The Udana Seminar 1975
Introduction
DAY ONE

Sangharakshita: Before we begin the actual text, let me say a few general words about the
body of literature of which this particular text is a part. As I expect most of you know, this
work, the Udana, is part of the Pali Canon, which has been handed down in the Theravada
school. I don't know how familiar you are with the history of Buddhist literature or how the
Canon was formed and developed, but perhaps I should say a few words about that first and
then give a brief summary of the Pali Canon and indicate the place of the Udana in that
Canon.

To begin with, as probably everybody does know, the Buddha taught simply orally. The
Buddha didn't write anything. His immediate disciples didn't write anything. The teaching -
the Dharma - was an oral tradition for four or five hundred years. It is important that we
should remember that, because when we read through some of the Buddhist Scriptures,
especially parts of the Pali Canon, sometimes they have a rather unattractive literary form.
But this is because they are not literature. They were not written. They are records of oral
tradition and, since the Dharma had to be handed down by oral means, the oral tradition was
given a form which made it easy to remember - for instance, lists: one of this, two of these,
three of those, and so on; and lists of lists. This made the teaching easy to remember. But,
when it was written down eventually in that orally transmitted form, it did not always make
very attractive or readable literature. Very often it did not add up to literature at all.

That was the position for some hundreds of years: the Dharma was handed down entirely by
oral means, and the oral tradition used to be preserved by numbers of full-timers, who by that
time were called bhikkhus or even monks, getting together periodically and reciting together
what they remembered, so that you would add what you had learned orally to the pool. You
would hear other people reciting and you would join in, and eventually there would be a
number of monks - dozens, even hundreds of monks - all reciting, all chanting, the oral
tradition. These collective chants, which were known as samgiti - usually the word is
translated as council, but it means a collective chanting of the oral tradition by the bhikkhus -
became the basis for the literary Canon.

Meanwhile, of course, different schools and different traditions had developed and the
chantings had been going on in several different languages, because the Buddha had
permitted that, not to say encouraged it. So, as the Dharma spread from its original home in
north-eastern India all over northern India then down into the south, dialectal differences
started developing, so that the monks of eastern, western and southern India, for example,
were chanting together the same tradition and substantially the same material, but with
differences of accent, pronunciation and grammar, and then even differences of dialect crept
in. In that way, there were even a number of different oral traditions, and this was reflected in
the Canon when it came to be written down. Eventually there were recensions of the literary
version of the Canon in several different languages: mainly in Sanskrit, which was the Canon
of the Sarvastivadins; what afterwards came to be known as Pali, which was the Canon of the
Theravadins; and also chantings and recensions in Apabramsa and in Paisaci - mainly those
four. But only one of all those has survived in the original language in its entirety and that is



the Pali recension, handed down in the Theravada school. We have quite a bit of [2] the
Sanskrit recension of the Sarvastivadins in the original and a lot more in translation, but we
have nothing, to the best of my recollection, of the Paisaci or the Apabramsa original
traditions, though there is something in Chinese translation.

So the Pali Canon is important as the only surviving complete recension of the Canon - the
pre-Mahayanistic Canon - in the language in which it was originally handed down, though
that is not to say that it was the language of the Buddha. It is dialectally somewhat different
from that. Sometimes over-enthusiastic Theravadins will claim that, in the Pali Canon, you
have the actual words of the Buddha, just as though they had been taken down in shorthand or
as though there was a tape recorder under the Bodhi-tree. But it isn't really like that. I am not
going to go into the details of the exact dialectal development; this is a matter of some dispute
among scholars, anyway, but it is broadly agreed that the Pali Canon is based upon a
recension of the Dharma that was circulating in north-western India about the time of Asoka.
We can't really say that it is the language of the Buddha and the teaching exactly as he gave it.

The Pali Canon exists in three great collections called Pitakas - the Three Baskets: the Vinaya
Pitaka, the Sutta Pitaka and the Adbhidhamma Pitaka. The Vinaya Pitaka is generally said to
be the Pitaka or collection of monastic rules. This is only partly correct. It contains a lot of
other material, too, about the history of the Sangha, about the Dharma, about the life of the
Buddha and, incidentally, also, the rules for the monks are laid down by the Buddha, and
often the occasion or incident leading to the laying down of those rules is described. There are
five bulky volumes in Miss Horner's English translation of the Vinaya Pitaka.

Then you have the Sutta Pitaka, which is the most important of the Pitakas. This consists of
five Nikayas or divisions. First of all, there is the Digha-Nikaya, which is a collection of long
- Digha means long - discourses by, or attributed to, the Buddha. There are thirty-two of
these. They are very important and ancient, or reflect ancient traditions, though they are not
all equally ancient. Then you have the Majjhima-Nikaya, the collection of approximately 150
medium-length discourses. Many of these are also quite ancient. After that, there is the
Samyutta-Nikaya, which is a collection of a very large number of short sayings or discourses,
arranged subject-wise. Samyutta means simply a collection. In this particular Nikaya, the
sayings and short discourses of the Buddha are collected together according to subject matter.
There is a series of little talks or verses and so on, on trees, another on Stream Entry, another
on the gods, another on Sariputra, another on the fetters, and so on. This Nikaya has some
material original to itself and some which is also found in the two preceding Nikayas, that is
to say the Digha and the Majjhima.

Then there is the Anguttara-Nikaya. Anga-uttara is quite difficult to translate. Anga is limb or
factor; uttara is one higher. So it's going one higher each time, from one to two, from two to
three, from three to four. In the first section you've got all the ones: for instance, food, the one
support. In the next section, there are all the twos - name and form, and so on. Then, in the
next, all the threes - the Three Jewels, and so on. It goes, as far as I recollect, up to eleven. So
that's the Anguttara-Nikaya. This also duplicates some of the material in other Nikayas.

Lastly, you have the Khuddhaka-Nikaya, which means miscellaneous. That is a real rag-bag.
It contains some of the most ancient material in the whole Pali Canon, like the Sutta-Nipata,
and it also contains some [3] of the latest. It contains the Jataka books. It contains, even,
quasi-Abhidhamma works like the Patisambhida-magga. So it is a very miscellaneous



collection indeed - fourteen different works, including also the Dhammapada. And our Udana
is found there. We'll come back to that in a minute.

So those are the five Nikayas or divisions which make up the Sutta-Pitaka, the collection of
discourses.

Then we have the Abhidhamma-Pitaka, which is very much later than the other two Pitakas,
divided into seven books. The first and the last of the seven books are the most important.
The first is the Dhammasangani, enumeration of phenomena. I am not going into that now.
The last is the Patthana or the book of relations. Those are, as I said, the most important of the
seven, but the material in between is quite interesting and important, too. All the seven books
are somewhat later than the Sutta and Vinaya Pitakas.

