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WHITE LOTUS SUTRA
STUDY LEADERS SEMINAR

1986 Padmaloka.

Those Present  The Venerable Sangharakshita, Dharmacharis:Abhaya , Buddhapalita
Cittapala Dharnmavat i Dharmaloka Dharmadhara Dharmavira Kulamitra Mahamati
Padmavaj ra Prakasha Ratnaguna Ratnaprabha Ruciraketu Saddhaloka Susiddhi Suvaj ra
Tejamitra Tejananda Virananda

Tejananda:  Bhante, tonight we have got some eighteen questions for you on The Universal
Perspective of Mahayana Buddhism, including three subsiduaries ( ? some of the later ones
are quite brief questions. About a quarter of them seem to be on the subject of
interpenetration. And we start with a set of three from Padmavajra, the first of which is about
interpenetration and conditionality.

Padmavajra: Is the doctrine of the mutual penetration of all phenomena a logical
development of the doctrine of conditionality, or does it represent an entirely new vision of
existence?

S: I'wouldn't say that it represented an entirely new vision of existence. One could say that
it represents a development at least in terms of expresion, at least in terms of articulation, of
the provisional Buddhist vision. The doctrine of interpene- tration is concerned, we might
say, with the nature of ultimate reality and obviously there are a number of different ways of
approaching that question. In the case of the pratitya- samutpada itself we are concerned with
a phenomenology, we might say. But that phenomenology has certain implications, one
might say certain met~physical implications, which are not brought out in the Theravada.
They are however brought out in the Mahayana, especially in the Madyamika through, or by
way of, or by means of its interpretations of the Sunyata teaching, especially through its
interpretation of the Sunyata teaching of the teaching of the middle way - middle way
between extremes. Middle way between the extremes of being and non-being, existence and
non-e istence. So in this way, from the more
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phenomenological approach of the pratitya-samutpada itself we pass to the more
metaphysical approach. Still dealing with ultimate reality of the Mahayana, especially the
Madhyamika. But it's as though subsequent Buddhist thinkers weren't even satisifed with that.
Because it is as though, in the case of the Madhyamika, though not only in the case of the
Madhyamika, the Madhyamika brought out more strongly something that was already there,
just as the Prajnaparamita sutras brought out more strongly something that was already there;
they brought out more strongly the fact that all phenomena, all dharmas were reducible to
sunyata. So in a sense you have got a sort of merging of the particular in the universal.
Dharmas lost, so to speak, their distinctive qualities, all that you really cared to see in them or
to know about them was the fact that they were sunyata. So everything was reduced to



Sunyata. So in a way multiplicity was reduced to unity, so to speak. Because dharmas are
many and sunyata is, so to speak, at least for purposes of discourse, but one. Then of
course along came the Yogachara and they saw reality, at least for practical purposes, not so
much in terms of Sunyata but in terms of the one mind. So they refused the
multiplicity\+phenomena, or perhaps we should say the multiplicity of (what shall we say)
mental phenomena to simply mind, the one mind if you like, absolute mind. But again with
them too there was a reduction, so to speak, of multiplicty to oneness. Diversity to unity. But
whoever it was produced the Avatamsaka Sutra, and of course traditionally it is ascribed to
the Buddha himself, just as all the Mahayana sutras are ascribed to the Buddha himself,
wasn't content with that. He wasn't content with the original, one might say, Buddhist
Sarvastivadin position, the Hinayana position of (as it were) the one being lost sight of in the
midst of the many - the many being the dharmas of the Abhidharma philosophy. Nor was he
satisfied with the with the many lost in the one, as was the case with the Sunyata and the
Yogachara in their different ways. It's as though whoever it was who produced the
Avatamsaka sutra thought that, this is translating into Western terminology to some extent,
thought that unity and multiplicity were themselves just concepts. You couldn't take it that
multiplicity was unreal and unity was real or the other way around, they are just both
concepts. And the question was, how best to use those concepts to express the ultimate and
the nature of ultimate reality even though strictly speaking they couldn't be expressed. What
was the best way of giving at least a hint, at least a pointer. So they seem to have come up
with a solution that one should make use of the concept of unity and the concept of diversity
and try to combine them in such a way that one had an even deeper insight, or at least a more
adequate expression of the nature of reality. So therefore, in the case of the Avatamsakas
they saw not all things in the one, nor even the one in all things, but they saw each individual
thing in every other individual thing. They regarded that as giving a more adequate expression
of the ultimate nature of reality. Probably the simplest general exposition of this point of
view is given in Suzuki's The Essence of Buddhism, those two lectures which he delivered
years and years ago before the Emperor of Japan. I think you probably know the work I
mean. If anyone wants to go into this whole question a little more, but not too much more,
more or less along the lines that I have suggested, you probably couldn't do better than to read
that little work.
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This just answers the first question, at least in outline, it is a vast subject, obviously.
Tejananda:  The second question from Padmavajra is on interpenetration and Sunyata.
Padmavajra: Could we make more use of the doctrine of mutual interpenetration, could it
replace the doctrine of Sunyata which is often spoken of in terms of a transcendence of the
subject object dichotomy? I have got a supplementary about Sunyata, shall I leave that for a
minute?

S: Yes, just for the moment. What is the real question?

Padmavajra: Could we make more use of the doctrine of mutual interpenetration, could it

replace the doctrine of Sunyata which is often spoken of in terms of transcendence of the
subject object dichotomy?



S: Ithink it is a question of, for whom. I am not so sure that we should jump straight into the
metaphysical deep end with everybody. I sometimes think it would probably be better if we
started off by stnessing much more impermanence. And of course impermanence does
ultimately imply emptiness, it does imply Sunyata. Also there is a direct connection with the
pratitya- samutpada and also with change and therefore also with the possibility of spiritucal
progress. So I am not sure that there should be any emphasis on the more metaphysical side
of the Mahayana, at least to begin with. Who would be able to appreciate an exposition of the
teaching of the Gandavyuha sutra? Iam not so sure. I think on the whole I would tend to
stress, if anything, the teaching of impermanence, in fact the three Laksanas, without going
into metaphysical subtleties and refine- ments, as they must be for most people.  Even in the
case of Order Members I feel quite reluctant to talk at length about metaphysics, about
Sunyata, or the one mind, when I find that the majority of Order Members even now have
great difficulty practicing mindfulness in the affairs of everyday life and great difficulty
sometimes even concentrating their minds. So I think I'd prefer to emphasise for quite a
while, more basic principles. There was a supplementary question?

Padmavajra: How valid these days is the concept Sunyata? Was it only useful as a way of
dealing with the highly conceptual state of medieval Indian Buddhism? If it is redundant why
continue to chant the Heart Sutra?

S: As I said the teaching or doctrine of Sunyata is implied Wy the pratitya-samutpada itself,
but it is a metaphysical implication of it. Or it is, perhaps I should say, a metaphysical
statement of its implications. Because if you study the pratitya-samutpada at all carefully, at
all closely, you cannot but arrive at some understanding of Sunyata, or something analogous
to Sunyata. I have also pointed out in the past that one way of looking at Sunyata is of
bearing in mind that Sunyata, which literally means emptiness, means empty of all concepts.
It is a reminder to us that ultimate reality is empty of concepts. That is to say that all our
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conceptual constructions are inadequate to express it. It really signifies the indescribability of
everything. Certainly its indescribability in, as it were, quasi-scientific, that is to say
conceptual terms. So in that sense, at least, the doctrine or teaching of Sunyata is never our of
place, never innapropriate, never out of date. But that is not to say that one needs,

necessarily, to be acquainted with all the highly technical, purely metaphysical, almost
philosophical in a Western sense, expositions of the teaching or tradition of Sunyata. One has
to bear in mind quite firmly what it actually is all about, and what the point of it really is.
Especially from a, so to speak, practical point of view.

Tejananda: ~ Padmavajra's third question on interpenetration and a cosmic soul.
Padmavajra: In Tuscany 1984 you spoke of the Avatamsaka sutra' 5 image if intecepting
beams of different coloured lights as a while of~ustratin the fact that the universe had a sort
of intelligence or 'soul' (in inverted commas) which was essentially ethical. This intelli ence

is such that the threat of reat catastro h

the positive counter forces. Have you had any more thoughts about this, could you elaborate



on the mutual interpenetration of all things being like a cosmic 'soul'.

S: I'm afraid I haven't had any more thoughts about it at all, The subject doesn't seem to have
come up. [ will say what occurs to me just now which may not be very much. Maybe you
could go through the question clause by clause.

Padmavajra: In Tuscany 1984 you spoke of the Avatamsaka sutra's image of intercepting
beams of different coloured lights as a way of illustrating the fact that the universe had a sort
of intelligence or 'soul'.

S: It's not that the universe had a sort of intelligence or sould, as it were tacked onto it, that
the universe was actually material but added onto it it had a soul just as we are really bodies
but we have added onto us a soul, ourselves. Not that. I was trying to get at the point that the
universe was, so to speak, instinct with life, that there wasn't in fact any such thing as a dead
universe. That it wasn't dead on any level, that matter wasn't dead, that there was no such
thing as dead matter, not even rocks and stones, not even minerals. Not even atoms. or
electrons were dead in the way that perhaps science used to think of the universe as being. So
I was thinking more along those lines, not of the material universe, or a really material
universe, as actually possessing something which could be called a soul.  Just as we don't
think of conditionality as something which is a quality of conditioned objects, which is
separate, but the conditionality is, so to speak, part of the very essence of those conditioned
things. Again in the same way, a comparison I have used before, there is no such thing as
gravity to which material bodies are subject, it is just a description of the way things behave.
So when we speak of the universe as alive, or as having a soul, what we really mean that it
behaves more like something that is alive than it behaves like something
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that is dead. Not that it has some separatable quality called life, or some seperable entity
called soul which can be attached to it. And then?

Padmavajra: The fact that the universe had a sort of intelligence or soul which was
essentially ethical.

S: Again, just as there isn't this detachable soul, so there Thn't this detachable ethical quality.
If you see what I mean. Just like, if you see a red flower, you can't take away the redness of
the flower, and leave a flower that is completely colourless, which has no colour at all.

Dhammarati: Even if there isn't an ethical quality separate from intrinsic nature, are you still
suggesting in the same way the flower has colour there' 5 a quality in the life of the universe
that, for want of a better term, you describe as ethical?



S: This is what the term Dharma really suggests. Because Buddhism does in a sense take
over from Vedic thought the conception of, what in the Vedas is calle~(Arita?) which is
something like law, something like right, something like rightousness, and that clearly
overlapped with dharma. Not as a quality of human actions or human behaviour, but as a
characteristic, so to speak, of the universe itself. It's because the universe has a basically
ethical quality, a basically ethical nature, that skilful actions result in happiness and unskilful
actions result in suffering. That is the nature of things. It is not some arbritrary imposition, as
when a human judge or law-giver might quite arbitrarily penalise certain actions and not
penalise others~ with another law-giver, conceivably, doing exactly the opposite. So rightly
or wrongly there seem to be deeply engrained in Buddhist thought, Indian Buddhist thought,
the idea of the universe as sensitive, as alive, and even as ethical. But there is another point
I wanted to make, I think in connection with that next clause, what was that?

Padmavajra: This intelligence is such that the threat of great catastrophy, such as nuclear
destruction, will be naturally outweighed by positive counter forces.

S: Well that requires, I think, some qualification, because T11 sorts of disasters do occur, so
where is that counter- balancing agency and what is it up to. I certainly didn't mean to
suggest that any unfortunate development is automatically counterbalanced, but only that it
may be, (or for certain, ) unfortunate eventualities or even disasters may be under
certain circumstances. But there is no guarantee that certain catastrophies are not going to
take place and all sorts of dreadful things have happened in the past. But there is this
counterbalancing tendency, at least. Not that it is necessarily always succesful, again, so to
speak, any more than we always are in our efforts to counterbalance certain unfortunate or
negative things that may be going on around us.

Dhammarati: Does the counterbalancing tendency work lust because the human mind will
tend away from pain or are there other agencies that affect things independent of
theindividual minds
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involved? How does this counterbalancing influence work if it is not the individual mind?

S: Well, traditionally in Buddhism there are non-human entities, so to speak, in the form of
Bodhisattvas, and not necessarily operating through a human bodily form. One could regard
the Bodhisattvas as the focal points, so to speak, of that counter- balancing energy. But there
is no doubt that in the karmaloka that counterbalancing force or energy acts directly only
through human beings.

Dharmaloka: Bhante, would you suggest though that this tendency doesn't work apart from
individual effort, or self conscious activity?



S: I'am not sure about that. Because, supposing, let's follow the traditional Buddhist line of
thought, that there are beings called Bodhisattvas, around in the universe, I can't personally
imagine a Bodhisattva acting directly through the natural order by way of a sort of
supernatural intervention. I can't really imagine a Bodhisattva.., supposing a house is about to
fall down on somebody, I can't really imagine a Bodhisattva stopping the house from falling
down. But supposing there is nearby an individual, an individual who is receptive to higher
influences, I can imagine, so to speak, that individual being in touch with some - let us say
higher energy, with a Bodhisattva - and the Bodhisattva, perhaps, inspiring that human
individual to take action of that sort on the material plane. Do you see what [ mean? But I
certainly don't see the Bodhisattva, I don't see that counterbalancing force as taking action
directly through the material order of existence. Perhaps it represents a limitation of my
own imagination, but I must admit I can't see it. I think if one wants to see or thought that
one saw it from a Buddhist point of view it would give rise to all sorts of doctrinal
difficulties. But yes, I can certainly well imagine human beings being able to contact higher
levels of existence, higher levels of experience where they were susceptible to higher spiritual
influences which would motivate them in their behaviour on the actual material plane, or
so-called material plane, itself. I think the question of how real the Bodhisattvas or
those higher influences are in that sense, is a bit of a .~, not exactly a red herring, but it begs
the question of what is real'. Because as the back of one' 5 mind one tends to think of the real
as being really the material. Even when one doesn't actually think that one thinks of the real
by way of analogy with the material. Anyway, let's pass on.

Tejananda: The fourth question is from Cittapala about practices for insight into
interpenetration.

Cittapala: Bhante, I was ~ust wondering whether you knew of any Buddhist practices
related to cultivating the type of vision which is related with Indra's net?

S: In this little book by Suzuki which I referred to he gives a very interesting illustration, or
rather it was a demonstration. Apparantly a great Chinese Master of this particular tradition,
in China, wanted to explain the doctrine of mutual interpenetration
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to, I think it was a Chinese Empress. So what he did was he made an arrangement all round
the room of mirrors and candles, so that every mirror reflected all the candles and also
reflected all the mirrors reflecting all the candles, and in this way he tried to give her some
idea of what mutual interPenetration was like. One could try to visualize this and think in
these terms. Of course it was inadequate because it was static. One would need to set the
whole thing in motion, to give a somewhat more adequate representation. But at least it gives
one some idea. I would say that probably one of the best ways of developing insight,



via this particular way of looking at ultimate reality is not so much by reflecting on the
philosophical doctrine, as by reading to oneself, in a relatively concentrated state of mind, a
chapter of the Avatamsaka sutra itself, or a chapter of the Gandavyuha itself. There is a new
translation, there's one volume come out, a big fat volume came out last year. That gives one
plenty of material, going through that, again mindfully and with concentration, you do get a
very good idea, a very good feeling I would say, of the nature of that particular outlook, that
particular way of looking at reality. This is the original sutra source and I think it still gives
one a much better feeling (for want of a better word) for that approach than any of the more
doctrinal expositions. It's the Flower Ornament Sutra, translated by Thomas Cleary. I think I
have put my copy in the Order library now.

Cittapala: I understand that that was just a translation, the first volume of three volumes. Is
that correct?

S: It could be, there is a second volume comming out in the autumn, Wut I suggest that the
first volume will keep you busy at least until then. I would even go so far as to say that the
first chapter would be enough. It's a very lengthy first chapter, all the chapters are very
lengthy, and very detailed, and lots and lots of imagery. Something that really captivated me
was all the names, all the names of Bodhisattvas and samadhis, they are so imaginative.
There's hundreds and thousands of them, just going through these names is a sort of
revelation in it~self, one might say. Pages upon pages of very, from our point of view
flowery, names. So meaningful and so extraordinary sometimes. I am afraid they make even
your wonderful Order names seem quite tame in comparison. But one can't give people these
sort of names, unfortunately, because they are many many many syllables long.

Cittapala: There was one other question on that point which we were wondering about. That
in Thomas Cleary's translation has he actually gone as far as translating the Gandavyuha
sutra?

S: The Avatamsaka is a composite work of which the Gandavyuha Th a part. To the best of
my recollection, to the best of my knoweldge, he hasn't got to that part of the text which is
usually known as the Gandavyuha sutra. But the teaching is the same. The Gandavyuha
exists in Sanskrit, the other sections do not exist in Sanskrit. He is translating, in this volume
at least, from the Chinese. He is a Chinese scholar. I am not sure what he will do when he
comes to the Gandavyuha, whether he will translate just from the Chinese or whether he will
also consult the Sanskrit, I don't know. His translation
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is pretty readable, there are a few little quirks of his own, but nothing much, on the whole it is
very readable.



Tejananda: Now we've got a question with a couple of subsiduary questions. The main
question is from Dharmadhara on non-Buddhist expressions of interpenetration.

Dharmadhara: All phenomena, according to the Avatamsaka sutra, are mutually
interpenetrating. You mentioned in the lecture William Blake, as a Western example of this
visionary type of experience. Are there any other significant examples in other cultures and
religions, apart from the Avatamsaka sutra and William Blake?

S: Ican't think, really, of much off hand. I would say, provalby, the expressions are very
limited. Even Blake's I suspect, is very limited. Because if you speak in terms of all
phenomena being reflected in each and every phenomenon then the question arises, what does
one mean by phenomena. The meaning of that statement will be determined to some extent
by what you mean by phenomena. And there are certain phenomena within the range of
Buddhist thought, or Buddhist experience, which don't seem to be within the range of let's say
Christian thought or Christian experience. Certainly not orthodox Christian thought and
experience. So therefore the statement that all things are mutually intereflecting and
interpenetrating would have a somewhat different and somewhat more restricted meaning
within a Christianthanwithin a Buddhist context. Do you see what I mean? Solam
not so sure that there are any real parallels. Perhaps there are sort of theological parallels.
Sometimes Christians speak in terms of Christ bearing all the sins of the world as though the
sins are contained in him, or reflected in him, you could say. But that really is quite limited,
because there isn't much said, or anything about Christ himself being reflected in every
human being, with all those sins which Christ is bearing. Or there is not much said about,
say, Christ being reflected in material things, though there is that verse in a gnostic gospel, or
gnostic saying where Christ is represented as saying, 'Split the wood and there am 1, lift the
stone and there am I'. But that certainly isn't in the Bible as we know it. So there doesn't seem
to be much of thought of interpenetration.  There is Tennyson's flower in the crannied wall
and all that, but Suzuki has rather torn that to pieces hasn't he? Not the flower but Tennyson's
little poem he has shown to be rather contrived, rather constructed, rather even conceptual.

