refuge, which in its turn is tantamount to or corresponds to
the opening of the Dharma Eye and so on from that arising of the bodhicitta one cannot fall
back. But if the arising of the bodhicitta corresponds to the provisional or merely the effective
Going for Refuge, of course that experience of the arising of the bodhicitta can fade. One
does find in Mahayana sutras references to the bodhicitta arising but then, due to its
weakness, subsiding; so it corresponds to what I have called the provisional bodhicitta, one
might say, or the effective bodhicitta, merely; not the real bodhicitta, not the real relative
bodhicitta, that is.

Prasannasiddhi: So it is not quite so black and white in terms of either you have experienced
it 