So here we have the existing Pali Canon. It is important, because it is a collection of Buddhist
traditions coming down to us in an early Indian language which we now know as Pali. In
addition to information about the Buddha and his teaching and his Order, there is a lot of
miscellaneous information about the condition of India in those days - political, economic,
social; information about anthropology and sociology and information about manners and
customs, arts and crafts; so we get a rich and vivid picture of the life of ancient India in those
days, about 500 BC, and against this vivid background we see the life of the Buddha
unfolding, his teaching being given and his movement developing.

So, even from a human, historical and literary point of view, the literature, as it is now
represented by the Pali Canon is very important. It is our most important source of
information about India in those days. There is nothing like it in the whole range of Indian
literature. Sanskrit literature, on the whole, apart from the Vedic and Upanishad literature, is
very much later and we don't get such a vivid picture of the life of ordinary people as we get
from the Pali Canon. That is why most of the accounts that are being written nowadays about
ancient India, that is to say India around the time of the Buddha, draw heavily upon the Pali
Canon for their information. If you want to know what sort of pottery they had, we can find
out from the Pali Canon, what sort of amusements, what sort of dress, what sort of deities
they worshipped, what were the trends of thought in those days apart from the Buddha's own -
all that information is in the Pali Canon. Even what sort of shoes they wore - there is a whole
list of them in the Pali Canon. You don't get that sort of information anywhere else in Indian
literature for that period. So, even historically, this literature is very important. It is from this
literature that the Udana comes and, as I mentioned, it is from the Khuddhaka-Nikaya.

The Udana is one of the most ancient books in the Khuddhaka-Nikaya. It is one of the most
ancient parts of the whole Canon. Possibly only parts of the Sutta-Nipata are older than some
of the parts of the Udana. We cannot even say that the Sutta-Nipata as a book is older than the
Udana as a book, but each contains different strata. In the Sutta-Nipata there are older and
there are more recent strata and similarly in the Udana. But we can say that, probably, in the
Pali Canon only parts of the Sutta-Nipata are older than the oldest parts of the Udana.

In the Udana, the main line of division is between the verse portions and the prose portions.
You will notice, as we go through, that there is a prose portion followed by a verse portion in
each section, and the [4] prose portion purports to relate the circumstances under which the
verse was delivered by the Buddha. But you will notice something quite strange as we go
along: often, the prose and the verse do not fit. Sometimes the verse seems quite



inconsequential and sometimes the prose passage seems to have little or no connection with
the verse, or the verse with the prose. It is as though they had been put together later.
Sometimes they do fit, but not very often. There is also, in the original Pali, a slight difference
of language. The language of the verses is somewhat more archaic than the language of the
prose portions. So we can say, very broadly speaking, that the verses in the Udana belong to
an older stratum of tradition than do the prose portions, though most of even the prose
portions are quite early. So, in the verses of the Udana, as with some portions of the
Sutta-Nipata, we come very near indeed to the original beginnings of Buddhism.

What does this word udana mean? This also is very important. Udana means a breathing out,
a forcible expiration. This ties up with a general Indian Hindu and Buddhist tradition about
the five breaths, the five pranas. According to this tradition, in each human being there are
five different kinds of breath governing different physiological functions. For instance, there
is a downward-going breath, by which we can expel waste matter from the system. Then there
is the in and outgoing breath, which is the breath that keeps us alive. In this way there are five
different kinds of breath or five different breathings, and udana is the outward-going breath.
So an udana in this Buddhistic sense, is something which is breathed out, something which is
expired - especially a saying, or even an exclamation, which is as it were forced from us by
great emotional and spiritual pressure, when we feel very stirred or moved by something, or
even, as we say in English, inspired - only here it is expired and therefore we speak
something out of the fullness of our feeling and our emotion or our spiritual realization. That
is called an udana.

So, strictly speaking, the udanas here are simply the verses. The verses here represent the
Buddha's utterance at certain crucial moments when he was very deeply moved, spiritually
stirred, and he spoke rhythmically in verse. So the udanas, strictly speaking, are simply these
verses, not the prose parts; but the prose parts have become connected with them in the
course of time and sometimes throw light on them, but not often. We may even notice as we
go along - we certainly did last time (I did a seminar on the Udana) - that the spirit of the
verses seems a little different from the spirit of the prose portions. The verses are not only
more archaic in diction but they are, in a way, simpler; they seem to reflect the very early,
undeveloped stage of Buddhism, perhaps the Buddhism of the Buddha himself, so far as we
can see. We shall probably notice something of all this as we go through in any case, so there
is no need to insist upon it too much.

Before we actually start, does anyone want to ask any questions on all that?
ABC: Yes, what was the fifth book of the sutta you mentioned?

S: The Khuddhaka. It means miscellaneous. That is the collection which contains the
Dhammapada, the Jatakas, the Bodhi (?) , the Patisambhida-magga, the Sutta-Nipata and, of
course, the Udana and also the (?). It is quite a miscellaneous collection. Literally, Khuddhaka
means little [5] - the little collection - but it has swollen in the course of time. It is generally
rendered, therefore, "The Miscellaneous Collection'. It is the biggest of all the Nikayas in
quantity.

Altogether, in the Royal Thai edition, this Pali literature comprises 45 volumes of about 500
pages each. It is a quite substantial literature. It is practically all in English. There are only
one or two books where there is some Pitaka that has not been translated.



"Honour to that Exalted One, Arahant, rightly awakened.
Chapter I. Enlightenment. i

Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying at Uruvela, on the bank
of the river Neranjara at the foot of the bodhi-tree, having just won the highest wisdom.

Now on that occasion the Exalted One was seated for seven days in one posture and
experienced the bliss of release. Then the Exalted One, after the lapse of those seven days,
during the first watch of the night, rousing himself from that concentration of mind, gave
close attention to causal uprising in direct order, thus: This being, that becomes; by the arising
of this, that arises, namely: Conditioned by ignorance, activities; conditioned by activities,
consciousness; conditioned by consciousness, mind-and-body; conditioned by
mind-and-body, the six sense-spheres; conditioned by the six sense-spheres, contact;
conditioned by contact, feeling; conditioned by feeling, craving; conditioned by craving,
grasping; conditioned by grasping, becoming; conditioned by becoming, birth; conditioned by
birth, old age and death, grief, lamentation, suffering, sorrow and despair come into being.
Thus is the arising of this mass of Ill.

Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse
of uplift:

In sooth when things grow plain to the ardent, musing brahmin, His doubts all vanish, since
he knows thing-with-its-cause."