So no, this does seem to be a distinctively Buddhist insight, or at least a distinctively
Buddhist way of expressing a certain insight. No doubt if one looked into the mystics one
could perhaps find some analogies, but I can't think of any off hand. Also, as I mentioned
right at the beginning, the Avatamsaka teaching of interpenetration seems to come as the
culmination of some centuries of development of Buddhist thought, and it presupposes that
development, which obviously one doesn't find, it seems, anywhere else in the world. Or
nothing analogous to it even.

Dharmadhara: Would there be anything like it in Sufism for example?
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S: I'was just trying to think, but I must say, though I have read quite a bit of sufi literature, I
can't think off hand of anything of that sort. That is not to s~y that the Sufis didn't have a



quite highly developed insight, in a way, but I can't remember any Sufi. But perhaps yes,
something does now occur to me. There is what Western writers sometimes refer to as the
pantheism of Sufism, which isn't really pantheism at all. Some of the, as it were, more poetic
Sufi mystics do think of ultimate reality in terms of the Beloved (with a capital B) and they do
very often speak in terms of seeing the face of the Beloved as reflected in all phenomena.
That perhaps comes some way towards the Buddhist conception.

Virananda: Was Plato edging towards this problem, trying to deal with the problem of unity
and multiplicity in his theory of form?

S: He w- certainly exercised over this question of unity and Wultiplicity, [ am not sure where
his doctrine of forms stands with regards to that. But clearly in the Pamanide%S he is very
much concerned with this particular issue, and in that particular dialogue seems to opt for
unity as real and diversity as unreal. Whether the doctrine of the forms presents any sort of (
? ) is difficult to say. The doctrine of forms is a very obscure one, and in anycase
interpretations seem to differ. But yes, Plato himself was very much concerned, it
would seem, with this question of unity and difference.

Tejananda: Now a subsiduary of that point from Ruciraketu, on physics.

Ruciraketu: Do you think there is any useful modern material that might help us to
understand and make more of the ~eof~I~dra's net? I am thinking there particularly of David
Bowen's ideas, and perhaps even some ideas Mmm-pesternhilosophv.

S: I'was trying to think of a scientific analogy but I think They are very partial. For instance
the microscope has revealed all sorts of wonders. You can put a drop of water under a
microscope and if the microscope is sufficiently powerful it reveals a whole world in that
drop of water, in an amazing sort of way. But I don't think you could literally say, in the
Buddhist, as it were metaphysical sense, that the universe was reflected, or that that was a
case of the universe being reflected within that drop of water. Or that the world was reflected
in that drop of water. But none the less, that experience of looking through t~ie rricroscope,
at a drop of water, does make one more aware in a more general way how much there is in
how little. So it is a means of approach, a means of access I would say.  As regards
Western philosophy I don't remember anything of that sort, I am afraid. It does seem that
this is a really distinctively Buddhist mode of thought. The only clear statement that [ am
acquainted with in Western tradition is Blake's, which may have its limitations if one
considers the particular context within which it was made, but at least taking it abstractly it is
a clear statement of the Buddhist position, to see the world in a grain of sand, that is pretty
clear. But even
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Blake doesn't go so far as saying seeing each grain of sand in every other grain of sand. He



doesn't go as far as that.

Dhammarati: Ruciraketu mentioned David Bowen 'S writing, that whole idea of the implicate
order. Is that something ...

S: I'must say [ haven't been at all happy wit~ that. [ have 7een thinking about it, I haven't
had time to devote to it really, but at the time I found it interesting but after reading his book I
really had my doubts about whether he is really clear as to what he is actually saying. But I
can't remember his argument in suffic~ent detail to be able to go into it, but I certainly wasn't
satisfied with it. I think perhaps he was pressing an analogy too far, or the analogy didn't
fully correspond to what it was he was trying to explain, didn't exactly fit. I think this is what
I felt at the time.

V: Do you think a kaleidoscope would be a good Thmage of mutual interpenetration?

S: Yes, certain aspects of it perhaps. Because when you shake The kaleidoscope you see the
same items rearranged in a different way, don't you. I remember when I was a child [ had a
kaleidoscope, I used to put little bits of coloured tinsel like paper you used to get wrapped
around toffees in those days, put little bits of that in the kaleidoscope and one could produce
some wonderful patterns. I think things of this sort do help at least a little bit to help to give
one some inkling of what this teaching of interpenetration is about, but even that again is
static, you don't get the dynamic element.

V: You get moving kaleidoscopes, and they keep Thanging as you

S: Do they, now. Well that's interesting, then that comes even nearer. Do you get
holographic kaleidoscopes?

V: (

Tejananda: I was wondering whether there was anything in, I think its the Hermetic ideas, as
above so below, sort of thing.

S: Yes, one could say, in a general sort of way. But that is correspondance, it is not exactly
reflection in. Though it isn't just reflection in, that's not quite right, it is that each and
everything is actually in a sense present in each and every other thing.

(end of side 1)
In other words the whole idea separate thing-ness is broken down in this particular way, just
as the Sunyata idea, the Sunyata concept of insight breaks down the idea of separate

thing-ness.

Padmavajra: The Vajrayana has been spoken of us a sort of hermetic thing. Do you think it's
not that, it is more mutual interpenetration ...

S: Yes, I think probably you could say that. I have myself spoken of the Vajrayana as
containing a system of correspondances,
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with the element rupa, or the skandha rupa corresponding, say, to Vairochana. But it is not
that they correspond so much as that you see Vairochana in the skandhas, and Vairochana as
seen in the skandhas is what we call rupa. It is not that there is a separate Vairochana up
there and down there there is a separate rupa which corresponds to him.

V: Sorry, is it Vairochana actually or is it Akshobhya, corresponding to rupa?

S: Usually it is Vairochana, at least when Vairochana is in the centre of the mandala. But
again the correlations are not always uniform, of the same thing from one system to another.
Because the light of Vairochana, it lights up forms, it reveals forms, hence the connection
between Vairochana and rupa. Though again, on the other hand Akshobhya is associated with
the mirror like wisdom and Akshobhya is also sometimes put in the centre of the mandala,
and the mirror reflects forms, obviously. So it is not that one particular Buddha is invariably
placed at the centre of the mandala, though usually it is Vairochana, and when he occupies the
centre of the mandala he seems to be usually correlated with rupa.

Tejananda: Now Prakasha has a question on Blake.

prakasha: In the lecture you mentioned that Blake's intrcduction to the of
innocence is ~rableinrincile to the theme of the Gandayyu ha~sutra. How yclosel does Blake
5 vision a roach that of the Gandav uha? What particular circumstances or abilities led him
to develop such a vision? Do ou think that Blake had access to an concentration, or
meditation practices that he might have either borrowed or developed himself to hel~ him to
do that?

S: I don't remember that Blake ever engaged in anything comparable to meditation or
concentration practice or exercise, but we musn't forget that he was an artist. And an artist
does concentrate very, very in~tensly. One musn't forget also that he had a natural visionary
faculty, and seems to have had a very positive attitude towards life in almost the highest
sense. Where he, so to speak, got this idea of the world in a grain of sand I don't know.
perhaps he just saw things like that, just as he saw the angel in the tree. Perhaps with Blake a
lot of things that he has written about did come directly from his personal experience, even
though he was very well versed in what we may call the alternative traditions that were
surviving in his day. He seemed to be an unusually gifted person almost from birth.

There was another bit to that?

Prakasha: Yes, how closely does Blake's vision approach the (;andavyuha?

S: I must say, as much as I admire Blake, it doesn't approach it very much. Just start reading
that Avatamsaka sutra, I think you'll see. But it could be that Blake is more accesible so far



as we are concerned, that is a quite different matter, he may be more useful to us even than
the Avatamsaka sutra. We may find the Avatamsaka sutra quite baffling, quite over-
whelming, might find it altogether too much for us. Blake is
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sometimes too much for us. I think perhaps one would need to steep oneself in Blake's
writings for a while and then go and do the same thing with the Avatamsaka sutra and see
how one felt. Whether one did feel that one was getting more deeply into things with the
Avatamsaka sutra or whether one simply felt that one was getting out of one's depth and it
didn't really mean anything to one, whereas Blake did perhaps mean quite a lot. There is the
question of our own spiritual, perhaps even intell- ectual preparedness. perhaps we do
sometimes need these bridges and these links from our own traditions. Otherwise these
deeper insights of Buddhism remain just matters of philosophy in the narrower intellectual
sense and don't have much relation to or bearing on our own lives.

Tejananda:  The eighth question is from Kulamitra and it is about translations of Pali in
Theravada countries.

Kulamitra:  It's lust a point of clarification, Bhante. In the British Museum exhibition that
was held recentl there were a lot of different texts on display and I definitel remember seein
thin 5 in Burmese and Tha and so on. I am not sure, in retrospect, if that was lust the script or
whether there were some cases of translation from the Pali into, perhaps, Burmese or
something like that. Are you sure that there are no translations from the Pali into any of the
Theravada traditions?

S: Some years ago there certainly were not, except for quite short extracts. I remember
reading about this some time ago. But in more recent years, in the course of the last twenty
years certainly some work has been done, of this kind. I do remember reading, in Sinhalese
Buddhist magazines, articles I think written by Sakra or someone like him, to the
effect that it is really shameful that we haven't even started translating, or haven't made a
decent start on translating the Majjima Nikaya into Sinhalese. The tradition was so much that
if you wanted to study the scriptures, well you became a monk and learnt Pali, and did it
properly, so to speak. I think there certainly are some translations now. I am very
doubtful whether even now, say in the case of Sinhalese, as much as the cannon has been
translated into Sinhalese as has been translated into Enqiish. But certainly some work has
been don~, possibly now some substantial work. But monks kept up Pali studies so well and
there was a definite tendency for those who took Buddhism seriously to become a monk, so
it~ as though the need for vernacular translations wasn't felt. I have got the catalogue of that



exhibition if you wan't to check up whether there were any translations,any ( ? ) in
Burmese or Thai languages as distinct from scripts.

Prakasha: To what extent were the Pali scriptures translated into the language of the
Mahayana countries?

S: It does seem, I think that I have mentioned this in the Eternal Legacy, that quite a few Pali
texts did get translated into Chinese. There might have been one or two translated
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into Tibetan, possibly via Chinese, but a few into Chinese, yes.
Prakasha: Is that just one or two texts or do you mean large sections of the Tripitika?

S: No, just a few texts, not necessarily, even, from the Tripitika. The one work that we know
was translated but which was lost in Pali, is the Vimuttimagga, which was superceeded by
the Visuddhimagga, but in the mean time it had been translated into Chinese. And it has been
translated from Chinese into English. But there were very few such texts.

Tejananda: Now a question from Dhammadhara on what the Mahayana calls the Hinayana
schools attitude to themselves.

Dha.~madhara: It is concerned with the identity of the Hinayana schools from within
the Hinavana. Was there a name acce table to those of the Hina ana schools obviousl the
Hina ana term is a pz~urative name. How did the see themselves? Did they see themselves
as a particular. .?

S: There seems to have been no collective designation in use amongst them, which in a way
is perhaps rather odd. This is why the term Hinayana is still used by Western scholars who
are quite aware of its historical limitations. The Theravada thought of itself as the Theravada
and the Sarvastivada thought of itself as the Sarvastivada, the Mulasarvastivada thought of
itself as the Mulasarvastivada. The Mahasasamghikas thought of themselves as the
Mahasamghikas, the Vabasrutias thought of themselces as the Vabasrutias . There were
dozens of schools but they don't seem to have employed, amongst themselves, any collective
designation to different them from the Mahayana. Perhaps they just thought of themselves as
what we would call the Buddhist schools. But again there wasn't any collective designation.
Perhaps they just thought of them- selves as coming within the Buddhasassana , as they
might have said.

Virananda: Bhante, do you think they actually identified themselves with each other, as



having factors in common, at the time, or was it simply retrospective of the Mahayana?

S: Ithink there must have been some sense of solidarity. They do seem to have been aware
that they differed from the Mahayana and that the Mahayana differed from them. They quite
consciously, it would seem, though we don't have much literature to go by, rejected the
Mahayana sutras as the word of the Buddha. But they don't seem to have a collective
designation acceptable to themselves for all those schools or traditions of Buddhists who did
not recognise the Mahayana sutras as(Buddhavaccana?). So this is why we still make do with
this rather uncomfortable term, Hinayana. Which can't be replaced by Theravada in all
contexts, as would have it. It makes nonsenseof Buddhist history. Because then you would
have to say that the doctrine of Savramasti was a Theravada doctrine, which it wasn't, it was
a Sarvastivada doctrine. But if you wanted to say it was a Hinayana doctrine but couldn't say
that, had to say it was a Theravada doctrine, you would then be fastening Sarvastivadin
doctrine onto the Theravada - which would give rise to an awful muddle. So you can't, I'm
afraid, abolish the term Hinayana, at
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least for discriptive historical purposes, even though one is well aware of its limitations, even
of its slightly p~rjurative character. But I have tended to stress, from a broader point of view,
that the term Hinayana really represents an attitude rather than a particular doctrinal school
and the term Mahayana really represents an attitude. How can you really think of, say, a
Tibetan Buddhist, who doesn't really care for teaching the Dharma to other sentient beings,
how can you really regard him as a Mahayanist, even though he may be well versed in what is
technically Mahayana teaching. And if there is, say, a Bhikkhu from Thailand or Sri Lanka
who is very concerned with the welfare of others, and very concerned with spreading the
Dharma, well how can~really describe him as a Hinayanist. He may be teaching what is
traditionally regarded as Hinayana doctrine in its Thervada form but his attitude would be
thorougly Mahayanistic. So it is a question of attitude, also. I think possibly it is better,
outside the strictly historical context, to try to use the words Hinayana and Mahayana,
possibly even Vajrayana, in such a way that they become descriptions of attitudes. I don't
know what a Vajrayanic attitude would be. Oh yes, I know, the Vajrayanic attitude would be
the sort of attitude that plunges into work, that finds in work the great Tantric guru. Someone
who really loved work would be Vajrayanic - e~~ecially hard work! Especially work in
Windhorse Trading. (Laughter)

Tejananda: Now we go onto a different topic with a question Mahamati about the parable
that you give in the talk about the old and the young man.

Mahamati:  Yes, this is about the parable about the great famine.



S: Yes, [ did refresh my memory with it this afternoon.
Mahamati: ~ Which you used to illustrate the difference between the Mahayana.
S: Yes, I had completely forgotten this particular one.

Mahamati: My question is a very simple one. It is to ask you what is the source for this
parable?

S: Ireally can't remember. I don't think I made it up, I Think I heard it, or something like it
which I might have adapted from a Bhikkhu friend in India, but I can't remember who it was.
So it is semi-traditional, I think. I pr~bably just adapted. Don't forget I gave this talk fifteen
years ago, so I can't remember what was in my mind when I composed it. But I do vaguely
recollect hearing a story of that kind from a bhikkhu.

Tejananda: ~ Dhartnadhara has a subsiduary on that.

Dhar£nadhara: Fifteen ears after ivin this talk and havin fifteen years of the
Theravada taught and spread in the West, would you modify the parable in any way? Do you
think they are more or less proselyatizing now?

S: I'don't think one can take proseiyatization as necessarily indicative of a Bodhisattva
attitude. You did use the word
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proselyatizing which is a slightly loaded word, even slightly perjorative in much the same
way as Hinayana is perjorative. Because, very often, what Buddhist monks and teachers, from
all Buddhist countries, perhaps, do, they spread their own culture. Sometimes the impulse is
nationalistic, or rather perhaps one should say religi~ationalisticl as much as it is purely
spiritual. Perhaps quite often it isn't purely spiritual. So it couldn't then be classified as an
expression of Bodhisattva like outward going-ness, as representing a purely Mahayanistic
attitude. But if one is to speak in terms of actual attitudes with regards to the
propogation of Buddhism in the modern world I don't really see that there is much difference
between any of the schools, regardless of what they call themselves. They have all got at
least some representative, let's say, whether monk or lay, who have a genuine feeling for other
people and who wish to share the Dharma with them, and who therefore do have a more
Mahayanistic attitude. Whether they may be teaching the Dharma in specifically Theravada
or specifically~ Tibetan or specifically Zen terms.

Kulamitra: I think I understand what you are saying in that there are some individuals in all
those traditions that stand out in that way and others who don't. Do you think our movement
significantly differs in the balance of those types from those other Buddhist traditions



working in the West?

S: Well from the very beginning we have tried to go out Through our lectures and classes
and so on. But I would say that for quite a few years, at least say for the first eight or ten
years we didn't go out all that much to people and T think that was necessary at that time,
because we needed to accumulate spiritual strength and experience ourselves. And we
certainly haven't accumulated enough of that, even now, not by a long way. So you can only
really go out to others spiritually when you have got something to go out with, when you have
got something to give. So it isn't that any old Buddhist can automatically go out if he feels
like doing it, no. You have got to out, so to speak, from a basis of spiritual experience and
spiritual strength. You outward goingness has got to be a natural expression of that. So
I am quite sure that in all the major Buddhist schools and traditions there are at least a few
people who do have some spiritual experience, some inner strength, and who go out to others
with the Dharma on that basis. I am sure that there are also others who just go out to others in
a globe-trotting, sort of way. Who are perhaps anxious to gather disciples or anxious to
spread their own national Buddhist culture. Or even just anxious to get the money in some
cases, there are those too. But real spiritual outward goingness with the Dharma is another
matter.

Kulamitra: Taking also Buddhist history into account, do you think then that this difference
between ~hat you are calling a Mahayana, Hinayana attitude, rather than which school you are
attached to, is mainly a question of spiritual maturity? And that whatever school you are in,
when you reach a point of spiritual maturity, you will from that basis of strength, want to go
out?
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S: Ithink that is true, but I think that for one who, from Vbasis of spiritual strength and
maturity, wants to go out, there is far greater traditional support within the Mahayana, in the
historical sense, than within the Hinayana, in the historical sense. Because even in the case of
the Hinayana, say in the case of the Theravada, if you dig deep enough, if you go back to what
seem to be the oldest Pali texts and the Buddha's own example, you will find at least in
principle the same outward going attitude that you find, outwardgoing on a spiritual basis,
that you find in the Mahayana. But lots of Buddhists in Theravada countries don't go back so
far as that. So therefore, even if they do have some spiritual experience and strength and
want to go out on the basis of that, they don't have so much support from their own tradition,
as a Mahayanist in a similar position would have. At least I think one can say that. Not
that the Bodhisattva Ideal, even, isn't known in Theravada countries, it certainly is, but it is
known as an ception to the rule. Whereas in Mahayana countries it is known as the rule for
spiritual life. But certainly one musn't allow oneself to be misled by labels. Someone may be
teaching the Dharma entirely in Pali terms, or on the basis of the Pali scriptures, but it isn It
necessarily teaching a narrowly Hinayanistic form of Buddhism. And in the same way, the
Lama may be teaching in terms of Mahayana and Vajrayana and all that sort of thing, but he



isn't necessarily really communicating a Mahayanistic or Vajrayanistic attitude or spirit. Very
often there is a sort of correspondance, but very often not. So one has to be able to read the
real message that is being made, regardless of the particular language, even though the
language may not be fully in accordance with the message. You might find that you meet a
Theravada bhikkhu who assures that you should devote yourself entirely to your own
salvation and own gaining Enlightenment and not bother about other people, but he may
actually be most kind and considerate in his behaviour with you. In the other hand you may
meet a Lama who assures you that you should devote yourself, as a Bodhisattva, to saving
millions of human beings, but he may be very selfish and selfcentred in his actual behaviour.
So one musn't be misled by words or professions. I think, Dharmadhara's question referred
to changes that might have occured over the last fifteen years. I think there has been a change
on the part of some Theravada Buddhist in this respect. There has been a change among a lot
of Buddhists from or in the East, partly due to the fact that at least in the West~,they
sometimes do rub up against one another a bit, and also~~~o certain political and cultural
events. Like the fact that so many Tibetan Buddhists had to leave Tibet, and so on. I had a
letter from Asvajit the other day which showed that even in Sri Lanka certain attitudes are
changing. For instance he said, this is quite amusing, or maybe it was in his letter to Shabda,
I forget which, it was one or the other, if it was in Shabda you must have read it, where he
wrote about the seats for bhikkhus in State buses and in the private buses. It was in Shabda?
(V: Yes) Its clear, he mentioned that people resented having to give up their seats to
bhikkhus and the private buses, if they saw a bhikkhu at the bus stop, and they were usually
overcrowded, they wouldn't stop! So there is certain change of attitude in the ordinary laity,
or at least some members of the laity, which is quite interesting. The bhikkhus have rather
disgraced themselves in certain respects, mainly due to their association with politics , and
party politics. They don't enjoy quite the same respect, very
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often, as they used to. Anyway let's pass on. How are we getting on?

Tejananda: We are just about to number eleven and we've got eighteen. Some of those are
quite short.

S: You can never be sure, the questions may be short (laugb~er) Wut sometimes a little
question goes a long way.

Tejananda: This might not be a short one. This is from Dhammarati about motivation
towards Enlightenment.

Dhammarati: In the lecture you talk. I am not sure of the exact terms, but I think in the sense
that there is an urge to Enlightenment which is in all life, and which in the Bodhisattva



becomes self conscious. First of all I wondered if there was some contradiction or conflict
between that LLrge to Enlightenment and the ego' 5 habitual resistance to new experience that
you describe in (&~~ ~Y~~ + 4r~ ) And more practically, it seems to be that much of my
behaviour and much of the behaviour of most of the Mitras that I teach in study groups is
motivated more by the ego' S resistance to new experience than by any immenent urge to
Enlightenment. And I suppose one of the things as a teacher that I am interested in is how
does one encourage the urge to Enlightenment to become self conscious, and to become one's
dominant motivation?

S: Go through those again, clause by clause.

Dhammarati: The background, first of all, was that in the lecture you talk about an urge to
Enlightenment which is in all life and which comes self conscious in the Bodhisattva.

S: First, the fact is that we know that life has evolved, say, life on this planet, has evolved
from lower to higher levels. So we probably are justified in speaking of a sort of urge to
progress from lower to higher levels. Not that in a sense one necessarily, so to speak, wants
to, but it is almost as th,ough one is forced to if one is going to survive. So perhaps its a bit
like that on the human level. There is, yes, a sort of urge to reach higher levels, but at the
same time there is resistance too. Because there is not only the higher level to which you are
being forced, perhaps even by a question of circumstances, but there is the whole of the
present and the past you holding you back. So I think in the case of the ordinary, let's say,
wordly, person, the urge to grow, to progress to a higher level of existence hasn't become
conscious in the individual sense. He hasn't, as it were, made it his own, he just goes along
with the race, with the general tide of humanity. But in some people there develops a
semi-conscious or partially conscious urge to go beyond, to achieve something better,
something higher. And it may be in, well it is usually is, in a very vague arid unclear, unsure
sort of way. But the more that develops the more there will be a sort of conflict between that
immenent urge to grow and develop and the resistance that you as you already are, puts up to
further development. One could perhaps divide people into three categories. There are of
course the stream entrants for whom there is no real
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conflict. Not that they necessarily have an easy time, not that they don't have problems to
resolve. But there is no real conflict in the sense that they can't slip back. But then at the
other end of the scale you have got people who are not yet really individuals, who are just
group members and who are carried along with the group, and who will perhaps grow if the
group grows but not otherwise. But then you have got others who are sort of inbetween, who
have developed some glimmering of individuality, some measure of individuality, and
therewith some individual aspiration to reach a higher level of development but they can not
only be pulled forward by that ideal but pulled back by the group working through their own
group nature. Or through, as you put it, their ego.  So the function of the teacher, or the



spiritual friend even, is to encourage individuality, to encourage responsibility. To try to
detach the nascent individual from the overwhelming influence of the group, to encourage
everything in him or her that leads him or her away from the group. Not by way of an
alienation from the group but by way of a growing beyond the group. It is difficult, I suppose,
to lay down hard and fast rules, because it's obvious that you have to, in the context of the
FWBO, encourage them to meditate, encourage them to develop positive emotion, encourage
them to free themselves from neurotic and dependent relationships. Encourage them to live
in a single sex community, encourage them to go on solitary retreats, encourage them to be
open with you and with others. There are all these things that one has to do, which of them
one does at which particular time, well that just depends on the circumstances, or on the
particular individual you~e dealing with, and on you- self to some extent.

Dhammarati: I suppose it seemed a bit of a mystery, sometimes. I'll be teaching Mitras, a lot
of whom have actually asked for ordination. And they ( ? )intention to go, but quite often
they get so confused in their motivations, and that

S: But one thing you musn't also forget, that for a lot of people who join the FWBO, or who
become involved with the FWBO and who learn the language of the FWBO but who are still
basically group members, ordination is the gateway to acceptance. And acceptance is very
important for people, it is their life, they can't live without it, usually. And some have a
neurotic need for acceptance and approval. So when they say, even though with sincerity,
that they want to go for refuge, that they want to be ordained, you must try to hear what they
are really saying. And sometimes what they are really saying, and what they are saying to
some extent, at least, a greater or lesser extent, is 1please accept me, [ want to be accepted by
you or by the group or whatever'. So you have to be careful, especially now the FWBO is
growing a bit and quite a few people are asking for ordination, quite a few people want to
belong, quite a few people want to be accepted and quite a few people have learned our
FWBO language. You must try to listen to what they really mean when they use that
language, I think this is quite important. I spoke at length, I think, some weeks ago,
maybe in one of these study groups, about the way in which people can use current FWBO
language, current FWBO expressions, entirely in a sense of their own, which is quite contrary
to everything that we aretryingto do. So one has to really listen, and try to hear, try to
understand, what it is that people are really
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saying, regardless of the language they use. Again it is analogous to what I was saying about
people who use the language of the Hinayana, or the language of the Mahayana. You have
got to try and see what their real attitude is, whether their attitude corresponds with their
language or not. Even in one's ordinary dealing with people, sometimes their language
does not correspond to the impression that they make. For instance, I think it was Emmerson



said, in one of his aphorisms, referring to some such person. "Your actions speak so loudly I
cannot hear what you say'. One has heard, for instance, preaching about the love of God, but
the impression you get is anything but one of love. So we have to be careful that as
Buddhists we don't go on about karuna or compassion, and tranquility and peace of mind in
that sort of way. Do a beautiful talk about mindfulness and then forget to ring the bell. Well
it has happened hasn't it! (V: Yes) (Laughter) It shouldn't happen too often.

Tejananda: [ have now got a question which I am going to put, it is on behalf of Ratnaprabha
who has gone through the tapes.

(end of tape 1)
S: Or was there more to the question.

Dhammarati: I think you covered it. I suppose I still feel a certain lack of clarity in myself as
a teacher. Because you can sort feel sometimes, somewhere in a very confused motivation an
urge towards real growth. And I just feel that actually supporting that, you do it so much by
the seat of your pants, it's so ad hoc, sometimes you manage to get it right and sometimes you
don't and you are groping for

S: Yes. Ithink one should be very careful not to simply apply a formula. "What you need is
a long solitary retreat', or 'What you need is to move into a single sex community~, or "'What
you need is to give up your job', or 'What you need is to stop talking', or whatever it may be,
and applying that to everybody. The one set formula - as it were, "'What you need is to work
more' . You just have to look at the person feel the person, and try to respond to their actual
needs and help them along the path that they have already started to follow if that is in fact a
path leading to growth and development. Not try to switch them onto some other path which
perhaps isn't so easy for them, or so natural for them. It's nice to get people going along what
is exactly one's own path, but sometimes you have to advise people in their own iterest, to do
different things from what you are doing, or do things that don't particularly interest you but
which you can see are going to carry them in the long run along the same path that you also
are ultimately treading. You may love being in a single sex community, but you might
feel that, for a certain person, that isn't the present, that isn't the immediate next step. It just
means that one can't dispense with actually getting to know the individual person and
becoming acquainted with their individual needs. I think the formula, as such, comes into
play, when you have no time to deal with people on an individual basis, so you just try to
apply the formula without looking too closely at them. So clearly, if one isn't to apply a
formula, and it isn't good, really, to do so, you need to spend more time
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with people, get to know them better. I think then you will be able to see more and more
clearly what is the next step that they should take, what is the path for them, in a more



specific way. That may take a lot of sorting out, because people are complex. It means a lot
of care, a lot of trouble, a lot of effort on your part, just to stay with them through it all and
help them along at the same time. Give what you can of yourself. And perhaps to begin with,
at least in the case of the less experienced, don't think so much in terms of leading them or
guiding them, but just being good friends with them. I think everything else will grow out of
that.

Tejananda: Now a question on behalf of Ratnaprabha. I only hope that wh~t he has written
here makes sense.

S: (

Tejananda: It relates to the Higher evolution and the collective unconscious. He says: You
say that the higher evolution series deal with the concepts of the unconscious, self conscious
and universal consciousness. You then say that a fourth concept is needed, which will be
dealt with in a future series; that is to say the collective unconscious. Could you say how this,
i.e. the collective unconscious, fits into the scheme of the higher evolution.

S: That isn't really very easy, but I think one can say that one can look at the so called
collective unconscious in two ways. I think there is what we may call a lower collective
unconscious and a higher collective unconscious. I think the lower collective unconscious is
that which is, so to speak, below our present conscious minds and the higher collective
unconscious is that which is above - corresponding to the realm of the gods, even higher up
still, the realm of the Bodhisattvas. And I think that does go quite a way beyond the
conception of the collective unconscious in the Jungian sense. The collective unconscious in
the Jungian sense would seem to refer to, perhaps I shouldn't say lower evolution, but it is
certainly this side of individual development. Whereas the collective unconscious in the
Buddhist sense is the other side. Is that clear?

Padmavajra  Did you say that the collective unconscious in the Jungian sense is this side of
individual development?

S: Hmm. Well for instance, supposing one takes a work like The Origins and History of
Consciousness - that is really the history of how one becomes an individual. One emerges as a
young hero, doesn't one, after encountering all sorts of archetypes, for instance the great
mother, and overcoming her - do you see what I mean. So these are all archetypes of the
collective unconscious, but they are archetypes which pertain to that level, or that stage,
before you emerge as a fully fledged individual. But the gods and the Bodhisattvas are
figures that you encounter further on in your journey, after you already have become a young
hero, have become an individual in the ordinary human sense of the term. This is what I am
getting at, though I am not expressing it very fully or very clearly.
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Kulamitra: Obviously Jungian psychology is trying to deal with people and help them
become more individuated, I think is their term. (S: Right) But presumably even for some of
the people that come along to a spiritual movement, that is an area where there is still some
work to be done.

S: Oh yes, it seems there is quite a lot of work to be done. Because people don't grow and
develop evenly. They don't grow and advance equally all the way along the psychological
front, as it were. Some parts of them are way ahead, so to speak, and other parts are lagging
behind. One does become very aware of that when dealing with people individually, or
at least hearing about people. And it would seem that within the Movement generally there
are quite a lot of people, including perhaps a few Order Members who do have problems,
even psychological problems, to work on still. This is not, in the case say of the Order
Members to doubt the sincerity of their commitment and so on and so forth, but not the less,
they still carry with them in some cases a legacy of psychological problems and difficulties.
And there are all sorts of ways of tackling those. In the past I certainly haven't encouraged
people having recourse to psychotherapy and so on and so forth, but mainly because that
would carry them outside the Movement to say a psychotherapist who wouldn't, perhaps, be
sympathetic to the whole idea of spiritual life and spiritual development. Who might give
advice that, from a spiritual point of view, was wrong and misleading. But now that we are
getting more and more within the Movement itself and within the Order itself, people with
these, as it were, psychotherapeutic skills I feel much more happy about people in the
Movement having recourse to these things, because they have recourse to them via, say, an
Order Member, who shares the same spiritual back- ground and who will use whatever
knowledge he has, whether it is of psychotherapy, or psychosynthesis,or Yoga, or Karate,or
Tai Chi or Co-counseling, or Alexander Technique, all within the overall context of the
Movement. So I think the situation has changed considerably over the last few years, in this
respect. Do you see what I am getting at, do you see the point of view from which I am
speaking? In the early days of the Movement I didn't encourage people to go outside the
Movement at all, so far as I could help it, for anything, because they could be so easily
swayed. The Movement was so small and so weak, they could be very easily tempted or
weaned away from it. But now that's not the case, they can go out into all sorts of situations
and not be swayed at all. And in the case of say going to a psychotherapist, or taking that
kind of help. Well if they take it from an Order Member, or even from a Mitra who is trained
in that particular way, well there is no danger whatever. But that is assuming that the Order
Members who are teaching those particular systems or techniques, or applying them,
themselves understand clearly what they are doing within the overall context of the FWBO
and their own spiritual life. I do know that there are Mitras, at least, around the Movement,
three or four of them I know of personally, who have been helped quite substantially by
resorting to or having recourse to co-counseling for instance. And it does seem that more and
more people are taking up these sort of things. psychos~nthesis, for instance, seems to have
become a bit popular.

V: What's that?
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S: TI'll give you a little book to read.

Cittapala: To what extent do you think that we could employ some of those sorts of
psychotherapeutic techniques in our introductory or beginner class/retreat, type situations?

S: I'don't think it's necessary, always, a case of just applying those techniques, or whatever,
as it were raw, or undigested. But Order Members can acquaint themselves with them and
learn from them, and maybe pick up a few hints or wrinkles which they can apply when
beginners come along. It is not necessary that you say to beginners, 'Now we are going to
have a little bit of psychotherapy to get you involved more deeply in Buddhism', no. You
have got all that sort of knowledge and experience at the back of your mind, as it were, and as
you see the need you can apply certain things, certain principles and bring them into play
within that context. Without necessarily making a big fuss about psychosythesis or Gestalt
therapy or whatever it happens to be. Just as for instance you can have experience of the
communication exercises but if you find communication isn't going particularly well you
don't have to say, 'well now we are going to sit down and do communication exercises', you
can just use in your own communication with someone who finds communication difficult,
some of the skills that you learned through doing the communication exercises, use them in
such a way as to bring that person out, but without talking about communication, or
communication techniques, or communication exercises at all. Do you see what I mean? So
I am sure that you can bring the principles of whatever you learn into play within the FWBO
situation, within the context of your spiritual life and your communication with other people,
without thrusting them forward in this, what I call, raw, undigested state. Here I am thinking
mainly of the Centre situation, and the classes and so on.

Dhammarati: So do you think, Bhante, that it would be better to, first of all, test those things
in the individual situation or do you think we could be experimenting with class formats and
course formats?

S: I'think I don't at all mind experimentation, but I Think it must be controlled. T don't
mean controlled in the authoritarian sense but controlled in the scientific senseq You must
be clear what you are setting out to do and what you are trying to find out and monitor your
progress, monitor the results in a systematic sort of way. Not just go about it in a hit and
miss, happy go lucky sort of way. For instance, say, 'Let's try to find out what would happen if
we had a retreat which was devoted half to meditation, half to communication exercises. But
why are we doing this? What are the results that we, perhaps, are looking for'. Do you see
what I mean? And discuss the retreat properly afterwards and pool your experience, and if
you come to any conclusion put them into circulation within the Movement via Shabda. "This
is what we found'. Do you see what I mean? For instance, some time ago, here at
Padmaloka they had a combined Karate and meditation retreat. Most of the people that were
coming were people who were into Karate, not into meditation, many hadn't done it before.
Most weren't particularly interested in Buddhism, but it seems to have worked quite well.

WLS Q/A862-5 23



That was an experiment. I think partly the reason for the experiment was to see what degree
of physical activity was compatible with what amount of meditation. perhaps rather -
contrary to expectations the combination seemed to work quite well. I don't know whether
people are generally aware of that, but that is what happened. But keep the rest of the
Order informed what you are doing, either by telling them beforehand or at least writing it all
up afterwards with your conclusions if you did come to any. We must be careful not to get
involved in experimentation for the sake of experimentation, as a distraction, but in the case
of experimentation as a means to an end, the end being a more effective communication of
the Dharma, and a more effective helping of people to grow and develop, I am quite in favour
of that. I think we have reached the point, reached the stage, at least in Britain with the
Movement, where we can quite usefully engage in experimentation in that kind of way. But
again I emphasise keeping in touch with the Movement and informing Order Members via
Shabda just what one is doing or has done.

Dhammarati: Are you happy, Bhante, to give Chapters that sort of autonomy or would it be
useful to check it out with you first before doing anything?

S: I'think you just have to use your own judgement. On the one Thand I don't want people to
have to come and ask me about every little thing, but if it is something a bit unusual or a bit
way out or a bit doubtful, well by all means check with me. But if it something you are
reasonably certain about, I think then there is no need. Maybe you will make a mistake, but if
you report into Shabda about it I shall know and haul you over the coals afterwards!
(Laughter) I heard that somebody, somewhere, I won't mention who or where, was feeling
auras and I got to know about that, so I had a little word to say about that. I usually get to
hear about things sooner or later. Anyway, let's carry on.

Tejananda: Our thirteenth question is from Dhammarati and it's about Arahants and
Bodhisattvas.