S: There are several points to remark on here. Let us start at the beginning. "Thus have I heard'
- Evam me suttam - this is the phrase with which all suttas, all discourses of the Buddha,
begin, or rather the introduction begins. Does anyone have any idea who is supposed to be
speaking here?

: Ananda.

S: Ananda, because Ananda was supposed to have recited the Sutta-Pitaka, [6] according to
some accounts, or all the Pitakas according to another account, at the so-called First Council,
that is the first chanting together of the oral traditions after the Buddha's decease. Ananda is
the sort of archetypal hearer. He is the one who hears, the one who has received the tradition
and who passes it on, saying "Thus have I heard'.

'On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying at Uruvela, on the bank of the river
Neranjara at the foot of the bodhi-tree, having just won the highest wisdom.'

This is quite interesting in a way, inasmuch as you are given, right at the beginning, the
precise historical location. You are locating the Buddha at a certain place in north-eastern
India, at a certain period, a certain time, a certain moment, even, in his life - just after he
attained Enlightenment. Do you know what this translation, 'Exalted One', represents in Pali?

:- Bhagavan.

S: Bhagavan, yes. It is not really very satisfactory. 'Bhagavan' represents someone who is



possessed of certain attributes, certain virtues, even. I have translated it recently as 'the Richly
Endowed One'. This is what it suggests in Pali and in Sanskrit. Often, of course, it is
translated as 'the Lord', which conveys a completely different impression from the original
Pali word; it has a quite different feeling to it. Some people think of 'Lord Buddha', just like
'Lord Jesus', and much the same sort of feeling comes across, but that is just not there in the
original Pali 'Bhagavan'. 'Exalted One' is not bad, except that it suggests someone sitting up
on a high seat or something of that sort - high in position. But it isn't high in position quite in
that sense, but high in the sense of possessed of numerous glorious attributes. He is richly
endowed in himself. So here is the Buddha - Bhagavan - seated on the bank of the river
Neranjara at the foot of the bodhi-tree. He has just become Enlightened. He has been sitting
there for seven days in one posture, experiencing the bliss of release. Then, during the first
watch of the night, rousing himself from that concentration, he just looks and, with his
Enlightened, Awakened mind, when he just looks, what does he see? He sees things arising in
dependence upon causes and conditions. It is quite important that this comes first: right at the
beginning, when he chooses to look with this Enlightened, Awakened mind, the first thing
that he sees is Universal Conditionality. But it is rather interesting that, in this particular prose
portion, though this is quite early, we get only half the story. We don't get what I call the
positive nidanas; we only get the mundane nidanas, in progressive and also reverse order. We
shall say a little more about that when we come to consider the verse.

No doubt everybody has gone over these particular nidanas many a time before. These, of
course, are the nidanas shown in the outermost circle of the Wheel of Life. Is there any query
upon that series?

: T am quite interested by the fact that the word 'activities' is used in the translation.
Presumably that represents 'samskaras'? What activities does he mean?

S: Activities of mind, activities of will, volition and so on. I think Woodward always uses
‘activities' for samskaras. And he uses 'Il', [7] following Mrs Rhys Davids, for dukkha.

Have you gone through these nidanas in study groups of any kind? (Silent assent.) You have.
So this is fairly familiar ground. In that case, let us go on to the verse, because there is
something quite important there.

‘Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse
of uplift'.

You notice udana is translated as 'verse of uplift'. The original, if you translate it literally,
simply says: 'He expired this expiration'. It says nothing about a verse and there is no
suggestion of uplift in that moral sense. The sort of background suggestion in the original is
more of the inspired seer, almost like the primitive shaman, becoming completely possessed
and bursting out with something. The Buddha does something like that on the spiritual plane.
He has just become Enlightened. For a whole week he has experienced the bliss of release,
and then he looks around him at existence and sees that everything arises in dependence upon
causes. This is such a tremendous insight - a sort of revelation that he bursts forth with his
verse: 'In sooth' - that is an archaism in English which is not there in the Pali: 'truly, really' ...

'In sooth, when things grow plain to the ardent, musing brahmin, His doubts all vanish, since
he knows thing-with-its-cause.'



There is quite a bit to be said there. First of all, this word 'brahmin'. Why is that word there?

Subhuti: The brahmin was the priestly caste, so presumably, by transposition, it also meant
somebody who was spiritual...

S (interrupting): Yes, it just means a holy man. Don't forget, there is no such thing as
Buddhism at this stage. The Buddha hasn't even started teaching. There is the Buddha, there's
no Dharma and no Sangha. So the Buddha, if he speaks at all, has to use the existing
language. Here we at once come up against a difficulty: he has something new to express, but
he has to use the old terms, the old language. He has to put his new wine - to use an
un-Buddhistic metaphor - into the old Hindu, or even Vedic, bottles. So 'brahmin' simply
stands here for a holy man, someone with some spiritual insight. You notice in Buddhist
literature that Buddhists are constantly trying to give a more spiritual meaning to some of the
old Vedic terms, but the terms are, as it were, resisting and sometimes they get dragged back.
The Buddha and Buddhism tried hard to spiritualize the term 'brahmin’, but the brahmins by
birth would not allow it, and Buddhism did not succeed in doing it. But at this stage, the
Buddha has no choice. He is just using the word nearest to hand. Therefore he says:

'In sooth. when things row plain to the ardent, musing brahmin'.

What about these two terms 'ardent’ and 'musing'? These are very unsatisfactory. 'Ardent' - the
Pali word here comes from the Sanskrit word tapas. Tapas comes from a Sanskrit verb tap,
which means to heat, [8] to burn, to glow. You get the connotation? Tapas originally meant
burning, heating, glowing. It means setting yourself on fire - emotionally, psychologically,
spiritually. The oldest Indo-Aryan, Vedic word for what we now call spiritual practice,
asceticism, sadhana, is tapas. You get it in the Vedas and in the Upanishads. It is a very
common and important word. So tapas means a sort of spiritual heat, a spiritual energy, the
fiery quality that you develop as a result of your own, very intense, spiritual life and
endeavour. So 'ardent' here means practising tapas; heating himself; glowing, as it were, with
the spiritual heat generated by his intense practice. That certainly is not represented by
‘ardent’. Nowadays we talk about the ardent lover, but it does not have much more of a
connotation than that. This concept of spiritual heat is quite important in Buddhism, even; it
developed in the Sarvastivadin tradition, where there was a stage of spiritual practice called
'heat', when your impurities and your conditionality start melting and dripping away like
melted wax. It is called the stage of heat, which immediately precedes the arising of Insight.

Now, 'musing'. That is a terrible translation. It is Mrs Rhys Davids' word, and Woodward
follows it. It is jhaino in Pali, which means one practising jhana or dhyana. Sometimes it is
translated 'meditating’, so it would be the meditating brahmin. It means one experiencing the
dhyanas, or the absorptions as I tend to call them now; in other words, the states of
superconsciousness.

Really, the verse should be rendered something like: 'In truth, when things grow plain to the
brahmin - the holy man, the man leading a spiritual life who, as a result of his intense spiritual
practice, is spiritually on fire and who is deep in meditation with experience of higher states
of consciousness'

'His doubts all vanish, since he knows thing-with-its-cause'.



You notice that there is nothing here about any particular series of nidanas. That, apparently,
came later; that is a more detailed explanation. 'His doubts all vanish' because he simply sees
the general, the universal truth that everything arises that does arise in dependence upon
causes and conditions. When he looks around at the whole phenomenal world, the whole
mundane universe, he sees that everything that exists arises. Nothing is permanent.
Everything arises in dependence upon certain causes and conditions.

Unfortunately, the prose part gives only half of the story, so there is nothing about the
positive nidanas - though surely the Buddha must have seen those as well at that time.

The important point is also made here that your doubts don't vanish until you really see things
as they are; until things grow plain to you in the course of your spiritual life, when you see
them as they are and you see how everything arises in dependence upon causes and
conditions, and no longer arises when those causes and conditions are not there. When you
see that, you have no more doubts.

So, in these two lines, you have a very simple, almost primitive, picture: the meditating holy
man, who has burned up all his impurities and is glowing with spiritual heat and no doubt
giving off spiritual light - who is absorbed in the superconscious states, the states of dhyana,
who is seeing things as they really are, and his doubts, therefore, have all vanished. And what
does he see? He sees the truth of thing-with-a-cause; [9] dharmas, things in the most general
sense, arising in dependence upon causes, and therefore by implication ceasing to exist when
those causes are no longer there. In other words, he is seeing the truth of Universal
Conditionality, in all its forms.

Do you notice any difference between the prose part and the verse part?

Subhuti: The prose part seems to have already become somewhat systematized, a bit dry.
S: Yes.

Subhuti: Why do you think the positive nidanas failed to be emphasized in the Udana?

S: That is quite a big question. We don't really know; we can only surmise. It is as though
quite early, very soon after the death of the Buddha and possibly even in the Buddha's own
lifetime, a certain preference seems to have arisen for purely negative statements. That might
be connected with the rise of the Abhidharma; I don't know. I think it can't be put down
entirely to the development of the analytical side of the tradition. Or perhaps it was due to the
development of the rather one-sided monasticism, as we now call it. But there is no doubt that
we get an emphasis on the mundane nidanas and a virtual neglect, amounting later on to a
complete forgetfulness, of the positive nidanas. Luckily for us, the positive nidanas do
survive in the Canon, in two places, but they were never made the basis of any systematic
teaching, or brought into systematic discussions of the law or principle of Universal
Conditionality. That seems extraordinary, especially as certain parallel series like the
bodhyangas, which cover much the same ground, did not fall so much into neglect. But that
very important link of the positive nidanas or series like the bodhyangas with the whole
teaching about Pratitya-samutpada was lost sight of. Therefore you get a very one-sided
presentation of the Pratitya-samutpada - so one-sided that it amounted to a serious distortion
of the whole teaching. But, in the case of the Mahayana, this was rectified to some extent by



the emphasis on the Six Paramitas which, of course, belong to that whole positive training.

: Does this have anything to do with the developments soon after the Buddha died, when one
section was more involved in teaching and the other section was more involved in the
Buddha's example and life?

S: You could say that. There could be a connection in a very general way, because it was from
among those who were as much concerned with the Buddha's life and example as with the
teaching that what later on came to be called the Mahayana developed, in which there was
that very positive emphasis. But, even in the case of the Mahayana, it was not specifically
linked with the nidana teaching. The Mahayana took over the Hinayana version of that nidana
teaching and supplemented it in other ways. But the nidana teaching as a whole was not fully
presented until modern times, when Barua started digging into it a bit, and Mrs Rhys Davids,
and ... But it seems astonishing that so important a thing should have been lost sight of. It is
as though one spoke entirely in terms of getting rid of reactivity and never said a word about
the creative. In a very abstract [10] way, that amounts to the same thing, but psychologically
speaking it represents a completely different emphasis.

This is something I became even more aware of more recently in Finland - in Helsinki -
taking classes: the importance of developing positive states of consciousness, even positive
emotions. It is almost the most important thing, for quite a long time, for most people. I really
saw that among the Finns, because they have a different - if [ may use the term - national
psychology from the English. Their besetting sin seems to be various forms of aversion. They
are not craving-oriented particularly, but they are really aversion-oriented. They have very
strong feelings of anger, hatred, contempt, envy. These are very strong and therefore I had
very little real contact or communication with them. But within the FWBO and at the centre,
a very positive atmosphere at last developed, mainly due to the efforts of Vajrabodhi and
Bodhisri, and quite a few people in Helsinki are beginning to pick up the fact that at the
FWBO Centre there is a positive and friendly atmosphere such as they don't experience
anywhere else. It is quite strange; you can almost see them melting a bit. The word 'melting' is
quite appropriate; there is no fiery glow but at least a gentle warmth, and these rather hard
Finns have started melting, in some cases. There is definitely a friendly atmosphere at the
centre. Some used almost to resent that friendly atmosphere, originally, and (were) quite
uncomfortable. The male Finns especially are quite unused to expressing any positive feeling,
even if they happen to have it. It was quite pathetic, at the end of the retreats: a number of
people were quite stirred by what had happened on the retreat, and you could see that they had
quite positive feelings, but they did not know how to express them. They could not even
come up and say 'Thank you, it was a nice retreat'; they were incapable of that. It was outside
their experience, they did not know how to do it or what words to use. They would just
disappear without saying anything. You could see them standing there, just before they left,
quite helpless, wanting to say something but not knowing how; they are so unused to
speaking positively.

Devaraja: Is there a particular reason for this tendency?

S: We could go into that, but I think I had better not. Vajrabodhi and I discussed it at length.
There are some definite factors which are responsible - again, a good example of
conditionality that has built up over the centuries. The end result is, the Finns are, on the
whole, like that - the men even more than the women, though it affects even the women quite



a lot. It was also noticeable on that retreat that all the women present were able to come up
and speak a few pleasant, friendly words, but not one man did. They just stood, not knowing
how to do it. That was the atmosphere.