Dhammarati: It's another point of clarification Bhante. In the lecture you contrast the
Bodhisattva Ideal and the Arahant Ideal, and you compare the Arahant's limitations his lack
of solidarit with other livin beings where on the other hand the Bodhisattva has ~2fl~ydarit.

S: Of course this is clearly not the Arahant of the Pali Scriptures, this is the Arahant of
Mahayana tradition and convention, one might say. The Arahant figure in this sense does
represent a certain kind of spiritual attitude but it certainly wasn't the Arahant as for instance
represented by Sariputra or Moggallana and so on. The Arahant of the Mahayana traditions
is a bit of an aunt Sally, put up to be knocked down; if you see what I mean. Which is not
really quite fair, historically speaking.

Dhammarati: You go on from that contrast with an image, you contrast the two images of a
sixteen year old youth,
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which is the Bodhisattva and the battered old monk in tattered robes which is the Arahant.
And you suggest that the sixteen year old vouth symbolises the ideal abstract, the ideal in a (
? ) sense, and the Arahant suggests the ideal in terms of historical limitations and--acted
out. (S: Yes, right.) I didn't quite follow.., it seems to me that that changes the meanin of the
two ima es and almost su ests that it is

altruism of the Bodhisattva Ideal in the actual historical circumstances.

S: Itisn't. If you see what I mean. Let me backtrack a little Wit first. When one says, for
instance, that the Bodhisattva is young, one doesn't mean that he is young as distinct from
being old. He is young, but he is eternally young. So the youthfulness of the Bodhisattva
represents something which is outside time, outside space. In the case of the Arahant, he is
old, you could hardly speak of someone as eternally old, unless you think of God the Father,
the Ancient of Days, so the Arahant is not just somebody who is old- 'but someone who has
become old. I mean this is perhaps just my personal way of looking at it, or at least of
interpreting it to some extent. So therefore I regard this beautiful, youthful, figure of the
Bodhisattva as representing the Ideal, the spritual ideal, the transcendental ideal as it exists
outside space, outside time, as an aspect of the Absolute. The Arahant I regard, or I interpret
as that same ideal, but as embodied, as incorporated even, within the historical process,
within space and time, or as manifesting under the conditions of space and the conditions of
time. Which means it can't manifest fully. Suppo~~ n,~ou have actually
realized~whatever~that eternally youthful~rhe~e~sents you as a human being, but can you
manifest that spiritual ideal fully in your life? Your life has got only a certain length, you
have only got two arms and two legs and one pair of eyes, how can you.., t;t~ere is so much
to do, there is so much that you cannot do, there are all sorts of limitations. So can you, with
the best will in the world, manifest that ideal fully? So within the historical process the ideal
cannot actually be manifested fully by any individual, not even by the Buddha, because the
Buddha died. To manifest the ideal fully he would have had to go on living for ever and ever,
and living everywhere. So a limitation is automatically imposed if you are existing under the
conditions of space and time, as an ordinary human being. So that is what the Arahant
represents, that's why I speak of him as being a bit battered and a bit bowed. The ideal is
there, but it is the ideal -from the particular point of view I adopt here - as manifested under
the conditions of space and time.

Dhammarati: Given the Mahayana' 5 usual picture of the Arahant as the spiritual
individualist, are you saying that in the terms of the image he is ....

S: Yes, he is an individual, with the limitations of an 7ndividual, but I am not from this point
of view regarding him as the individualist. No, it is a different point of view I am adopting. I
am trying to reconcile the two, as it were. I am leaving aside the traditional Mahayana way of
looking at the Arahant, except in terms of iconography. I am looking
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at the iconography afresh, not thinking in terms of the Mahayana and Hinayana and just
asking myself - what does this mean, what is it saying? Much as I looked at the figure of St.
Jerome and asked myself what does this figure say to me, what does it mean to me, to some
extent apart from the significance of that figure for traditional Christian history and
iconography. Ihave observed these beautiful paintings of the disciples of the Buddha,
alternate figures of Bodhisattvas and Arahants; what does it mean to juxtapose them in this
way? What does it mean, say, in the Christian context to juxtapose the figures of angels -
beautiful youthful looking angels~-and these old emaciated saints on earth? To me it has that
sort of meaning, the one is the ideal existing outside time to which one is striving all the time,
and the other is that same ideal as manifested under the conditions of space and time, as
limited by space and time, struggling to express itself despite those limitations. You can see
it shining through. Sometimes you see the poor old Saint or the poor old Arahant, he's bowed
down and he is so old, and he is so worn, and he is so wrinkled, but there is something of the
expression of the youthful Bodhisattva there at the same time. This is not, of course, the
Arahant of Mahayana tradition. Perhaps that creates the confusion, perhaps I didn't make it
sufficiently clear that this was my particular vision or particular interpretation of those
figures, seen in that way.

Virananda: There seems to be some cross ( ? ) with the different bodies of, say, a
Buddha.

S: Yes, right. The Sambhogakaya represents the ideal of Buddhahood as existing without
any limitations. The Dharmakaya takes that process a step further, the limitations disappear
to such an extent that the Buddha himself disappears because even the notion 'Buddha’ -in
respect of ultimate reality, or the ultimate spiritual ideal - is a limitation.

Padmavajra: I noticed reading some Sufi texts that they use the image of old men who have a
youthfulness about them.

S: Yes. You can meet some young men who look terribly old! And worn and all the rest of
it. Alright, let's carry on.

Tejananda: Another one from Dhammarati on fear and fearlessness.

Dhammarati: I have become aware recently of how much fear affects my behaviour, and
how much it inhibits me, for instance from making effective contacts with other eo le and
how much it inhibits me from actin And it seems to me that it affects other people similarl . 1
wonder if ou can sa more about wh fearlessness is given the emphasis that it is given in the
five or six things that the Bodhisattva gives. And its ~ut almost in a pile, it seems, of such
fundamental needs as material substanance, culture and the Dharma.

S: Well it suggests that people are badly in need of fearlessness. Wut clearly it is not on the
same level as things like food, really. It is on a much higher level, I would say. I think there
will always be fear so long as there is a sense of
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separateness. So long as there is a sens of - for want of a better term - ego. So long as that
isn't transcended, or to the extent that it isn't transcended there will be fear. What are you
afraid of, what are you afraid for; you are afraid for yourself, you are afraid of whatever
threatens you, whatever threatens yourself. So the g7ft of fearlessness is ultimately the gift of
Insight into egolessness, and this is why it is so important. So you could even say that the gift
of fearlessness is an aspect of the gift of the Dharma, in a deeper sense. Not just the words of
the Dharma but some actual experience of Insight. So one shouldn't be surprised that one
experiences fear in all sorts of situations, it's just an indication of the fact that one experiences
oneself as a self, as an ego, in all sorts of situations. And whenever you experience yourself
as an ego, there is the possibility of fear. So you tend to look for safe situations where you
don't feel threatened, where that uncomfortable sensation of fear doesn't arise.

Dhammarati: Is its placing between culture and the Dharma in the sequence of w'~hat the
Bodhisattva gives significant?

S: I'would say, if one thinks in terms of sequence, I would say it comes after - in the sense of
being beyond - the gift of culture. If one regards the gift of the Dharma as the gift of the
Dharma in the fullest sense, well I would say probably the gift of fearlessness is included in
that.  But perhaps there is a suggestion, in the Mahayana texts, this would require to be
looked into, that whereas the gift of the Dharma is, so to speak, verbal, the gift of fearlessness
is more in terms of one's own personality. You communicate fear- lessness to others by being
fearless yourself. So it is a quite direct communication of the Dharma.

Dhammarati: That means being egoless yourself.

S: Exactly, yes. Being brave is something different. Being brave is acting as though you
weren't afraid even though you are. You see what  mean? Very often we have to do that in
default of something better. Like resisting temptation. That itself is a spiritual quality to
some extent, to be able to act as though you weren't afraid even though you are, because it
means to some extent you have transcended the ego feeling. You don't allow the fear to
dominate you, that is to say you are not allowing the ego feeling or the ego sense to dominate
you completely. You can't stop it affecting you, at least as regards your emotional experience,
but you don't allow it to affect your behaviour too much, you have got it within or under
control to some extent.

Dhammarati: In the Precepts, for instance, you asked not to harm and you are asked not to
take the not given; and for instance there are specific practices that address craving and that
address hatred. Do you think it would be useful in the same sort of way to directly address

fear?

S: Well fear would seem to be not to be a primary emotion in The way that greed and hatred
are. | think I have written or spoken about this somewhere. In a way fear is included. But



there are some practices for eliminating fear, in the Vajrayana you certainly have some, as
when you go and visit cremation grounds at night and perhaps even sit and the meditate
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there, keep skulls and bones and things of that sort around you. Though of course you can get
hardened to those sort of things, if you are not careful, and they just don't have any particular
effect. Perhaps one should, from time to time, expose oneself to situations of which
normally you are a little afraid. I mean, look at the reluctance that a lot of people have, most
people have, to give their first talk. Look at the nervousness that they experience, their fear of
failure, their fear of what other people will say, their fear of making a fool of themselves, and
so on. But they get over it, they conquer that fear and eventually they don't feel fear in that
situation, they can deliver a talk, and a good talk, without any experience of fear. So that
means there is some little, at least, overcoming of the ego. That's a quite good example I
think, because we have all seen this happen, especially in connection with the Tuscany and
pre-Tusacany course. People are, so to speak, forced, to give talks, whether they want to or
not.

Tejananda: ~ Now a question from Padmavajra on the Paramitas.

Padmavajra: This is a sort of nit-picking question, in a way.

S: The world in a grain of sand, you know and an elephant in a nit. It's up to you to find the
elephant, (  ? ) I can help you.

Padmavajra:  You spoke of the fifth Paramita as samadhi. To my knowledge the fifth
Paramita is usually described as the dhyana Paramita. Is there any reason for the change of
term?

S: After fifteen years I can't remember. I can't think of one. 7can't remember. You ( ? )
correcting me, I think that Paramita is always referred to as Dhyana Paramita. It refers to the
state attained by samadhi, samadhi has a much broader meaning. I don't think we ever speak
of samadhi Paramita, it might have been a slip of the tongue or it might have been that I did
have some reason, at that time, for using the word samadhi instead of dhyana, but I must say I
can't remember it now.

Tejananda: ~ Now one from Cittapala on the writings of Mrs A.A.G. Bennett?

Cittapala: It was just that you referred to her article intitled, 'T went to him and said', and I
was wondering where we might find this reference.



S: Ithink it is to be found somewhere in those six bound 7olumes of the Maha Bodhi that I
have. She was a quite profilic authoress and a women of quite formidable intelligence and
learning, and while I was editing Maha Bodhi, at my suggestion, she did contribute quite a
number of quite substantial articles. Also translated several from the German, quite
worthwhile articles. In the last year or so I have had occasion to refer to my old bound
volumes of the Maha Bodhi, which are the volumes that I actually edited myself I think
maybe not quite all of them, but I must say I was quite surprised what I found there.
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I had forgotten~all the articles that I had commissioned, or accepted, or ed~ted in one way or
another. There is quite a lot of quite useful material. Unfortunately some of the volumes
have been eaten by white ants in Kalimpong, but most of them are still quite readable. There
is a lot of very interesting material there of different kinds. You can find odd chapters from
the Survey and the Three Jewels, published as soon as I had written them, because I just didn't
have time to write articles form Maha Bodhi and work on those books. So I sometimes used
to publish a slightly abreviated version of that chapter.

Cittapala: Ihad one other question which was more of the nature of encouragement.

S: Yes, before I answer that. We are trying to track down Mrs Bennett's daughter who was
her heir and executrix, to find out what happened to her manuscripts, especially the
manuscript of her translation of the Bodhicaryavatara. Because Sfie did finally revise the first
four chapters, which I have, but I don't know whether at the time of her death she had revised
the others. So we have got an address which we are going to try, we think it is the correct
one. And there may be things that we can publish, and I would like if possible, if she did
complete her revision of her transaltion of the Bodhicaryavatara, to bring that out. She was
quite a good friend of mine over quite a number of years, we had very extensive
corre~pondence when I was in Kalimpong and she was in London, and after I came back in
sixty-four I met her and we used to meet periodically and discuss various literary matters, She
was a quite interestin~lady and had quite an interesting life. I think there is brief biographical
sketch of her preceeding one of her articles published in one of those issues of the Maha
Bodhi. A little sketch that I wrote from information she supplied. She spent a lot of her life
as a translator, she knew French, German and Italian, I think Spanish, Chinese and one or
two other languages. She was quite an interesting lady. She was also; I think, editor of the
Middle Way, I think for a year. But it didn't work out, because anything that wasn't actually
Buddhist, any misrepresentation, or any article which didn't represent Buddhist thought or
Buddhist philosophy correctly, she just wouldn't print. Even if it was written by Mr.
Humpbhries,(laughter) she just threw out all such articles, so she only lasted a year. I got a
very sad letter from her about that, she did a good job while she was editor. At least she did,
with respect of the Middle Way, what I did for twelve years, in respect of the Maha Bodhi. I
used to say sometimes, I don't claim any credit for my twelve years of editorship except that I
was able to keep an awful lot of articles out of the Maha Bodhi. (Laughter) I would often



alter them in such a way that they would be hardly recognized by the authors, but at least they
were Buddhist articles. I am afraid I was utterly without scruples in that respect - I used
sometimes to actually reverse what the author had said. But I never got a single complaint
because people just wanted to be published, that was the name ( ? ) (Laughter). It was mind
boggling to see what I made them say, I would get contributions from Hindus in which they
would say, 'Buddhism is a branch of Hinduism.' and I would write not', Buddhism is not a
branch of Hinduism'. (Laughter) This is quite literally what I used
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to do, this is an actual example. But there was not a murmer of complaint from anybody.
Sometimes I used to cut the article by at least two thirds if I thought it a bit wordy - and again,
no complaints, people just happy to see their name in print.

Cittapala: It's quite surprising you managed to survive that long.

S: There was nobody else to do the job. Nobody else wanted it, it was a thankless sort of
task. I made something of it, but I must admit in the end I did get rather tired of it. But
anyway, that is all by the by.

Cittapala: The other question was just, you mentioned angels and I was wondering if you
had any plans to complete that third paper on angels?

S: I was thinking of that only the other day but I have got so much literary and editing work
on hand. Again you see the limitations of the historical situation. (Laughter) Limitations
imposed by space and time, especially time, with old age creeping on. But I haven't forgotten
it, I hope one day to produce something. And also another talk or essay on St. Gerome, I have
got both of them planned, especially the second, but there is just no time to write them out.

Tejananda:  Final question from Abhaya on debate.

Abhaya: In your final description in the lecture of the different kin~ds of Mahayana
sutras, you talk about the~Vimalakirti, and you mention the great debate between Manjusri
and Vimalakirti. Ilust happened to think about, when I heard that, the Tibetan practice of
having debates, amongst the monks. Then I thought, that's an element which perhaps is
lacking in the Movement. Situations in which we challenge one another about our
understanding of the Dharma. What usually happens, as I understand it, is that we go to
classes, maybe once in a blue moon, or a bit more often~ someone challenges us
a~don'treall...

(end of side one) (gap in recording)

S: ... your readiness in applying that knowledge to any particular situation, especially that of



discussion or questions. Do you see what  mean? Because some people have comparatively
little knowledge, but they are very ready in discussion, they can bring their knowledge
foreward very quickly. Others, have perhaps a lot of knowledge but they are not able to bring
it forward, not able to bring it into play quickly. ( ? ) in a situation like that
and they think of what they should have said afterwards, maybe a week afterwards. Dr.
Johnson, to cite him, I think it was Dr. Johnson, maybe it was Goldstein - one or the other, I
think the anecdote is in Boswell's Life of Johnson - made the comparison of one man might
have some ready money in his pocket and would produce it very quickly, and the other might
not have any ready money in his pocket and therefore wouldn't be able to produce it, but he
could later on draw on the bank for a thousand pounds. Do you see what I mean? So some
people are like that, some people have not got very knowledge, but it is all ready, it
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is all in their pocket, as it were, they can bring it out quickly. Others have got an enormous
amount of knowledge but it is stowed away in the bank and they can't get at it when they need
it, they can only get at it afterwards. Do you see what I mean. So really the question falls
into two parts, one - how we are to increase our knowledge, and the other is how we are to
develop the ability to bring that knowledge into play when it is required. ~So assuming that
we have knowledge, assuming that we have a fair knowledge of the Dharma, then for (Order
Members?) the question well be should we not try to develop our encourage situations of
debates, so to speak, when we are forced to draw our knowledge and justify our position.
Yes, maybe that is a good thing. I think, actually, there is quite a lack among Order
Members, there are very few Order Members that I would send out into a situation where in
discussion with intelligent well informed people they had to justify their position as
Buddhists. This is where I felt one of the respects in which the video- film about Tuscany fell
down. Maybe its not the film as such that falls down so much as the people interviewed.
Because most of them seem so inarticulate, or perhaps they weren't given enough time, but
you got the impression that they were good chaps and their hearts where in the right places,
do you see what I mean, they were sincere, but they couldn't really justify their position.
Justify what they were doing, or give a proper account of themselves. You must have all
seen that. Did you think that yourselves.

Abhaya: I didn't see that.
S: Did anyone think that?

V's:  Yes. V: It made the film feel quite (woolly?) V: ... didn't
quite know what they were doing, actually.

S: Yes, as though they were good chaps, they had nice smiles and they went for runs every



day, but it was as though they didn't really know, they couldn't really say why they were there
or what they were doing. And I think that perhaps that impression was produced also partly
because one just arrived in Tuscany, at Il Convento and there wasn't really much account
given of how people came to be there, their previous history, their previous evolution,
perhaps over years, wasn't traced. They are in Tuscany, and perhaps didn't realize how they
got there and apparantly they didn't realize either how they had got there. (Laughter) (7 )
there is some truth in that, but in a slightly different way.  So, we don't want to be glib, or
anything like that, but I think we really do have to be able to justify our position in a rational
sort of way and not just collapse into, 'It's just the way I feel', and, "You know how it is', and
all that kind of thing. But that just needs practice, we have sometimes to go out and meet
with people, and talk with them. It is not easy, because sometimes people come at you from
such a very different angle and sometimes they aren't very willing to listen to you, or they are
not very receptive, or they don't really hear what you say. You must be prepared for that
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too, you must be patient. Even if you have the capacity, not be too much of a steam roller,
not overpower them too mu~b, even if you have the capacity. But yes, I think we have a
lot of work to do in this area. I think about ninety five percent, I think we have only done
about five percent, in this respect, in this area, of what we should, as an Order, do. Not more
than five percent, we are very weak, this is one of our weakest and most backward areas.

Cittapala: Do you know what exactly the form is that the Tibetans take in their ...

S: TI'am afraid it is rather ritualistic in the sense that they study the texts, they know all the
tricky questions and they know the answers. And they are supposed to be able to produce the
right answers to the appropriate questions. It is not spontaneous, that is the last thing that it
is. You have to be able to come up with the correct answer. If you answer off your own
back, off of your own intelligence and intuition they are quite baffled. Iknow, because I have
tried this with them. (Laughter) If you don't give the traditionally correct answer they don't
know where they are, sometimes. So that means the tradition has become a bit ossified, a bit
stereotyped. I think if you came up with a genuinely new objection, the run of the mill Geshe,
even, would have great difficulty coping with that.

Suvajra: Bhante, do you know how they are getting on in the West, with their debating
tradition? Teaching westerners.

S: I'am not sure, but I assume that they are doing it along the same lines. They are certainly
doing it along the same lines, as far as [ know, in India, in their various monastic settlements.
I deeply offended one Ge she because I rather made light of this tarksay?) and I said |
didn't think very much of it, it was justasort ( ? ) Isaid, in Tibet you have this tarksay
and in England they play football, it is much the same thing. (Laughter) It is a game which is
adversarial, and there are certain rules that you have to observe, and there are wins and losses



and draws. This Geshe or Lama was quite offended by this (  ? ) but this is what I actually
felt. There wasn't any real spiritual significance in it, but that is not to say that one shouldn't
discuss things. And of course they have got all these interesting gestures, there is the
gesture that you make when you ask the question, or which you make when you ask a
question which you think he can't answer, it's a 'I've got you now'. And then there is a
gesture of, 'No you haven't', and he comes back with the reply. And there are even shouts,
and it all makes it quite interesting, you use up lots of youthful energy, and it is said to help
you remember the traditional, logical arguments. It is a good grounding in all those things,
but you have to be able to use all that rather than be used by it, and I think the vast majority of
Geshes are used by it, they are not able to use it. So I think we just need to be able to give
a more coherent account of ourselves and what we stand for, and that's all. In some ways
telling life stories is a bit of a cop-out. Life stories are all right but I think there shouldn't be
too many of them, it shouldn't become too much of a habit because you don't really have to
exercise your reasoning capacity, your logical ability, you just have to exercise your memory
and
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be a bit open, and everyone has a good time and you learn more about one another, but you
don't really develop your mind, you don't develop your thinking capacity. We don't have
anything of that sort corresponding, say, to the telling of one's life story. To tell your life
story you don't have to do any preparation, no homework, nothing like hardwork, you just
remember. No looking up of texts, no thinking, this is why I say it can be a bit of a cop-out
perhaps, even though very, very useful in its own way. Like, 'Why I Believe in Rebirth', give a
talk of that kind. What is the basic principle of the pratitya-samutpada, what is the difference
between conditionality and causality (? what is the basic position of the Abhidharma.
Comparaticely knotty topics of that sort. What does one mean by the mutual interpenetration
of all phenomena, what does that actually mean, that phrasel what does one mean by saying
that one thing is in another. What do you mean by saying that the world is in a grain of sand,
how can the world be in a grain of sand, it Th much bigger. (Laughter) Well in a sense,
everybody loves to quote this, everybody accepts it but what does it really mean? Do you
seem what I mean. I think we are not nearly vigorous enough intellectually, we have still got
a lot of work to do in this area. People are not nearly critical enough intellectually. And by
critical I donlt mean carping, I don't mean cynical, I mean genuinely concerned to understand
and to communicate that understanding. So in a way, in the case of some of these early
lecture series, I was letting people get away with quite a lot, because they are not very
rigorous, not very logical, and quite enjoyable with lots of lovely images. But it is not all
really as simple as that. There is nothing wrong with the lovely images but one musn' t just
enjoy them in a self indulgent sort of way and avoid the more rigorous disciplines.

Cittapala: When you said telling life stories is a bit of a cop-out was that any reference to
what one does in the Chapter meetings?



S: I'wasn't thinking of Chapter meetings specifically, but one could say that it was, in a
sense, if it became too regular a feature of Chapter meetings. Because it would be a cop-out
in the sense that it was easy to do, requiring little preparation, and very little thought, and not
requiring any response, or much in the way of response. So it represents a pretty easy time
for everybody involved. I am not trying that one shouldn't tell life stories though they do
seem to have got a little bit out of hand. If you have so much to talk about, and your life is
really so interesting and you can go on w~eek after week and evening after evening, I su gest
you just write an autobiography, work on it properly, as it were, refine it, and really ask your-
self, how should I describe this particular episode in my life. But I think in the context of
Chapter meetings there should be room for more serious, thorough going, discussions, and
exchanges of ideas, where you sharpen one anothers wits1 in the best sense.

(end of tape 2)
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Tejananda: Tonight we have got twenty-six questions on The Drama of Cosmic
Enlightenment. We start with Abhaya on the genesis of the Mahayana sutras.

Abhaya: Could you say a bit more, Bhante, about the enesis of Maha ana sutras. In The
Eternal Le ac you say that Mahayana sutras are revealed directly or indirectly by the Buddhas
Samboghakaya, or body of glory, and somewhere else you say that we are not to think of
them as necessar~elivered at one time and in one ~lace. Does this mean that they are esoteric
sort of non-public sutras composed by Enlightened disci~les or do we have to believe a germ
of them at least was uttered b the historical Buddha or are the utterly non-historical?

S: That is quite a complex quesiton, one could spend the wThole evening just discussing
that. So I think [ am going to have to confine myself to some quite general remarks. So
perhaps we could break up the question into its constituent parts, there are about seven or
eight question 5 there.

Abhaya: In The Eternal Legacy you say that the Mahayana sutras are revealed directly or
indirectly by the Buddha's Samboghakaya.

S: Right, so that's the first point. One cannot regard the Mahayana sutras, at least in their
present form, as having been delivered by the historical Buddha Shakyamuni. I think that is
the first point. It may well be that some of the teachings contained in those sutras do go back
to Shakyamuni, there may even be imbedded in those sutras some of the actual words of
Shakyamuni. But as a whole those sutras, some of which are fairly extensive indeed, cannot
possibly be regarded as representing his actual discourses. So the question then arises, what
was the genesis the Mahayana sutras? If they weren't the utterance of the historical Buddha
whose utterance were they? Certainly they purport to be the utterance of the historical
Buddha, though in saying that you at once raise all sorts of questions, because the ancient
Buddhists did not distinguish historical from non-historical. So they would not have thought,
or may perhaps not been able to think of a sutra as having been given from a non-historical as



distinct from a historical Buddha. Those were not their categories. But from our point of
view where did those sutras originate? They are represented as originating from the Buddha
but if it wasn't the historical Buddha, and if those sutras do represent a communication from
the Enlightened mind, as they appear to do no less than the PaE scriptures, then we can only
assume that certain gifted disciples, at a later date had certain experiences of, as it were,
communication from the Buddha, from the transhistorical essence of Buddhahood, which
they wrote down as best they understood it in the form of the Mahayana sutras. In all
sincerity attributing those sutras to the Buddha himself. It is not that they were
deliberately composing something of their own which they proceeded to put into the mouth of
the Buddha. Do you see what I mean? That would have been entirely foreign to their way of
thinking. One might even be prepared to admit that there were different levels of inspiration
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let us say, that sometimes what purported to be Mahayana sutras, the utterance of what we
may regard as the Samboghakaya, acLu~l~y  sprung from a rather lower level of
inspiration. But at in the case of some Mahayana sutras one can't resist the impression they
sprang from a level of inspiration - to use that impression - as any that we encounter, so far as
we are able to judge, in say the Pali Canon and with respect of utterances which seem to be
those of the historical Buddha. So do you see what I am getting at here?  So it would seem
that the Mahayana sutras, broadly speaking originated in the spiritual experience of spiritual
gifted disciples who were able to reach out to a level corresponding to that of the Buddha's
own spiritual attainment and receive there - so to speak - a communication from the Buddha
which they thereafter embodied, perhaps sometimes in their own language, in what we know
as the Mahayana sutras. Then, the next part?

Abhaya: Well I think you have answered quite a few of those. I next say; does
this mean they are esoteric non- public sutras composed by Enlightened disciples?

S: Well they are certainly composed, or let us say, FFanscribed by Enlightened or
comparatively Enlightened disciples. But what was the first part of the question?

Abhaya: They are esoteric non-public sutras.

S: Esoteric and non-public? (Pause) I certainly don't get the impression that they were
esoteric and non-public in the sense of being witheld from ordinary people or other members
of the spiritual communicty in a way, or to an extent that the Hinayana sutras were not. One
must also remember that a lot of the Mahayana sutras were produced at a period when writing
had become much more common than it was in the Buddha's day. So the fact that those sutras
were commited to writing, or even perhaps composed, meant that they would automatically
have a wider circulation than was possible for something that was transmitted orally and had
to be learned from the lips of a teacher with whom you were in personal contact. We also
know that many Mahayana sutras have colophons extolling the virtues of copying and
distributing the sutra. So that would suggest that Mahayana sutras were not thought of as
esoteric documents at all. Certainly not in the way that the Vinaya was. It is an offence
according to the Vinaya to teach the Vinaya to one who is not a bhikkhu. So in the case of
the Mahayana sutras there is no such prohibition. In fact one is encouraged to transcibe and



transmit the sutra to as many sentient beings as possible. Which is of course an attitude in
accordance with the Bodhisattva ideal. Then?

Abhaya: [ think you might have dealt with the next part, which says - or do we have to
believe a germ of them at least was uttered by the historical Buddha.

S: Idid touch on this because one does find sometimes Thncorporated or imbedded in the
Mahayana sutra some reminiscence of what would seem to be the teaching of the historical
Buddha. I especially noticed this recently going through a translation of the Lalitavistara
where there are definite chunks of, I suppose it would be Sarvastivadin
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works included in this very, very highly legendry account. And these passages have been
identified, and someti~~ they are quite extensive passages, not just a phrase here and there
but whole paragraphs, and quite a number of them. There they are imbedded in this very
colourful Mahayana sutra. And even in translations you can see the difference in style and
approach very, very easily, because these quotations are all in rather sober vein and the rest
of the text is not in that sort of vein at all. It's very, very legendry; very, very mythic rather,
very, very poetic, or as we might even say very exaggerated. In contrast to those passages
included or worked into the text of the sutra from the earlier Canon.

Abhaya: The last part of the question I didn't get a chance to read. They do not seem to bear
the marks of oral traditions Lhe Pali sutras do. What textual evidence is there apart from the
fact that they are in verse, that the Mahayana sutras are orally handed down? They seem to
be much more like genuine literary documents.

S: Indeed they do. And I accounted for that by saying that 7y the find that they were written
down, or even came to be composed, writing seems to have become much more widespread
in India, so they do not bear usually the hallmarks of oral transmis~~ons.

Tejananda: I'll just bring forward a question from Ratnaprabha which seems to bear a
relation to this one. You mentioned that the sutra emphasises the dire consequences of
disparaging it. It goes even further and says, "Those who slander this sutra/ if I told the tale of
their evils/ I could not exhaust them in a whole kalpa./ For this cause and reason/ I especially
say to you/ amongst undiscerning people/ do not preach this sutra." Presumably to save them
from the conse uences of heari the sutra et bein unrece tive to it, or even disparaging it.
The implication is that it is better not to hear the Dharma at all than to hear it and react. Do
you think that this is generally so? If so does it mean that all forms of transmission of the
Dharma, or at least of teachings like this sutra, should be selective, given only to those likely
to be receptive, and not indiscriminate, like printed books or public talks?

S: Again there are several questions here. I think that The reason why the Mahayana sutras
make these sort of state- ments, or the reason why these sort of statements, the statements
which Ratnaprabha gives, are found in the Mahayana sutras is really two fold. It is partly as it



were polemical. Because Mahayana sutras were not accepted by the Hinayanists - to use that
term - as genuine Buddhavaccana. And sometimes the Hinayanists seem to have criticised or
even slandered, from the Mahayana point of view, those sutras. So I think those sort of
warnings which the Mahayana sutras contain or with which they sometimes end, are partly
polemical in intent. ~ But I think at the same time they are partly the expression of a genuine
concern for people's spiritual well being, tha~
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they should not reject or not be put into the position of rejecting something which it can only
do them harm to reject. I think that one has to be quite careful about this. Because it is not as
though there is some avenging deity waiting to punish you. But if you are not receptive to the
truth or if you get into the habit of not being receptive to the truth and closing your mind to
something which you can't immediately accept and understand you do come to be in a rather
Parlous condition, spiritually speaking. So I think the Mahayana sutras are really saying that
itisn't a very skilful thing to present a pupil with teachings, which given their general attitude
and mental makeup, they cannot but reject. And if those teachings bear the label Buddhism,
well they have rejected apparantlyorso to speak, Buddhism. So when you feed people
material you shouldn't feed it to them in such quantities that they are quite unable to digest it
and are bound to vomit it up, so to speak. I think this can sometimes actually happen. But
you have to be again quite careful in another sort of way In the last century there was a great
controversy in the church, I think as between the perhaps the Anglicans, or perhaps the
Evangelicals, on the one side and the Catholics on the other. I forget the precise details but as
far as I remember, somebody, either an Anglican or an Evangelical got hold of a pamphlet I
think it was, written by a Catholic priest called 'On reserving the Communication of Relgious
Truth'. That if for instance someone who was interested in Catholicism came to see you you
didn't all at once talk about those Catholic dogmas, for instance like the infalibility of the
Pope that are almost bound to put him off at first. You spoke about things like; that the
Catholic church teaches that you should love your enemies and should forgive, give them all
that sort of thing that they would be able more readily to accept, keeping these other
teachings, these other doctrines or dogmas, in reserve. So this was the doctrine of reservation
in the communication of religious truth. Not that you yourself doubted the dogma but that
you recognised that it was not very easily acceptable by someone who was just beginning to
be interested in the Catholic church and its teachings. So the Anglicans or Evangelicals or
whoever it was, got hold of this pam~et, as far as I remember, and they at once accused the
Catholic church of hypocrisy. That you are not being open with people with regard to what
you really believed, it wasn't a question of reservation it was just a question of
straightforward hypocrisy.  But you can see that the Catholic priest, in a way, had a point,
in a general sort of way. Because if you do explain or expound, or try to explain or expound
certain things to certain people before they are prepared, well you may simply scare them off
or scare them away. So the underlining sort of principle seems to be, that people progress
very slowly on the spiritual path, they are not prepared for the later stages of that path, or the
teachings pertaining to it all at once. But on the other hand there is something in this
accusation of hypocrisy. You could use this doctrine of reservation of communication of
religious truth in a way that wasn't quite honest, that wasn't quite straighforward. Soitis a



matter of some tact and delicacy. Do you see what I mean? For instance, supposing
someone asks you in a class 'Does Buddhism not believe in (;od?' Supposing you said, 'Oh no
that's not so, lots of Buddhists believe in God' - that wouldn't be straightforward and honest.
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Suppose someone did ask you, 'Does Buddhism believe in God?', and you knew that if you
were to say that Buddhism doesn't - full stop, that person wouldn't come to the meditation
class again. What should you say? It's quite a difficult question. I would say that you should
in a sense temporise, using that word positively. Say, 'Well the word God can be understood
in a number of different ways. NOwad~ys there is a lot of discussion even among Christians
as to what God really means. Even as to whether there is a God. Some Christians, even, raise
that question. In Buddhism we don't pronounce very readily about matters concerning
ultimate reality. We are very cautious ab~ut making any statment about ultimate reality and
from the Christian point of view ( ? God is a statement of ultimate reality. So we prefer
to concentrate on the actual practice of ethics and nieditation with a view, eventually, to
having a deeper understanding of these things for ourselves, out of our personal experience.'
You could say soemthing like that. So you wouldn't be hypoc~~itical, on the other hand you
wouldn't be untrue to the Buddhist teaching, the Buddhist tradition. Sometimes people
want to corner you and force you to make a statement one way or the other, but you musn't
allow yourself to be pushed into a corner in this way. Sometimes you have to say, well look,
Buddhism is a vast subject, it is not easy to understand, it is not easy even for us to
understand it not to speak of any newcomer. So we suggest to just take it bit by bit and
concentrate on observing the precepts, practising medition 'and just reflecting on whatever
teachings to begin with appeal to you most. Leaving the others aside if you find them too
difficult or not very acceptable. We don't insist that you sign the thirty-nine articles of
Buddhism, or rather the three hundred and nine~ty of Buddhism on the spot! - even if we had
them.!

Tejananda: ~ Now a question from Abhaya again on how to approach archetypal material.

Abhaya: Again in the Eternal Legacy, Bhante, you refer to Mahayana sutras as works of
symbolic relgious art, and to the White Lotus Sutra particularly as a masterpiece of symbolic
spiritual literature. In the Bodhisattva Ideal Mitrata One you remind us not to take the
Mahayana sutras literally but to see them as giving us a glimpse into a sort of archet al world
but not as rovidin an actual pattern for Buddhist living. Could you suggest ...

S: Yes, not as providing a pattern for Buddhist living Th the literal sense. For instance,
when it says such and such Bodhisattva travels to all the Buddha worlds, to so many
universes, well can you do that, you can't do that, literally. You have to ask youself what is it
get-ting at, what is the broad general princple behind it and how can I best apply that
particular principle in my own very limited life.

Abhaya: That sort of begins to answer the actual question. Could you suggest fruitful ways
to approach this non- conceptual material in our Mitra study classes?
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S: Itis very difficult to say. I think the main thing Ths you have to avoid literalism. You
have to familiarise yourself with the letter of the text, obviously, but not take it too literally,
or literalistically. BecauSe quite a lot of people I do find, approach almost any Buddhist
material in a very literalistic sort of way. They seem to grasp the letter quite tightly and often
miss the spirit completely. Have you noticed people doing this, or even noticed yorself doing
it sometimes? I would almost say, if I wasn't afraid of being misunderstoo~, 'Don't
take it too seriously.' Read it like you would read poetry, really good poetry, like we read a
very good novel, to enjoy it and immerse yourself in it. YOu can get down to a study of the
details and what they actually mean and the deeper significance of the sutra perhaps later. I
think it is very necessary that you allow the work as a whole make some impact, or to have
some impact on you, to begin with. Try to experience it as a whole to begin with, not be lost
in the details of it.

Abhaya: But from the point of view of classes, we are approaching it in some sort of detail,
so the problem is how to deal with it. I think it is a bit more difficult than

S: Yes, I am afraid I haven't been taking Mitras for study on this particular text for a while!
What do you actually do, tell me this, what are you going to do. how are you going to
approach it? How much time are you going to have in any particular study group?

Abhaya: Well we will only have one week per lecture, one three hour session per
lecture.

S: I think what you have got to be careful not to do is ~ust to deal with a little section of the
text. Are you dealing with the text or with the lectins?