I really felt there that we had managed to create a little centre of warmth and friendliness. It is
as though, without a basis of emotional positivity, very little spiritual development is
possible. That is very important indeed, and therefore it behoves us to stress those aspects of
the teaching which encourage the development of very positive states of consciousness,
especially that series of positive nidanas, when you speak in terms of faith, joy, ecstasy, bliss
and so on. Unless there is that sort of atmosphere at the various centres and in the Movement
generally, not very much is really happening. But I could see it happening there so clearly. It
was almost as though we managed to burn a little [11] hole in the ice; we thawed them out a
bit. But it was really difficult to do.

There you can see it more easily and clearly because, if you talk in terms of friendliness or
even love - to use this very ambiguous word your enemy is obvious: it is the far enemy,
hatred, in that which is all around you - craving. There is more craving and so on expressed in
England. Therefore, the warmth is not so clearly distinguished from the surrounding negative
emotion, because the negative emotion is the near enemy, not the far enemy. Sometimes you
get the impression that people are being friendly when they are not; it is an expression of
craving. So it is more difficult to distinguish the real thing. Nevertheless, the importance of
emphasizing the positive emotional factors remains. They give you the build-up, leading to
the highest spiritual dimension.

That is why I feel that there must be a strong emphasis on the emotionally positive in the
Movement as a whole - not theoretical emphasis only, but actual generation of positive
emotional states - otherwise we are not getting very far.

That is why, also, I could not help noticing last night that the Padmasambhava chanting
seemed very deficient in that way. I was going to talk about it anyway; maybe this is an
appropriate moment to mention it briefly. We talked about the chanting beforehand - do you
remember? - and I suggested that I would like to have the Padmasambhava chanting at the
end of the Puja, but it seemed to be almost completely lacking in feeling. It seemed very hard
and forced, and not at all what I had in mind... It was almost a slightly unpleasing end to the
proceedings, whereas it should not have been like that at all. What did others feel?

Sona: I agree. (Voices assenting.) ... (inaudible)
: Shouting.

S: Yes. I had been under the impression recently - or at least I got the feeling - that the
Padmasambhava chanting had dropped out for some reason or other, but I had not said
anything about it. But I was reminded of it, when I was in Helsinki, because the
Padmasambhava chanting is done there at the end of each Puja. They have one big Puja once
a week for the regulars, with a meditation and a study - they are doing Precepts of the Gurus -
and then they have a Puja, and then there is the Padmasambhava chanting and Bodhisri leads
it. It was so beautifully done, with such a good feeling, that I was again reminded of all this,
so that is why I started trying to revive it here. But the way it was done yesterday was
completely different from there. The tune, of course, was the same, but the feeling of it was



entirely different; there seemed to be no feeling.
: I think that's why it stopped being used.

S: So why is this? I have only got a few rough and ready ideas. First of all, it really dragged. I
made this comment about the Puja some weeks ago, didn't I? It dragged. So last night I
myself tried to speed it up a little, and that succeeded, but I don't know whether anyone was
under the impression that I wanted it to go faster and faster, but people were going faster and
faster, and sort of hammering it, which seemed completely wrong. It was very hard, as though
a lot of negative energy was going into the chanting; but there was no feeling, no sweetness or
anything like that. So I wondered whether people were under the impression, since it's
Padmasambhava, that it has got to be very strong and [12] therefore they shout and try to
force energy into it under the impression that they are doing the right thing. Whereas, in
Helsinki, I noticed, when Vajrabodhi led it, people chanted it very gently, almost as though
they were chanting it to themselves. It was not particularly loud. It built up a little, quite
naturally, and then they let it die away slowly until people were just chanting it under their
breaths, and then stopped. But last night, it just stopped, bomp, like that, after going down a
little bit. It seemed quite odd. But why is this?

Devaraja: I had the impression that people didn't really want to chant it.

S: Maybe, because of that previous experience - because it hadn't gone right. But what went
wrong, and where, and when? It was all right, as far as [ remember, two or three years ago.

ABC: It was quite good on the men's retreats that Padmaraja did...

S: But the main thing that struck me was that there was no feeling. That is why I am
mentioning the point now. It seemed forced, as though energy were being forced into it, but
no natural feeling. Perhaps we need not discuss it any more at the moment, but it is something
to be borne in mind and watched.

Subhuti: I think there is a bit of a wrong view with respect to mantras in general. For instance,
with the Vajrapani mantra, you get the sense that a lot of crude and negative energy goes into
it. People think that it is a matter of sublimating anger and letting it out in that way, almost in
an encounter group type of way. I think that happens with all the mantras, even the Tara
mantra - there is a false, sentimental feeling there. I think that is what is at the back of the
Padmasambhava mantra: Padmasambhava is where you get your anger out.

ABC: I think there is an emphasis at the Centre on getting things going: a feeling of forcing
things at times, getting things done anyhow.

S: You think that spreads over into the Puja?
ABC: Yes.
Sona: What do you mean by saying that the Puja drags?

S: It's slow and heavy, not slow and solemn, just heavy, like dragging a weight along;
drawn-out, almost lethargic - this was a few weeks ago. It is artificially prolonged for no



apparent reason. Since I used to take the Puja originally in London - certainly of late -
everything seems to have slowed down in this respect and seems to drag. There's no lightness
to it. As I mentioned a few weeks ago, it might have been due partly to the fact that there was
no leader, so I suggested that you went back to having a leader and chanting in response, so
that people do it all together. Maybe they are trying not to get ahead of one another, so they
are falling behind one another and in this way getting slower and slower. I got a very heavy
feeling from it some weeks ago. That is why I started mentioning it.

Subhuti: It's certainly a lot better since you did, but it's still there.

[13]
Devaraja: Maybe people take too solemn an approach to it, so it becomes solemn in the
wrong way. People aren't in it to enjoy themselves - it's a kind of pseudo-religiosity.

Sona: I must say that, up in Norfolk, in the Order meetings, we have started studying the Puja
with readings from the Bodhicarya. Since then, I have found that one can put so much more
into it, more positive emotion. I wondered if we should start doing that down in London.
Because when you really study the text, you start to realize what all the words mean and what
you are saying, and then you can really visualize doing the mental Puja at the same time.

S: Also I think it is a question of realizing that you don't have to try to recite the mantras as
loudly as possible. You certainly don't have to shout them. You should start off, at least,
doing it quite gently and quietly - the Padmasambhava mantra especially. Whereas, yesterday,
it seemed much too loud and almost noisy for that little room. It was bouncing back in a quite
unpleasant way.

Let us try again this evening. You will probably go to the other extreme (laughter) ...
: Shy!

S: That would be better! And then we could build up from there; just chant it gently,
musically as it were. It sounded, one could say, very one-sidedly masculine in an unnecessary
way.

Anyway, this is just an illustration of the general principle that the positive emotional states
need to be developed. It is quite interesting, though surprising, that so early, as far as the
Theravada tradition was concerned, these more positive teachings were lost sight of. But the
same sort of thing has happened, in a practical way, in this sort of context: the positive
emotional states have been neglected. If this is not corrected, sooner or later it would find
some theoretical expression. Maybe something like that happened with the early monks - who
knows? Probably we shall never know now. Maybe in their sanghitis - their chantings
together - they started chanting very strongly and harshly. Maybe we just don't know; this is
speculation, but it is not impossible. In this way, a hard, pseudo-masculine spirit crept into the
whole tradition. They started neglecting, or even forgetting, some of these more positive
teachings, where the importance of the positive emotions was stressed.

Subhuti: I wondered, when we were studying the Majjhima-Nikaya - a lot of it is cast in quite
a negative tone, but if you have a strong feeling of what the atmosphere of the background
was, you can have a mental image of the Buddha there, speaking the sutta, and it has a quite



different feeling. I wondered whether it was just that that side of things had not been
conveyed in the Scripture.

S: Yes. The Scripture does not convey a complete literary picture. It only tells you what was
said and what was recited. It is just the bare bones; it does not give the background. But, as
you see, we do get quite a bit of that in this text in an interesting way. That is what makes the
Udana so valuable and that is one reason why we are studying it.

[14]

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion... Then ... the Exalted One, rousing himself from
that concentration of mind, during the middle watch of the night gave close attention to causal
uprising in reverse order, thus: This not being, that becomes not; by the ceasing of this, that
ceases to be; namely: By the ceasing of ignorance, the ceasing of activities; by the ceasing of
activities, the ceasing of consciousness; by the ceasing of consciousness, the ceasing of
mind-and-body; by the ceasing of mind-and-body, the ceasing of the six sense-spheres; by the
ceasing of the six sense-spheres, the ceasing of contact; by the ceasing of contact, the ceasing
of feeling; by the ceasing of feeling, the ceasing of craving; by the ceasing of craving, the
ceasing of grasping; by the ceasing of grasping, the ceasing of becoming; by the ceasing of
becoming, the ceasing of birth; by the ceasing of birth, old age and death, grief, lamentation,
suffering, sorrow and despair come to cease. Thus is the ceasing of this mass of Ill.

Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

In sooth when things grow plain to the ardent, musing brahmin, His doubts all vanish, since
he knows the wane of causes."

S: That is exactly the same, except that here the Buddha knows not the arising of things with
cause, but the waning, the passing away, the ceasing of them.

This is the sort of presentation you get throughout the Pali Canon, which is one reason why it
is so bulky. The whole incident or episode is repeated with only a single term or phrase
changed. That is very good when you are chanting together and reflecting upon things, but it
does not make for attractive reading, once the oral tradition has been put into literary form.

The verse is the same, except for those few words.

Let us pass on to the next section, where we have a new verse - or rather, two new lines at the
end.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One ... Then ... the Exalted One ...
during the last watch of the night gave close attention to causal uprising both in direct and in
reverse order, thus: This being, that becomes; by the arising of this, that arises. This not
being, that is not; by the ceasing of this, that ceases, namely: Conditioned by ignorance ...
Thus is the arising of this mass of Ill. But by the utter fading out and ceasing of ignorance, the
ceasing of activities ... Thus is the ending of this mass of Ill. Thereupon the Exalted One,
seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

[15]
In sooth when things grow plain to the ardent, musing brahmin, Routing the host of Mara



doth he stand, Just as the sun when lighting up the sky."

S: This is a slightly different presentation. You notice, by the way, that these three verses say
‘when things grow plain'. That is a very simple, non-technical way of referring to what later
on came to be described as the development of Insight, or even Wisdom. It is when things
grow plain, or clear; when you see clearly without confusion, without projection, without
conditioning; you just see things as they are. That is all Insight, or Wisdom, really is. That is a
completely simple, non-technical expression of that. 'Ardent' means with all one's energies
stirred up or roused, sublimated, free and open. 'Musing', of course, means absorbed in
superconscious states.

So you could say that these three terms - 'ardent’, 'musing’ and 'seeing things grow plain' refer
to sila, samadhi and prajna. The ardour is the stirring up of energy; the musing is the
absorption in the higher states of consciousness, and the seeing things plainly is Insight or
Wisdom. But it is completely non-technical, ordinary language. There are no technicalities at
this stage, so you are quite close to the original experience. It is ordinary, literate - not even
literary, but literate language; common parlance, nothing technical, no technical terms. And a
bit of popular mythology: when the brahmin, having roused his energy glowing with spiritual
fervour and absorbed in higher states of consciousness - sees things clearly as they are, then
he destroys, he disperses all the forces of evil, and he stands there just like the sun lighting up
the whole sky. So you have this very primitive, basic imagery of light - the victory of light
over darkness, which you find in so many so-called solar mythologies in all the high religions
of the world. The sun, and the light of the sun, are the symbol of Truth, Reality.

The language, the expression, is still very simple. There is no such thing as Buddhism, not
even the Dharma. The Buddha, out of the depths of his own experience, is using ordinary,
simple language to explain to himself, as it were, what is happening.

: What word would be used for 'consciousness'?

S: You mean in the prose? 'Consciousness' is vijnana, which is not so much consciousness in
general but the initial consciousness arising once again in the womb of the mother, in
dependence on the ignorance and ignorance-based activities of the previous existence. In
dependence upon all that, there arises a so-called new consciousness, which is the germ of the
present existence in this life. This arises at the instant of conception.

'‘Consciousness' is not really a good translation. I have been thinking that what is often
translated as 'consciousness' would often be better translated as 'sensitivity' or just 'sense’.
That suggests life, but with an element of awareness as light, or faint cognitive elements,
added. It conveys what you mean, for instance, when you say that the fertilized ovum is alive.
It is sentient. Yes, vijnana is sentience. That is the precise word. Often the word 'sentience' is
much clearer and closer to the meaning of vijnana than 'consciousness'. 'Sentience' contains
the potentiality of development into consciousness in the higher sense.

[16]
Devaraja: Is it the same word as comes in a later stage in the Udana? Consciousness - you

said that it arises due to different causes at a later date, I think in the Survey.

Sagaramati: ...form...mind and body? That's consciousness again, isn't it?



S: No, nama-rupa. We say 'the senses'. So what does this mean? What is a sense? Here again,
you get the same sort of word - sense and sentient. It is not consciousness in a narrow,
technical, dry sense, but the senses are so called because they sense things. They have an
awareness of things. They are alive. You could say that the eye senses visual forms, whereas
usually we translate it (by saying) that the eye is conscious of visual forms. That perhaps is
not quite right. The eye senses, because it is sentient.

Sagaramati: Could it be defined as ... consciousness?