V: The lectures. They will make notes of the Vectures and we'll study the notes.

S: I would certainly encourage everybody, that is the Mitras as well as yourself, to read the
Sutra itself. I think it is necessary to do that. And then to use the study of the lectures to
throw light on the sutra. It's not that the study of the sutra should throw light on the lectures,
it's the study of the lectures should throw light on the sutra. That's the correct way round. 1
must say I don't know if I can be very helpful here because I haven't been in the situation of
teaching the subject, going through the lectures or points raised by the lectures with Mitras in
study groups in this kind of way. Perhaps I should put myself through that sometimes, if |
have time. But I think the main4anger is that you might lose sight of the wood for the trees.
Because if the students don't study the sutra and then perhaps they don't study the whole
lecture carefully but just concentrate on a few points, then you are not really studying the
parables, myths and symbols of the White Lotus Sutra, you are just studying particular
individual points. Do you see what  mean? I think you have to keep the work as a whole
and the
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lecture series as a whole constantly in view and relate your material, or the particular topic of
dicussion to that. So I think you have to encourage people to read the sutra, and read it
again and again perhaps and then be reading through the lectures, perhaps constantly.
Constantly revising so that whenever you do discuss a particular point in the study group they
can at once see the place of that point within the whole scheme of the lectures and the sutra
itself. Do you see what I am getting at? It almost seems that you need more time than you
actually have, doesn't it.

Abhaya: Yes, it's very unsatisfying.

S: Perhaps you should think in terms of trying to do extra study with individuals, especially
say individual Mitras who are especially interested. Maybe give them extra tutorials in
addition to the c1~ss study.

V: They all have to projects on the lecture series. Tht is quite good to make that a basis
on which ...

S: Yes, because if the projects are given skilfully then it Thll be clear from what they
produce whether they are beginning to get a grasp of the material as a whole. The sutra as a
whole and the lecture series as a whole and some feeling for the parables, myths and symbols
of the sutra in general. One doesn't want to be dealing with little bits of material that
don't have much relation to one another. Is that clear? Or anybody not happy about that, from
a teaching point of view?

Tejananda: ~ We now have a question from Susiddhi about the structure of the sutra.

Susiddhi: The White Lotus Sutra seems to consist of two main revelations. Mainl that
there is in truth onl one spiritual path and that what we perceive as the historical Buddha is
really an expression of Enlightenment which is eternal. Chapters one to ten seem to be an
independent drama providing a setting for and an amplification of the first revelation.
Chapters eleven, fifteen and sixteen then provide a setting for the second revelation. Do you
think there might originally have been two independent teachings which were brought
together to form the twin nuclei of the White Lotus Sutra?

S: I don't actually think so. I have thought about this Wecause it bas occured to me too that
the sutra, leaving aside that rather miscellaneous cluster of chapters at the very end, does
quite naturally fall into those two divisions. But I don't see any reason to regard them as
having been originally independent works. Though they have their distinctive themes, they
seem to hang together. One seems to me to correspond to the relative Bodhicitta and the
other to the Absolute Bodhicitta. One is concerned with the spiritual path which clearly
exists in time and is followed in time, and the other pert~ins to the ultimate reality which
exists outside space and outside time. Ultimate reaXitv as embodied in the Buddha. But I
don't get any
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impressionnT dicontinuity or of two independent sutras having been soldered together to
make a single work. I don't get that impression and to the best of my knowledge this has not
been suggested by any scholar who has made a study of the work. But nonetheless I think
you are correct in detecting that difference of theme between those two sections, yes. In fact I
had thought of giving a talk, or giving a lecture on this point, because I think there is quite a
lot to be said. But I think distinctio4represents the basic structure of the sutra. The first sutra
being concerned with the nature of the path, that there is only one path, one yana ultimately;
and the other that the Buddha is not confined to his historicaly manifestation. That there is so
to speak a Buddha principle which transcends space, transcends time and which is, so to
speak, the true Buddha, the real Buddha. This is the twofold message of the White Lotus
Sutra.

Susiddhi: (I'm glad I asked you?)
Tejananda: Now a question from Virananda about the date of Kumarajiva'5 translation.

Virananda: this is to some extent a kind of nit-picking little question. In the lecture you
attribute Kumaraliva' S translation to the Tan d nast. The Tan d nast as far as I ca see
was initiated about two hundred years after Kumara- jiva's death. So should we make that
clear to correct that?

S: If that is so then we should correct it. I can't remember wThat I said in The Eternal
Legacy.

Virananda: You say something slightly different there. You say that the work belongs to the
most creative period of Chinese art and( ?

S: Thave a vague recollection, it's only a vague recollection, wThen I gave The Eternal
Legacy its final check I removed some more concrete refeimee because when I checked 1
think I found that one couldn't asign him to a dynasty in that straight- forward way. I rather
suspect. I think it might be good to go through the list of Chinese dynasties, because
sometimes it isn't really quite straighforward. A dynasty persists sometimes in say Northern
China after it has died out in Southern China or been replaced in Southern China. Or there
may be several dynasties functioning in different parts of the country at the same time.

Virananda: Yes, I have checked.

S: Yes. It may well be that in some of these lectures 7hen I refer to dates and dynasties it
isn't always quite acurate because I am just speaking from memory. If this is, by the
way, edited say for Mitrata then points like that would be cleared up and any correction which

was necessary would be made. This is happening with the other series.

Tejananda:  The sixth quesiton is from Prakasha on Nitcheren.
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Prakasha: Conze describes Nitcheren as Nationalistic, Pugnacious and Intolerant. What
is your opinion?

S: Well I am inclined to agree with Conze. Idid have years ago, I am afraid it
disappeared, it is not any longer in the Order library, a life of Nicheren written by a Japanese
scholar and he made it quite clear that he was as characterised by Conze. I think Conze must
have read that paricular biography. It is not that he was just that. He had certain other
admirable qualities too, but he certainly reminded me of a figure from Christian history rather
than a figure from Buddhist history. I think there is no doubt about that.

Prakasha: I have got several related questions. Conze says that Nicheren thought that the
Japanese were the chosen race which would regenerate the world. Was Nicheren influenced
by Shintoism which is nationalistic?

S: It could be. Though, again, what does one mean by influenced by Shintoism'?
Shintoism or nationalism is something which is in the air, so to speak, you imbibe it in your
earliest days. You don't have necessarily to read a book about it. Well in the case of Shinto
there are no scriptures, it is a very ethnic religion. It could be that Nicheren did imbibe his
nationalism from what we call Shinto. But it is not that there was a separate sort of thing
called Shinto in his day from which he imbibed that nationalism, it was just, as it were, in the
air.  If you think, for instance, of the people in Britian, The National Front people. Do they
necessarily read an intellectual presentation of the case for the superiority of the British and
so on and so forth. They just sort of pick it up, in most cases. Do you see what I mean? So
I think something of that sort happened in the case of Nicheren. There may have been
socialogical reasons for his nationalism but that is another matter.

Prakasha: Conze qoutes Nitcheren as saying 'For the Nebatsu is hell, the Zen are devils,
Shingon is a national ruin and the rich are traitors to the coutry." So what led Nitcheren to
this intol~erance, was there any Christian influence?

S: I doubt very much whether there was any Christian influence. It seems to have been
largely a matter of temperament on Nitcherens part. I mean he did make these extraordinary
statements, there is no doubt about it and some of his present day followers still take
statements of that sort very seriously. Or even if they are not actually aware of those
statements as such that kind of spirit has been communicated to them. You could argue that
that was just very extreme language for a specific spiritual purpose, but even if that was the
case it is a very dangerous sort of language to use. I think that is the sort of language that
really is to be avoided. You can believe, perhaps, that certain forms of Buddhism don't fully
present the truth of Buddhism or that they have their limitation, but to say that they are devils
- presumably Maras - is quite a different matter. I don't think even the Hinayanists said
that the
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Mahayana sutras were the product of Mara, they simply said that they were not
Buddhavaccana.

Prakasha: Conze is doubtful that Nitcheren is a Buddhist at all. Would you agree with
this and what should be our attitude and a roach to the Nitcheren rou s springing up in the
West? Are they likely to be intolerant of us?

S: Let's take that bit by bit, What was the first part.

Prakasha: Conze is doubtful that Nitcheren is a Buddhist at all. Would you agree with
this?

S: I wouldn't agree with their not being Buddhists at all, because after all they do base
themselves, or profess to base themselves on the White Lotus Sutra. And something of the
teaching of that sutra, the real reaching of that sutra must come through. At least they read
that sutra. So even though they maybe intolerant and fanatical there is nontheless there is
some element of Buddhism there in the midst of all that, acting one hopes as a sort of leaven.
Perhaps it differs from individual to individual. Just as some Christians fasten instinctively
on some of the more gory chapters in the old testament whereas others will fasten equally
instinctively on the sermon on the mount. ~ So it may well be that certain people belonging
to the Nitcheren school or schools may fasten on the parables, myths and symbols but others
perhaps more on the utterances of Nitcheren himself. Then what did you ask?

Prakasha: What should be our attitude and approach to the Nitcheren groups springing up
in the West?

S: I think in many cases the question won't arise because They prefer, usually, to have
nothing to do with Buddhist groups so you probably won't meet them. But I think if one does
meet them well one will just have to try to adopt a positive attitude to communicate. Perhaps
if you say that you also appreciate the White Lotus Sutra well that will be an opening. But I
get the impression that a lot of the Western followers of some of least of the offshoots of the
Nitcheren school don't have much knowledge of the White Lotus Sutra. They chant
Nam-myho-renge-kyo and that's about it. But if you do meet someone who is better
informed well at least you can say you appreciate the White Lotus Sutra. I am afraid they
won't be satisfied with that because they maintain that the White Lotus Sutra is the one and
only sutra. Well we can't go along with that. The group that follows the late
Fujigaruji is an offshoot the Nitcheren movement. Reading Fujigaruji's s life one can't help
feeling that he was a very awkward sort of person. He has written his little biography which
we have in the Order library, a translation of it and its quite quaint. For instance he goes and
squats outside some embassy and beats his drum loudly in such a way that everyone is
disturbed and when they come and politely ask him to stop he complains of persecution and
says he is glad to suffer for the sake of the White Lotus Sutra, and things like that! So they
inflict, sometimes, their drum beating
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and chanting on people and in a way which is quite unpleasant. But they just don't see this,

just like some Christian evangalists; they believe that they are witnessing to the truth.

Courtesy and consideration for others just don't come into it. I think this is most unfortunate.
I have recently been thinking that perhaps one shouldn't always, or only

(end side 1)

distinguish religions as it were vertically, here is Buddhism, here is Islam and here is
Hinduism, but also horizontally, because they all have their different layers. Buddhists in the
sense of the Nitcherens have got their evangelicals, their fundamentalists; in a sense some
Theravadins fall into that category. And sometimes it is more difficult for a Buddhist, a
Buddhist like us, to talk to a Buddhist fundamentalist than it is say to talk to a Christian who
isn't a fundamentalist. There is that sort of cross relationhip almost. ?ou might be talking to a
broad minded old Anglican priest, you might find you have more in common with him than
you have with a follower of the Nitcheren school and he might find he had more in common
with you than he had with his avengelical brethren, or say someone in the Salvation Army.
So I think that is probably a point that could be considered. Anyway, not now.

Dhammarati: Can I just ask something Bhante? I was reading a women's magazine recently
and in had an interview with Tina Turner, Jeff Banks and this other girl called K~tharine
Hamnett.

S: Who are these people?

Dhammarati: Tina Turner is a pop singer and Jeff Banks and Katfimmarne Hamnett are both
very good fashion designers. It turned out that all three of them were Buddhists, which is
what they said, in fact all three of them are involved with Nitcheren. And I couldn't help but
wonder, to me it seem to be quite a new teaching, almost. It seems to be going very quickly
and actually spreading amongst quite soph- isticated people. I wondered if you had any
thoughts on this.

S: I am slightly aware of this, I must say I don't as yet Wave any thoughts upon it. It
seems to be almost to be a Cliff Richards type of Buddhism, if you know what I mean.
(laughter)

V: Well quite, apparantly sophisticated people could get involved with Rajneesh.

S: But what does one mean by sophisticated?

V: That'ss why I said apparantly.

S: I think there are quite a lot of people who don't want Tho think, want just to believe
something and follow something, quite implicitly, like children. But I think it would be

interesting to try to find out whether there is anything we are overlooking in presenting the
Dharma to people. Perhaps we expect too much too soon, perhaps we don't put things simply
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bursting with confidence, they have got it, they know the truth and this does communicate
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itself. Because we know from our own experience and contact with people, so many people
are lacking in self confidence. And people who are lacking in self confidence are impressed
by nothing so much as self confidence. So our hesistant, tentative gentlemanly approach
doesn'st necessarily inspire them with confidence. We can be hesitant and tentative because
basically we are sure of our position, but we are not sure about every detail of it or every
possible applicaiton of it. But some- times it is our hesitancy and tentativeness that comes
acr055~ ~~ncjt~ than our basic depth of conviction, whereas they are convinced all the way
through, they have got it all worked out, they are certain about evey little detail. Like the
Jehovah's Witnesses and the Mormons and so on. They have got an answer for every- thing,
they are positive with definite affirmatives. And this is what a lot of people like, people who
are themselves lacking in self confidence. ~ So I think we have to perhaps examine the way
we put things across. But certainly if one feels interested to go into this particular form of
Buddhism, if it is a form of Buddhism a little more and just meet some of the people who
have been captivated by it and ask them what they found in it, what they responded too, what
appeals to them. It is worth knowing perhaps.

V: I was speaking to one of the Nitcherens in the Wichmond group and I think what they
appreciated was that it was a very simply, direct teaching, this is the truth and all you have to
do is say this mantra. And they didn't do study or anything else, they didn't know very much
about Buddhism, they were j~~t given this mantra and that is all they had to consider. S' It's
almost as though it is taking over a bit, in a Buddhistic form, from the Maharishi. Because
that is basically all they got, a mantra, there wasn't much in the way of teaching or study. So
perhaps it is just a matter of fundamentalism, nowadays, being available in all sorts of forms,
including a Buddhist form. And lots of people go for that, and some of that who would
formerly have gone for Christian fundamentalism were more attracted by Buddhist
fundamentalism. Perhaps it is a Nitcheren who comes knocking on th~~r door and not a
Mormon, or not a Jehovah's Witness! It is a question of who knocks on their door first.
Anyway let's pass on.

Tejananda: ~ Now a quesiton from Kulamitra about the worship of sutras.

Kulamitra: ~ The sutra talks of faith as the emotional equivalent of wisdom and
recommends worship of the sutra as a practice. Some people seem to see homage to the
White Lotus Sutra as their only practice. Could this ever be a full path to Enlightenment?

S: Depends, I suppose, what you mean by worship of the White Lotus Sutra. I think that
could be an approach to the path to Enlightenment at least. But as regards worship of a text |
am not so sure how easily this would come to people in the West. Not that it is impossible,
but it is a little foreign to our tradition, actual worship of a text. Though this does feature in
some religions. It features very prominantly in Sikkhism,



WLS Q/A863-13

in Sikkhism they don't have images, the object of worship is the Adi Granthi which they call
the Guru granthi the volume of the six scriptures. And they have this beautifully printed or
written volume on a silken cushion or a sort of throne with a canopy over it and they make
offerings to it. Just as is described in the Buddhist sutras, the Mahayana sutras, this is
probably where it came from originally. I suggested that we do keep a scripture on the
shrine and we have it in a little glass case, as it were, just to protect it from incense and
offerings and just have it open. I don't know whether some of the centres have taken this up at
least on special occasions. Perhaps some have, it would be suitable for instance for Dharma
day. But if you want the symbols for the Three Jewels on the altar, you need to have a book.
The symbol of the Buddha is the image, the symbol of the Dharma is the scripture and the
symbol of the Sangha is the spiritual community itself, the Order. So I think it would be good
if we did have a volume of the scriptures on every shrine.

Kulamitra: I suppose I was thinking that apart from the teaching of Nitcheren it almost
seemed to be a form of Pure Land type of Buddhism. Purely devotional, but in this case with
the White Lotus Sutra rather than Amitabha. And I wondered if there is actually inherent in
that form, taken to that extreme a limitation or whether for some people it could actually take
them into an insight into the White Lotus Sutra.

S: I think that the standard Buddhist teaching is that the Five Spiritual Faculties
including that of faith must be balanced. I think that is the standard, the classical Buddhist
teaching and I think it is best, probably, to stick to that. Even though for the time being one
particular faculty may predominate over the others. But I think in the end you have to have
them in equilibrium. I don't think there is a question of alternative paths, as is sometimes
suggested in Hinduism. If you start off travelling on the path of devotion I think sooner or
later you have to bring in the path of wisdom, you have to join wisdom to your faith. The one
reinforces the other.

Tejananda:  the next question is from Mahamati about a series of talks that you spoke
about on archetypes.

Mahamati:  You mentioned in the first and second lecture that the collect~ve unconscious
needs to be included within the framework of the Higher Evolution, and you hinted that you
might investigate this at a future time. And my guestion is first of all whether you did that?

S: Actually I didn't, no. That was one of my undelivered series of lectures.

Mahamati:  In that case can you,~something as to what you had in mind?

S: I am not so sure now that I can remember what I had in mThnd then. But only tha~
obviously, we were talking in terms of archetypes of the collective unconscious and also taj'

king in terms of the spiritual path and different stages and levels of consciousiousness. So
clearly one would need to
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bring the two into some sort of relation. I think I did this very briefly yesterday when I spoke
in terms of a lower collective unconscious and a higher collective unconscious. Correlating
one with the path of lower evolution and the other with the path of the higher evolution.

Mahamati: I was wondering whether you had a full series and whther it would be possible to
give quite an extensive explanation of that.

S: It probably would be, but I don't have it in mind at present I am afraid. I have a lot of
things in mind at present, a lot of things on hand, but not that I am afraid. I am not quite sure
why, it is as though my interest has shifted away from that at least for the time being. But I
have no objection to others exploring those areas. In fact I would like to see them do that.

Tejananda: ~ This is a guestion from me about the name of the sutra. What is the
symbolical signiricance of the title, White Lotus sutra? How exactly does the title relate to
the content of the sutra? And most translators lust called it Lotus Sutra, is this just
carelessness and inexactitude.?

S: It's the Saddharma-pundarika Sutra. I think the emphasis needs to be on the
Saddharma. It is not just the Dharma but it is the real Dharma, the true Dharma. Because it
contains a higher revelation, both in respect of the unity of the three yanas and in respect of
the eternity of the Buddha. So one can understand why it should be called the Saddharma.
One has the same sort of thing in the case of the Lanka, because it is the
Saddharma-lankavatara Sutra, the entry of the real Dharma, the real truth into Sri Lanka. 1
think to call it the White Lotus, the pundarika real Dharma is.., well I wouldn't like to say just
a flowery addition, but Indian Buddhists were very fond of that sort of style. We have got the
Karuna-pundarika Sutra, the White Lotus of Compassion Sutra. One could of course look at
the symbolism of the sutra, that it blooms, the rising out of the mud and all that sort of thing -
but you could apply that to any sutra really, any sutra represents or embodies the trans-
cendental truth in that kind of way. Though no doubt one could give an exergesis of the title
in such a way as to demonstrate the whole teachings of the sutra. I don't think that really is
the case or was originally intended to be the case. I think it is more a question of a pleasing
and evocative sort of title. And as I said I think the emphasis is on the fact that it represents
or embodies the Saddharma, the real teaching of the Buddha, the higher teaching if you like.

Dharmaloka: ?ou later in one of the lectures make a point of the vegetable symbol. Would it
be possible as well to connect this with the title as well, the lotus as a symbol of growth and
organic growth. So the Saddharma growing, so to speak, or the realisation of the truth
growing organically?

S: Again you could apply this to so many sutras. And also Th the case of the second half
there is no question of organic qrowth because you are concerned with something which
exists eternally outside space and outside time. At most it would only apply to part one.
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V: What about the last part of the question, the White Lotus, does that have any
significance. It seems to be only you translates as White Lotus.

S: Pundarika is White Lotus just as utpala is blue lotus.

V: We were wondering why other translators don't translate it as white lotus, is that just
carelessness on their part, do you think?

S: Not necessarily. Strictly speaking pundarika is white lotus but I think at the same
time I think it is sometimes used simply to mean lotus.

V: Soothill translates it as white lotus - The white lotus of ( ?

S: Does he. Possibly then the Chinese did. But I think perhaps one could say that it is
lotus in general but specifically the white lotus. It really means the lotus which is white but
just a little tinged with pink. I have seen these lotuses growing in India , they are very
beautfiul, they are quite big lotuses. Not lily like.

V: So Pundarika is white tinged with pink?

S: Yes, I think one could say that. It doesn't look like a water lily, it is not spikey. It has
good, slightly blowsy sort of petals. The Chinese, in some Chinese paintings you see the
pundarika, the lotus in this sense represented quite beautifully. It has these big pods.
Anyway, let's pass on.

Tejananda: ~ Now a question from Prakasha about the prece&ding and suceeding sutras in
the Threefold Lotus Sutra.

Prakasha: The Sutra is often called the Threefold Lotus Sutra. What ur ose and Si
nificance do the receedin and suceeding sutras have in relationship to the White Lotus Sutra?

S: It does seem that the preceeding and suceeding sutras are what we might call
apocryphal sutras. They seem to be Chinese compositions. I have touched upon this I think
in The Eternal Legacy. That is not to say they don't have their value. Some of the imagery in
the introductory sutra, the preceeding sutra is really quite extrao~rdinary. So they do have
their own value. I must say I ~aven't worked out, as yet, any actual doctrinal connection. No
doubt that could be done or no doubt it has been done by the Nitcheren scholars. But it
would seem in a way that they are a bit super- fluous, because I think the White Lotus Sutra
stands complete in itself. I don't think the sutra needs that introduction and that conclusion in
the form of those two extra works.

Dhammarati: How do you differentiate? You call these two sutras apocryphal. How would
you differentiate between an apocryphal text and a Mahayana text which was claiming its
descent from the Buddha through some revelation, (or however you were describing that?)
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S: In the case of Chinese works something is regarded as apocryphal when it purports to
be a translation from the Sanskrit but is not actually so. In other words it doesn't stand on its
own merits as a sutra revealed, let us say, to a Great Chinese Master and written down by him
in Chinese. It arrays itself with a whole, what shall I say, - it is tricked out one might say with
an array of names of translators and dates when it was translated and where, under which
Emporer, which is almost like de~ception. So it is this fact which makes it apocryphal rather
than a Mahayana sutra in the Indian sense. It purports to be a translation of a Sanskrit sutra
when it isn't. In some cases it has been known from early times that a particular work,
because the Chinese have got or did have a quite highly developed critical sense which they
applied to their own literature and to Buddhist works as well. A critical sense in the way that
Indians never had. So they didn't find it very difficult to distinguish between different works
and they are quite aware of stylistic differences and are quite aware that certain words came
into use in such and such centuries. They are very well posted in all those sorts of things to
an extent that didn't become common in Europe until after the Rennaisance.

Tejananda: A question from Dhammarati about the Mahayana and higher truths.

Dhammarati: This comes from the incident Bhante when the Buddha explains to the
assembly that the ( ? is very difficult to understand, only Buddha's can under- stand it,
everybody else has to approach it gradually.

S:  Of course the Buddha says the same thing in the Pali scriptures with regard to the
pratitya-samutpada, doesn't he? So this is true of the Dharma generally.

Dhammarati: The question I was going to ask was, do you accept that there is any truth in
the Mahavana sugcrestion here that its teachings are more full and more profound teahcings
than the ones that historically preceed it? Is the Heart Sutra and the White Lotus Sutra in
some sense a more rofound teachin than the historicall earlier teacJ1ings?

S: that is a very difficult question. Because who judges wThat is profound? Because
studying let's say a verse of the Dhammapada may see the whole of truth in that and he might
feel that just the teaching of the Dhammapada or the teaching of that verse was very
profound. He would be able to see more in it perhaps than others. Sometimes the
implications of an apparantly simple saying are really quite vast, quite extensive. Perhaps
one might say that some texts or some sayings are more obviously profound than others. I
think it is very difficult to be able to make a blanket statement. Certainly some Mahayana
teachings are more elaborate than others. If you take, for instance, the sunyata teaching,
certainly the Mahayana sutras have gone into this in a much more thorough going fashion
than any Pali text. So perhaps broadly speaking one could say that the teachings of the
Mahayana were profounder in that sort of sense. And perhaps you need some acquaintance
with the Mahayana to be able to appreciate the depths of some of the Buddha's teaching in the
Pali scriptures. Perhaps it is
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there but it is not so well articulated, for various reasons.

Padmavajra: Would you say that the expression of the truth was more sophisticated in the
Mahayana sutras, more developed, but the actual experience that they are pointing to is
pro~ound in the early scriptures ...

S: You could say that, because their linguistic sources were greater. They had developed
their Buddhist vocabulary by that time, they had refined it, they had removed confusions. The
Buddha had to make do with whatever vocabulary came to hand. It was a vocabulary, it was
a language which was employed by the people around him who hadn't his Enlightenment
experience. But he had to use the same language, but try and use it in his own way.
Hu~idreds and hundreds of years later when some of the Mahayana Sutras were written down
or composed Buddhists had developed much more a language of their own which was more
adequate to express their own insights and intuitions.

Dhammarati: You wouldn't accept the sutras suggestion that this was the fuller teaching now
being made explicit?

S: Well it is fuller in relation to the classical Hinayana and the classical Hinayana doesn't
necessarily coincide with certain teachings of the historical Buddha as recorded in at least
some parts of the existing Pali Canon. I don't think that one could say that the Mahayana had
gone beyond that. Assuming that to be properly understood.

Tejananda: A question from Padmavajra about the white Lotus Sutra and Sufi and Persian
imagery.

Padmavajra:  You said that the White Lotus Sutra may well have been written down in
central Asia. Whether or not it was written down there how much of central Asian influence
is evident in the sutra, in terms of its cosmology and even sniritual content?

S: I think probably one has to ask that question in much more general terms. Ask it with
regards to Mahayana sutras in general. Ask it perhaps more particularly with regard to the
Sukhavati-vyuha'sutras. Because it has been suggested that the concept of Amitabha does
owe something to Iranian influences. And even the idea of that Pure Land. There are sort of
anticipations of the pure land, anticipations of the jewel trees of the pure lands in the Pali
sutras, in the Digha Nikaya for ins~tance. And it would seem that it is very likely that sort of
conception of jewel trees in magnificent gardens is of, I won't say central Asian origin, I think
it is possibly of Babylonian origin. This is something I have started going into but I don't
have much information as yet. So I don't think one can ask that question with reference
so much to the White LOtus Sutra itself, as to Mahayana sutras in general, Mahayana imagery
in general, particularly as embodied in the Sukhavati-vyuha sutras. The whole concept of the
Pure land and its part~cular kind of ornamentation and above all with regard to those jewel
trees.

Padmavajra:  So it would be more in its imagery rather than
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anything to do with its spiritual content?

S: I don't think it would be anything to do with doctrine. More with regard to imagery,
especially light imagery and the imagery of the jewel trees. They can be paralleled elsewhere.

V: Y6u said Bhante, that jewel trees are Thund in the Digha Nikaya, are you implying
that there is influence there?

S: Yes, [ have a theory about that which [ haven't yet Weveloped. I have made some
notes. We know that Asoka was in contact with Persia, with the Persian empire. We know
that Persian artisans came to ( ? ) because those highly polished columns, it would
seem, could only have been produced by Persian craftsmen. And also Asoka's palace, from
the descriptions we have seemed to have been modeled on that of Persepolis and even the
perhaps the idea of the inscriptions came from the Persian empire. Derius? the
Great'~~1~~hat we call with regard to Asokalrock edicts in various piaces. So it could be
that the kingdom of Magadha was influenced by the Persian empire. I think it is quite
possible that some of the later, more as it were legendry suttas in even the Digha Nikaya
belong to that period, a hundred years after the Buddha and reflect those sort of influences in
their images. Again this is something that I becan two or three years ago to collect
information about, I have not been able to go into it very deeply but I hope to some day.

V: It does seem from what you have got that Th was an independent origination. It
wasn't there in the tradition prior to the contact with Persian influences.

S: It would seem not. It doesn't seem to be Indian, it doesn't seem to be Vedic.

Padmavajra: Just a point on that. Do you think that the Buddha was actually emerging out
of or in contact with a completely different trend within Indian culture, vvhich was not ...

S: Well that is quite possible. It is quite possible that There was a trend in Indian
culture, broadly that described as sramanic as distinct from brahminic which had connections
with Babylonia. And of course Babylonia subsequently became part of the Persian Empire.

V: So the sramanas weren't just people who left home, they were actually a quite definite
non-brahmanic culture?

S: The culture, in the present state of our knowledge at ieast, does seem to have been
predominantely what we would call monastic, though monastic isn't perhaps a very good
word. The Jains are part of this sramanic tradition too, they preserve certain features of it.
Especially in their cosmology which to some extent resembles that of Buddhism. Both are
quite different from the Vedic cosmology. Anyway this is a bit peripheral perhaps and we
have all those quesitons to get throught, t~, or at least some of them.
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Tejananda: A question from Abhaya about the ray of light which appears from the Buddha
and goes to the Eastern quarter.

Abhaya: What is the significance of the ray of light from between the Buddha's
eyebrows in Chapter 1 illuminating only the Eastern region, as this is the drama of cosmic
Enlightenment?

S: I suppose, this is just something that occurs to me at the moment, that it is because
things start in the East. Light originates from the East. When one enumerates one always
enumerates, I think in Buddhist texts, East, South, West, North. And when you organise the
mandala, when you enter the mandala you enter it from the East. The Eastern gate of the
mandala is the gate which faces you. So that you have the Southern gate on you left, the
Northern gate on your right and the Western way back in front of you, the Eastern gate
directly in front of you. So I imagine that the light ray goes to the East to suggest the source
of light. But this is just what occurs to me at the moment. I'd have to think more about that,
have to s(udy the text. I hadn't thought of it before. Maybe I took it in a rather matter
of fact way, that's how its writen and the light ray went to the East. There maybe some other
reason but I can't think of it at the moment.

Abhaya: It seems strange that it was restricted to the East, why didn't it go around all the
other quarters, in all directions of space. It seems quite arbitrary.

S: The only possibility I can think of is that there is some connection with Akshobhya,
one could look into that.

Tejanada: Another question from Padmavajra on the development of the Trikaya doctrine in
relation to the White Lotus Sutra.

Padmavajra:  This has two parts. How radical an idea would that of an internal Buddha have
been when it emerged~ And what sort of stage of development would the Trikaya doctrine
have reached at the time of the White Lotus Sutra?

S: Well even in the Pali Canon we have the distinction of The Rupakaya of the Buddha
and the Dharmakaya. In the Theravada the Dharmakaya is understood rather literalistically -
the Buddha is the Dharmakaya because he is the embodiment of all the teachings contained
in the Tripitika. Though the term Dharmakaya does occur in the Pali Canon it is not
interpreted, so to speak, metaphysically by the Theravadins but in a rather sense, a rather
narrow fashion one might say. So it is not that before the time of the Saddharma-
pundarika sutra the concept of the dharmakaya as distinct from a Rupakaya was unknown. It
seems to have been a part of general Buddhist teaching. But certainly the Saddharma-
pundarika Sutra, the White Lotus Sutra brought it into prominance and placed it at the centre
of the teacJiing. That it was of the greatest of importance to see that the Buddha was the
Dharmakaya in the fullest sense and not just the Rupakaya. That the Dharmakaya was the
Buddha rather than
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Rupakaya. With regard to the development of the Trijaya doctrine, that seems to have
emerged in, so to speak, later Mahayana sutras. In the earlier Mahayana sutras the distinction
remains between Rupakaya and Dharmakaya, there is no mention of a Sambhogakaya,
Though sometimes what came to be called Sambhogakaya sort of shades of into Dharmakaya
and vice versa, but there is no sharp differentiation as there came to be later in the Trikaya
doctrine, which is associated of course with the Yogachara. In the Madhyamika as such there
is only a two kaya doctrine. The Trikaya doctrine is, one might say, distinctively Yogacharin,
but subsequently of course they became sort of amalgamated.

Padmavajra: Because in the White Lotus Sutra it is almost as if the eternal Buddha is both,
in awa~, Sambhogakaya and Dharmakaya.

S: Yes. Because if you are going to have the Buddha acting in a drama of cosmic
Enlightenment you can hardly have a sort of featureless Dharmakaya, if he is to be an actor at
all, to appear at all, to speak at all, he has to have a form. So in that way you arrive at a sort of
Sambhogakaya type presentation of the Buddha, though in fact that Buddha is the
Dharmakaya. Perhaps it isn't advisable to distinguish too sharply between the three kayas, I
have gone into this at the beginning of the three jewels. Anyway, let's move on.

Tejananda: A question from Prakasha about the three yanas as progressive levels.

Prakasha: As re~ards the three vehicles culminating in the one Buddha vehicle. To what
extent is this principle of progressive levels unigue to the sutra? Is it found earlier? Is it
more the application of the prinic~le in terms of the progressive series culminating in the
Bodhisattva that is new and unigue?

S: Let's go through that again, bit by bit.

Prakasha: As regards the three vehicles culminating in the one Buddha vehicle. To what
extent is this principle of progressive levels unique to the sutra? Is it found earlier?

S: Idon't think it is so much a question of levels. it is a definite question of yanas.

What are thought of as different ways with different goals are in fact one way, they all merge
into one way. Perhaps you can regard them as succesive stages of one path, but still you are
concerned with succesive stages of one path, the emphasis is on the one path. Reducing all
the apparantly different paths to one path, one yana. I think that is the distinctive feature of
that first path, so to speak, of the sutra. I think that is one of its two really distinctive
teachings and afterwards became the heritage of the whole of the Mahayana movement.

Prakasha: Was that teaching found before the White Lotus Sutra?

WLS Q/A863-21 /4-1 53



S: Well in a sense the question doesn't arise because The situation before the rise of the
White Lotus Sutra was one in which the original distinction (not originally original but
relatively original) between the Arahant and the Buddha sort of hardened into separate paths.
A path for the Buddha, a path for the Arahant and of course a path for the Pratyekabuddha.
So the White Lotus Sutra was an expression of, so to speak, a reaction agains all that, a
bringing of them all together again into one path. ~ So in the time of the Buddha you had one
path and then that split up into three paths with three different goals and then one of the
functions of the Mahayana, as embodied especially in the White Lotus Sutra, was to bring
them all back together again. We do this in a certain way, on a certain level with regard to..,
in the way in which we bring together the lay and the monastic into the one going for refuge.
Because we feel that they have got too far separated, too widely separated.

Tejananda:  Now a question from me. Why do vou say in the talk that the Sravakayana is
more negative than the Pratyekabuddha yana?

S: Because I think the traditional Hinayana view is that The Arahant merely removes the
asravas, merely removes the defilements and gains Nirvana in that way. Whereas in the case
of the Pratyekabuddha there is some element of higher knowledge and insight. I am not quite
sure it's exactly that which I had in mind but that is roughly the position. I haven't expressed
it fully in technical terms but that, as far as I recollect is roughly the position.

(end of tape 3)

... realises only the Four Noble Truths whereas the Pratyekabuddha in addition realises the
Pratitya-samutpada. But that is not quite the same distinction. I think what I had in mind was
the general Hinayana tradition, so far as I remember, that the Arahant is one who erdicates the
defilements but the Pratyekabuddha is one who in addition has some realis- ation of Bodhi.

Abhaya: That relates to a question I was going to ask, you could answer it now. This conce t
of the Hina ana Nirvana's eradication of the passions with insight. The way it comes across in
tbc~~ lecture, you mention it twice, it is as if that is the actual case, there was such a goal.
How could that be ossible, where ou could eradicate al passions without developing insight?
Do you see that ~ssibilit?

S: Idon't, actually. Though that may be the emphasis, That one thinks just in terms of
eradication the passions but if you actually were to do that, even though you didn't think in
terms of gaining Bodhi you must gain Bodhi. It's just your mode of expression is limited.
But there is no doubt that in the Pali Canon for instance, Sariputra is asked in one passage to
say what is Nibbana and he says it's the cessation of lobha, dosa and moha. He gives no
positive content to that at all. So here, at least in terms of
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expression, is a purely negative definition of Nibbana. Though other passages in the same
Pali Canon tell a somewhat different story. I think that one has to recognise that in the path,
in the case of the path and therefore in the case of 'Nirvana' (single inverted commas) there is
always a negative aspect and a positive aspect. At least with regard to the intermediate stages
of the path, that there is a cessation of something unskilful and a coming into existence and
an increase of something skilful. When you get onto the spiral then apparantly its more and
more positive than it is negative. It's more and more the gradual increase of the positive, the
skilful, because the positive and skilful by that time so far overbalance or counterbalances the
negative and the unskilful. Thinking of extending that, maybe if one thinks of Nirvana, well
yes it is the cessation of everything unskilful but it is also the plenitude of everything skilful.
The Hinayana often left out the second part of the statement, perhaps without intending to but
they certainly concentrated, it would seem, much more on the cessation of the unskilful.

Cittapala: Why should they have done that if they were genuinely, they had genuine spiritual
attainments? Would that have been some sort of skilful means or something?