S: You could say that, yes. So if you translate vijnana as 'consciousness' in this particular
context, it is not so clear, because what is the nature of that consciousness? It is the very
embryonic consciousness of the newly-fertilised ovum. It isn't conscious in the sense in which
we usually say that a human being is conscious (as opposed to) unconscious; it is sentient, it
is alive. There aren't even senses at that stage, but it is alive; the possibility of development of
the senses is there. It is more like 'sentience'. So, in dependence upon the ignorance and the
ignorance-based activities of what we call the previous life, there arises in this life, at the
instant of conception, a new life which is quick, sentient, alive, and which contains the
potentiality for all further growth and development. But you would hardly say that the embryo
is conscious. There is a big discussion about this, but it stretches the meaning of the word
‘conscious'. It is connected also with the whole question of whether it is human. There is the
discussion in connection with the question of abortion, isn't there? - whether, when you abort,
you are destroying a human being or only the potentiality of a human being. The Buddhist
view is that you are destroying a human being: that it is sentient, with the sentience of a
human being, and not a lower form of life. I don't know whether people are aware of this, or
whether they have studied it under the heading of the First Precept, but that is why, in
Buddhism, abortion is regarded as equivalent to murder - the taking of human life. Therefore,
if one applies the First Precept, one can't be guilty of abortion or help at an abortion. Because
what develops eventually is not an animal, but a human being.

Sometimes, it is said, though, that the fertilized embryo is not human - that, in a sense,
humanity comes later. But I personally think that is very doubtful indeed because, if you
arrest that development, you don't have an animal, you just have an arrested human
development.

Are there any thoughts or reflections about this? Has it been discussed at all?

Sagaramati: We discussed it last week at 55. We were thinking of getting a benefit together
and Richard Green (?), and the money that was made from it was going to be divided among

certain charities. One was the anti-abortion Bill.

S: The 'pro-anti-abortion' Bill! But had they thought it out, or were [17] they just going along
with something vaguely pseudo-liberal?

Devaraja: Sorry - where were they going to - ?
: Somewhere in Muswell Hill; I think.

Devaraja: I mean are they against the abortion Bill or for it?



: I was against it and Green was for it.
S: So they would be virtually pro-abortion?
: Yes.

ABC: Is it more, though, that they care for freedom of choice rather than something actually
being killed?

Devaraja: I suppose it was whether there should be freedom of choice to commit murder or
not - whether you consider it right that man should pass laws against that or not.

Subhuti: Even apart from the question whether (the embryo) is human or not, the First
Precept says that one should not take life in any form.

S: Yes, that means taking the First Precept in its most basic and elementary form, which is
that you should not take human life. That is the level below which you must not fall.
Obviously, the ideal thing would be to cause no hurt whatever to any living being. But that is
not the obligatory minimum, it is the ideal maximum. If you fall below the minimum, you
cannot regard yourself as practising that Precept at all and, to that extent, you are not a
Buddhist.

Devaraja: I admit it is a bit of a digression, but it seems to me that, like so many things, the
problem is not the problem of abortion, but it is the possibility of single parents existing in
society in a satisfactory way, and whether it is possible to be a single parent without so many
problems becoming apparent in that sense. As usual, it is attacked from completely the wrong
angle. The blame is laid on the child.

S: The basis is confusion of thought. That is what we come up against again and again. In
other words, we have micchaditthi, where the question is not even discussed in its proper
terms. But, certainly, it should be clearly understood that the traditional Buddhist teaching is
that abortion involves the taking of human life and, therefore, to commit an abortion or to
co-operate in committing an abortion means to transgress or fall below the absolute minimum
required for the observance of the First Precept, so you are no longer observing the First
Precept at all in that case. You have broken it in the worst way in which it can be broken,
practically.

Sagaramati: The argument for it is usually that the child will be brought into the world
without love and will grow up to be a delinquent. That, again, is based on a micchaditthi.

S: This is quite hypothetical. Many unwanted children grow up quite well and thrive, as if to
spite their parents! Lots of wanted children [18] grow up very badly, too, because they are
so-desperately wanted that parents have a possessive, neurotic attitude towards them, which
harms the child quite seriously. You could, if you were going to press that argument, even say
that most people should not have children at all, because most parents are bad for children;
that, indeed, the fact that parents want children can often be very suspect and a reason for not
allowing them to have them; and that an unwanted child stands a better chance of growing up
healthily. It seems to me the philosophy really is, 'l want to be able to do what I like,
regardless of the consequences. I want to remain perfectly free, without having to consider



anybody else, and do as I like.' That seems to be the basic attitude. It ties up with so many
other things.

Subhuti: It seems to me, in a way, that that argument has tended to hinge on this
philosophical distinction, 'Is it a human life, or not?' That seems to me the wrong ground on
which to argue, because it is very dubious. The real question is what the results from allowing
that attitude would be, and what state of mind that encourages.

S: I think that this is something which is quite important within the context of the Movement.
It does not arise directly for men, but certainly for women. Men are only accessories, either
before or after the fact, but often they have a certain responsibility and, sometimes, a certain
say. So it is quite important to know what the Buddhist position is on this.

There was one case some time ago with one of our female Friends - she is no longer in
circulation - who had an abortion. She told me afterwards that, whereas before the abortion
she was getting on quite well with her meditations and so on, after the abortion she was quite
unable to do the metta-bhavana. I found that quite significant. She realized the significance of
that, and that is why she told me about it; she was quite surprised.

Perhaps that is enough on that.

"iv Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying at Uruvela, on the
bank of the river Neranjara, under Goatherds' Banyan, having just won the highest wisdom.
Now on that occasion the Exalted One was seated for seven days in one posture and
experienced the bliss of release. Then the Exalted One, after the lapse of those seven days,
roused himself from that concentration of mind.

Now a certain brahmin of the Huhunka-jati, of a carping nature, came to where the Exalted
One was and on reaching him greeted him courteously, and after the exchange of greetings
and courtesies, stood at one side. As he thus stood that brahmin said this to the Exalted One:

' Pray, master Gotama, to what extent is one a brahmin ? And again, what are the things
which constitute a brahmin?'

Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse
of uplift:

A brahmin, who has barred out evil things, is not A man of humph and pshaw. Whose is no
stain, Who has the self controlled, in Vedas versed, [19] Whu lives the Brahma-life, 'tis he
may say His is the Brahma-faith, for whom there are No false excrescences in all the world."