S: That's just an argument in a circle because you are assuming that they had some
genuine spiritual attainment, perhaps they didn't. Perhaps there had been a deterioration in
certain cases and on that account they thought just in negative terms. There may have been
other reasons, because we know so little about the general historical situation and social and
cultural conditions. It is very difficult to speculate but the fact is that in the case of, well we'll
say the Hinayana but certainly in the case of the Theravada their presentation of the Dharma
came to be in increasingly negative terms to the neglect, even right down to the present day,
of much more positive formulations of the Dharma found in the Pali Canon itself. A classic
example, almost, is that of the Twelve Positive Nidanas. Who even took any notice of these
or mentioned them in expositions of the Dharma until the time of Mrs Rhys-Davids and
Benemotapala It seems extraordinary. And when we studied the Itivuttaka we found it,
even towards the end really tailing off into increasing negativity. An increasingly negative
presentation of the spiritual life and the goal of the spiritual life, it is very noticable. The
latter sections of the Itivuttaka being apparantly later productions. But it is quite a question
why that happens. We know, it's obvious that it did happen but the psychological, the
spiritual, the social, the cultural perhaps, reasons why it happened, we are quite in the dark
about.

Tejananda: Now I have a question on behalf of Ratnaprabha about the three yanas. The
Buddha says that he had preached the three yanas because of temperamental differences in
his disciples. The FWBO however teaches, 'Ekayana Buddhism'. Should we be taking more
account of temperamental differences between people and systematically offer different types
of facilities and teaching programmes for the main temperament 'classes' of people? (I don't
mean
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starting with Hinayana style and then moving on.)

S: I am not sure that you could do this on the basis of temperament. I think you could do
it on certain other bases perhaps. We do it already, because we have special study groups for
Mitras, we have beginners retreats so in principle we are already doing this. Perhaps we
could extend it. Perhaps we could extend it to different occupational and social groups.
Perhaps have afternoon or lunchtime meditation classes for office workers, or something else
for factory workers at an appropriate time. Or something of special interest to teachers where
you would aim to get along just teachers. We could certainly orient our activities to specific
groups, this might be 4nore skilful way of doing things. I think it could be considered. In
principle, to a limited extent we do this already but I doubt if we could do it on the basis of
temperament. I doubt whether that would be desirable. I don't think it would be desirable to
have special classes for devotional people with lots of pujas and special classes for
intellectuals with lots of study of the Abhidharma. No, I think that would encourage them in
their one-sidedness.

Tejananda: Perhaps he meant the opposite, we should have devotional classes for the
intellectuals.

S: Perhaps he did, yes. It's not so easy to get the intellectuals to come along to the pujas
and things.

Tejananda: A question from Tejamitra on the Arahant walkout.

Tejamitra: At the beginnin~ of the sutra five thousand Arahants walk out and the
assembly is thus purified. Could you explain the mechanics of this. Why couldn't the Buddha
reach to the whole assembl and thereb contact those who were in the assembly who were
receptive and not contacting those who weren't receptive?

S: I think one has to consider what the sutra is trying to do. It is a drama, so in a drama
there has to be action and I think the author of the sutra wanted to dramatise the Arahants
rejection of the truth that was offered to them. He wanted to emphasise, this is what
happened, or this is what can happen. You can reject even what the Buddha says. You can
be so full of your own imagined spiritual attainments that you even close your ears to what
the Buddha has to say and even walk out. I think this is the lesson which is being incalcated
here. So because this lesson is being incalcated some other lesson obviously isn't be$ng
incalcated. It is a question of a particular lesson that the author of the sutra wants to incalcate
at a particular moment, in a particular episode in the sutra. No doubt the Buddha could have
perhaps restrained them, or perhaps not. But even if he had it would that that particular point
would not have been underlined in that dramatic way. But perhaps also the point that is being
made is that you can close your ears even to the Buddha. You can refuse to accept the
Buddha's teaching. As a human being you have that freedom and some people do exercise
that freedom unfortunately.
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Dhammarati: We were wondering in our group actually that it was having people in the
assembly, if it affected the person who has doing the teaching. Padmavajra for instance was
talking about a course that he did where he had people within the course very resistant to
what he was saying and how difficult it was to teach against that. We wondered if there was a
factor, an awareness from the Buddha's point of view that if there were people not receptive it
is harder to teach.

S: We-~1 of course. Harder to teach them or harder to teach generally?

Dhammarati: Harder to teach generally.

S: Yes, because the fact that there are certain people in a group, whether large or small
who are resistance, especially if there are enough of them, does affect the atmosphere of the
whole group. And if you speaking to a group you can't ignore any important section of that
group, if that section is in disagreement with the rest of the group. If for instance you are
giving a talk and three quarters of the audience is very attentive, and one quarter is markedly
inattentive and restless that does affect you. Because it interferes with the total empathy
between you and your audience.

V: It seems as if even one can do that.

S: Sometimes even one person, yes.

V. Even in a big assembly. Thinking of The Udana.

S: Yes. Ican remember in the case of one particular Theture I gave in a series, one
particular person was sitting right in the middle, four or five rows back and throwOh out the
lecture he was yawning every minute or two. So one couldn't help noticing that.

Tejananda: A question from Mahamati about your reference to the inner Ananda.

Mahamati:  In the lecture you suggest that the speaker of the sutra as well as being the
historical Ananda more esoterically it could be said to be the Ananda within.

S: Well in a sense Ananda is the exemplary Sravaka, The hearer. He says, 'thus have
I~eard'.

Mahamati: ~ What I wondered, I got a bit carried away. whether in a sense this means that
we have heard the White Lotus Sutra before because it is like an innate memory. The
connection between Ananda as being the one who remembers, its like it is our innate memor

of the White Lotus Sutra.

S: Are you thinking of the Platonic doctrine of reminiscence?
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Mahamati: ~ Well I might he. (laughter)

S: One can also look at it in the sense of mutual inter- penetration. Yes, well perhaps it
isn't too far fetched. In other words one is almost saying that there is within oneself a level of
receptivity on which you are, as it were, listening to the truth represented by that sutra. This
is what it really means, isn't it.

Dhammarati: A brief point in relation to Mahamati's question. The idea of a Ananda in your
own mind, the corollary of that is the Buddha teaching within your own mind. And I
wondered given your reservations about any suggestion that you are already a Buddha, the
Buddha nature within you. Do you think this is a useful image then?

S: I think to use with caution, yes. But bearing in mind everything that I said about the
limitations of that static, as it were, way of looking at things.

Tejananda: A question from me pertaining to that area. In the talk you speak of the
Enlightened Mind within. Could vou please clarify this phrase for the sake of people in study
groups that I will be taking - what exactlv your implications are in this phrase.

S: I think really I would like to avoid this phrase as much as possible. I think it can be
misleading. I think you should warn study groups that it isn't to be taken literally That a
human being is, so to speak, a potential Buddha, but to say that only means that if the human
being makes a sufficient effort he or she can attain Enlightenment. It doesn't mean that you
are already Buddha in the sense that there is just a thin layer just separating you from that and
you have just got to get through that layer and hey preston there you are, you are Enlightened.
You can point out the danger of this way of thinking and certainly one shouldn't think of that,
so to speak, immanent Buddhahood is something which is the possesion of you, considered as
an ego. And I have sometimes mentioned that the Buddha himself, as far as we can tell, didn't
use this language of potentiality. It is a language that developed later. I am very doubtful
whether for us it is a skilful language to use. Certainly in discussing the Dharma with, well
not only relative new-comers but with anybody who isn't really spiritually quite advanced and
therefore not likely to misunderstand.

V: In a way this isn't even language of potentiality, it is more acutality rather than
potentiality.
S: I meant of potentiality in that sense; you already are a Buddha, i.e. or potentially a

Buddha. It is best to spell it out much more clearly and say that if you make a sufficent effort
you can eventually attain a state which we call Enlightenment. One can therefore say that
potentially you are that but that is not to be interpreted as to mean that you as Mr or Mrs or
Miss so-and-so are now literally that in any sense really, any sense that is comprehensible to
you.
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Dhammarati: The idea of the Ananda within struck quite a chord with me and I wonder,
actually, if identifying with Ananda, rather than identifying with the Buddha gets the benefits
of that language without some of the risks.

S: Ananda is a more modest figure, as it were, because Wuring the time of his actual
association with the Buddha he was only a stream entrant, he wasn't fully Enlightened. So
perhaps you can much more safely identify with Ananda, or think of the Ananda within that
the Buddha.

V: Where did the language of potentiality arise, where did it come from?

S: Of course it is a language which is used in India outside Buddhism. It is in a way the
language of the Upanishads. Whether the Upanishads had a historical influence on Buddhism,
on the Mahayana, it is difficult to say, in any case it would probably be the later Upanishads
even so. One Upanishad says ? ) - that art thou... ( ? )- I am Brahman, I
am the absolute. There is that direct identification. It could be that that language was
influenced by the language or even the thoughts of the Upanishads or it could be that it was
perhaps a parallel development. Or it might have been a quite independent development on
the part of the Mahayana for reasons that we are not aware of.

Padmavajra: Do you think if somebody who was really making a tremendous effort in their
practice should stop making an effort. I don't mean us but somebody who has been
practising for a long time, just to be told just to be receptive to that might actually.., be
receptive to the Buddha within might be a way of speaking, a way of helping.

S: Even to say that you should be receptive to the Buddha wHthin doesn't amount to
direct identification as you sometimes get say in Ch'an or Zen. That you are that, thou art
Buddha. I was also going to say that language of potentiality as I have called it, or even of
actuality, is not without its own validity, because no doubt it does express an actual spiritual
experience at a certain leveT ~ But that sort of language can be certainly misunderstood by
those who are not on that paricular level of spiritual experience and can not only be
misunderstood but misused, misapplied.

Tejananda: ~ Now a quesiton from Tejamitra about the signif- icance of the prediction to
Enlightenment.

Tejamitra: Almost throughout the sutra Arahants etc. receive redictions of their future
Buddhahoo Could you say what the significance of this is?

S: I have gone into this one some other occasion. When did Vdo this?
V's:  Ithink it was on the last series.

S: I think I will skip that one then, because we don't Wave too much time. And refer
whoever is interested to what I said then.
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Tejananda:  Prakasha has a question on the same topic.

Prakasha: In the Sutra Arahants such as Sariputra, numerous hhikkshus, bhikhunis like
Mahaprajapati and Yashoda, evil doers such as Devadatta and young women such as a Naga
princess are predicted to enlightenment. But as far as I can remember no lay people are. Why
is this and was this deficit the reason for the em hasis on la people in the Vimalakirti
Nirdesha?

S: That is an interesting thought. Because one would have Thought in view of the
universalism of the Mahayana that lay men and lay women also would be predicted to
Enlightenment. It is a rather odd ommision in a way. Perhaps as you say the Vimilakirti
makes up for that, not that this was, as it were a conscious thing. Perhaps it is a question of
partic~dar Mahayana sutras having their particular fields of responsibility, their particular
subject matter or their responsibility for a paritcular kind of approach or emphasis. But even
so it is a little odd that the laity aren't even mentioned. Perhaps one could, if one was really
interested, go into all the different texts and see whether perhaps anything has been dropped
out.  Another thing that occurs to me as well - who else is mentioned?

Prakasha: Devadatta.
S: Yes, but are any gods mentioned.
Prakasha: A Naga princess.

S: Because gods and goddesses would be technically lay people. (laughter) The Naga
princess was she actually a serpent princess or a human princess of the Naga tribe, so to
speak, do you see what I mean? The Naga ‘kanya it would be in Sanskrit, kanya

really means maiden. But it is an interesting point, yes. I am sure the Mahayana
doesn't intend deliberately to exclude. But don't forget the Saddharma-pundarika is an early,
one of the earlier Mahayana sutras. Some remnants of the Hinayana approach still clings.
Perhaps there is sti~] an over emphasis on monasticism which has been carried over from the
Hinayana which has not been fully permeated by the Mahayana spirit. And that comes in the
later sutras like the Vimalakirti. Perhaps in those days when they enumerated different
categories of people they did sometimes omit the lay people because they weren't regarded as
involved with the Dharma in the way that the monks were. Its as though the Mahayana
author hasn't sort of fully or completely transcended his Hinayana background or his
Hinayana starting point. I think one could look at it in that way. It is the same in the case
of the FWBO, we have been gradually bringing our attitudes and observances more and more
into line with the fundamental spirit of the FWBO and our overall emphasis on the going for
refuge as the central act of the Buddhist life. It is not so easy to bring everything that you
have inherited from the past, from tradition, into line with your real position.

WLS Q/A 864 -8

Tejananda: ~ Now a question from me. In the sutra the body of the Buddha Abundant



Treasures can't be revealed due to his vow until all the Buddhas who have emanated from
Shakyamuni are present. So could you cFive us any indication of the meaning of this e isode.
And what exactl are the emanations are the people who have become Buddhas as disciples
of Shakyamuni or are they so to speak magical emanations?

S: To answer the last part first, they are magical emanations. Then with regard to the first
part, the Prabuta ratna is the ancient Buddha, as it is translated, I think that is probab~y Adhi
Buddha. So that this sort of coming together of the ancient Buddha and the modern Buddha,
so to speak, the present Buddha called Shakyamuni here though it isn't the historical
Shakyamuni quiet, represents one might say Enlightenment's transcendence of time. And the
coming together of the Bodhisattvas from all directions of space into one spot is the
corresponding transcendence of space. You are beginning to go beyond time and space, [
think that is the significance of that episode.

V: Would one be right in thinking that when that episode occurs, Shakyamuni actually
purifies the wholc world and it turns into a lapi lazuli floor with golden chords, at that point
have we gone up even to a higher level, have we entered a sort of Sukhavati?

S: I think it is more a question of feeling than of, as it were, doctrine. As you read the
sutra what do you feel? Do you feel as though you are rising to a higher level? Later on there
is that episode where the Buddha does raise the whole assembly, literally, to a higher level,
and you can't miss the symbolism there. But as you go through the sutra you must be mindful
and examine your own responses. Do you feel uplifted by a certain passage, does it seem to
raise you to a higher level of experience by whats~oever means. Sometimes the sutra does it
in a more obvious manner, sometimes in a more subtle manner. You must consult your own
experience and your own response.

Tejananda: ~ Ratnaguna has a question on the Buddha Saddha paribhuta.
Ratnaguna:  It's 5 simply that you translate his name as 'Never Direct' whereas in this sutra

it is 'Never Despise' and in another one, I don't know the actual sutra, its 'Never Disparage'.
They seem to be very different translations.

S: 'Never Direct' is the literal translation. It isn't Thaddha prarudita though is it, that's
‘Ever Weeping's
V: I was just having a quick look to see. Bhuda.

S: Saddha prarudita is Ever Weeping.
V: No this is Saddha paribhuta.
S: I think I did look this up, I did check it.
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always telling them what to do, in a way you are looking down on them. You are treating
them as in need of direction like a lot of sheep. So you are despising them, so perhaps that is
the connotation of the term, but the denotiation, one might say, is defintely not directing.

Tejananda:  The final question is from Prakasha, about mutual interpenetration in the
White Lotus Sutra.

Prakasha: Towards the end of the sutra there are ure lands and magnificent
fantasmagoria. In the lecture you use the term 'mutual interpenetration’, but is this term
actually applicable in describing these events?

S: I am not sure, I would have to consult the sutra again. imust have have felt that it was
at least to some extent at the time that I gave the lecture. But I doubt, as far as I recollect, that
it is applicable in anything except a quite limited sense.

Prakasha: Because they do seem to suggest that one thing is reflected in another. It is much
more just a description of pure land and ...

S: Yes, and Bodhisattvas arriving. Perhaps I was going a little Weyond my brief, just got
a bit carried away. ~ Anyway, do people feel that they are geting more deeply into the sutra
and into the lectures? (V's Yes) Ireally did feel at the time very strongly that White Lotus
Sutra did represent a drama of cosmic Enlightenment. I believe I have already so described it
in what was then "The Word of The Buddha', and what became subsequently The Eternal
Legacy.

Kulam~tra: I was very struck by how closely your description in the lecture parallels the
description in The Eternal Legacy. Did you actually use one in reference to the other, or was it
just beca~~e you know the material very well?

S: I can't remember, I'm afraid. I certainly at the time that iwrote that part of the Eternal
Legacy, which was in Kalimpong, I certainly absorbed myself in the material quite deeply and
was very, very much affected by that sutra. I think incidently when you are writing about
something you immerse yourself in it to a far greater extent, perhaps, than in any other way.
Especially when it is something quite lengthy and perhaps you are writing something quite
substantial about it. I really would suggest that if you really want to immerse yourself in a
particular text, well write something about it. You really do then have to study it closely in a
way that perhaps you would not otherwise study it. [ am experiencing this at the moment to
some extent with regard to the booklet I am writing on Ambedkar and Buddhism, because I
am having to immerse myself in his biography and nearly all his writings to ~very
considerable extent. And I spend a good part of the day thinking about them and
concentrating on them quite intensely, and that does have a definite effect on one. One gets
to know the material, having to write about it and check this reference and that reference and
this quotation and that quotation. One gets to know the material in a way that one
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I think couldn't perhaps in any other way. Except possibly if you were teaching it to different
groups of students over a longer period. So I really do recommend that. It would be good
if there were more people writing about sutras and their own study of particular sutras. What
they got out of them, what they meant to them, concentrating on particular teachings,
particular doctrines; those who are so inclined. It is much the same, I used to find and no
doubt some of you have found this already, giving the courses of lectures themselves. I
remember especially with regard to the Vimila- kirti Nirdesha series that I really did immerse
myself in that material over the two month period that I was giving the talks. It was quite
difficult to get away from it in a way, one didn't want to leave it because one was immersed in
it so deeply. I think that it is a very good way of getting to know a sutra or any text, lecturing
on it or writing about it. YOu really have to get down to studying it then. Whereas sometimes
you j tread and it doesn't really sink in, you miss all sorts of things, you don't notice things.
If you study closely you might even detect all sorts of discrepancies, or apparent discrepancies
may set you thinking and because you are set thinking you start entering more deeply into the
meaning of the text. 'Is it a discrepancy or is it something [ haven't really been able to
understand?" You have to get to the bottom of this. Here is something a bit off the track, I'll
conclude with this, it has some relevence. I was reading a little while ago a translation of one
of the tragedies of Rac'€ne the French dramatist, and the plot was laid in imperial Rome.
There was a sort of anachronism or discrepancy because Racjne mentions the consuls as
coming to Titus, coming to see Titus, the emp.rer - or who was just about to become emperer,
perhaps it was before he became emporer. So it was pointed out at the time that that was a
discrepancy because in that particular year Titus was himself one of the consuls. But, again it
was pointed out that what Racine wanted to do was produce an effect of all the people 