S: We have got quite a long verse there. It is rather interesting that a brahmin appears.
According to the Udana, therefore, a brahmin - a Brahmin by birth - is the first person who
the Buddha meets after Enlightenment. It is as if to say that, after the Buddha's
Enlightenment, the first problem he comes up against is the problem of ethnic religion - the
indigenous civilization and so on; the stereotyped concept of the brahmin. It is interesting that
what the brahmin wants to know is, "'What is a brahmin? What makes one a brahmin? What
are the things which constitute a brahmin?' - as if he is aware of the conflict, aware that the
Buddha has a different view from the traditional, conventional view. Here you see the



Buddha's Enlightenment experience coming into conflict with the old ethnic values. You see
what became the universal religion, as I call it, coming into contact with the ethnic religion -
the real brahmin with the pseudo-brahmin; the brahmin by virtue of his knowledge and
understanding with the brahmin by birth.

It is interesting that he is called Huhunka-jatika. The commentaries have different things to
say about that, and modern scholars, too. He is the brahmin who goes round saying 'Humph'.
He has a contemptuous, sniffing attitude towards everything - you could say he is rather
arrogant. After all, he occupies the topmost rung of the orthodox ethnic religious hierarchy. A
brahmin is a god on earth, according to some later traditions, so he wants to know "Who is
this Buddha who claims that he is the real brahmin?'

Some say that Huhunka-jatika means 'reciting the mantra hum', but it seems more likely that
the other explanation is the correct one - he is a very typical brahmin with a contemptuous
attitude towards others. You can meet these brahmins even today in India; there are quite a
few still around.

So the Buddha makes his position clear, though he is still having to use the old phraseology,
the old vocabulary. He says,

'A brahmin, who has barred out evil things, is not A man of humph and pshaw.'

In other words, 'He is not like you.' The true brahmin does not have a contemptuous attitude
towards others. He is not arrogant. He does not regard himself as the highest person in the
socio-religious hierarchy. 'Whose is no stain, Who has the self controlled'.

He has not eradicated or annihilated the self. He has controlled, sublimated, those energies
which are referred to by the term 'self'.

'In Vedas versed'. What does this mean? It can mean the three Vedas out of the Hindu four.
The fourth one was added after the Buddha's time. The three Vedas are the Rig-Veda, the
Yajur-Veda, the Sama-Veda. He is versed in those Vedas. But it has another meaning: the
three knowledges, that is to say, the knowledge of one's own previous abodes or existences;
the knowledge of the coming into being and passing away of beings according to their
karmas; and the knowledge of the destruction of the asravas. In this sense, 'brahmin' means an
Arhant in the later, more technical, [20] sense. It is not clear which meaning this verse has -
whether the Buddha is indeed saying that one who knows the three traditional Hindu Vedas is
really a brahmin or, in fact, one who has the three knowledges which characterize the Arhant.

'Who lives the Brahma-life'. Brahmacarya: this is a quite interesting term. 'Brahma' means
high, noble, exalted, supreme, so the Brahmacarya is the high, noble, supreme or, as we
would say, spiritual life; or sublime life, noble life, holy life. Later it meant simply celibacy.
"..."tis he may say His is the Brahma-faith',

the Brahmavada, the Brahma-belief or Brahmanism, or the Brahma tradition ...

'...for whom there are No false excrescences in all the world.'



The footnote says that 'false excrescences', as Woodward translates it, is ussada, 'moral warts'.
This suggests that evil, unskilful states are as it were excrescences, that they are external to
us, not internal, in a deep metaphysical sense. There is a verse in the Anguttara-Nikaya which
says 'The mind is pure by nature' - the defilements only come in afterwards from outside.
Much Mahayana and Vajrayana teaching is based upon that - that the mind in its depths is
essentially pure, so one has simply to get rid of the excrescences, the defilements.

It is interesting to find that reflected or anticipated even here, in this very early Pali text: the
view that unskilful states as it were come from outside - not outside psychologically but
metaphysically; that the real mind, the true mind, is pure.

This is also perhaps reflected in the phrase
'A brahmin, who has barred out evil things'.

It is as though the evil things are outside and can be permanently kept from coming inside.
Obviously, this sort of approach can be and has been misunderstood, but it is valid in itself,
and we find it here. Are there any queries about that verse?

Colin: Could you say a bit more about it being misunderstood?

S: It is misunderstood, perhaps, more in its Vedantic, and even Zen, form - that your mind is
pure; that you are Buddha; you have to do nothing; there is nothing to be added to your basic
perfection; you don't have to engage in any particular spiritual practice. For instance, Master
So-and-so finds a monk meditating. 'What are you doing?' 'l am meditating to purify my
mind.' So the master picks up a stone and starts polishing it. The disciple says, "'What are you
doing?' and he says, 'T am polishing this stone to make it into a mirror.' In other words, "What
is the use? You can't do it. You already are that. There is no need to polish the stone. You are
the mirror. Realize that you are the mirror. Realize that you are pure already.' This is very
dangerous. This is possibly why that approach - though, in principle, valid - has never been
stressed within the Theravada, or even very much within Buddhism as a whole. Because the
misunderstanding consists in the ordinary, unillumined self appropriating this perfect nature
as an attribute of itself, rather than dissolving itself in order to realize that perfect nature.

[21]

Also we must not forget that, originally, these teachings were communicated orally by
teachers to disciples who they thought were ready for them, not to others. But nowadays these
things are printed. Books are written about them. Anybody can read. Anybody can pick up a
book which says, "You are Buddha. You don't have to do anything. Just realize that you are
Buddha.' And they think that 'realize' means understand it mentally or intellectually, so they
think, 'Well, yes, [ am Buddha. There is no need for me to do anything - no religious practice.'
Even Krishnamurti may unintentionally... (short break in recording)

Devaraja: ... they have incredible difficulty in getting off their backsides and getting on with
the spiritual life. All they seem to do is have a collection of tapes and talk about

Krishnamurti, but I never see any real evolution of change in them.

S: Well, I knew quite a few of them in Bombay and they were very much like that.



So, therefore, the whole emphasis which we find in Buddhism on development and growth,
and gradually weeding out the unskilful states and strengthening the skilful states practically,
is much the more helpful approach - even though that statement is true. It may even be helpful
sometimes, for some people, at a certain stage in their meditation, just to reflect, "'Well, after
all, it is there, in the depths of my own being'; (helpful) sometimes when you feel a bit
discouraged, when it is all a bit too much, (to think), 'It is there, after all. Therefore I have
only got to work very hard and I will realize it.' That can sometimes be very encouraging. But
to start off with that, and to tell (it to) someone who has not yet done any spiritual practice at
all, and whose ego is perhaps well developed and may even have spiritual or intellectual
pretensions - that is very dangerous. But, unfortunately, such people nowadays do have access
to that sort of literature and are very happy with it. They even go away and write books of
their own about it. It is the opposite extreme from declaring yourself a miserable sinner who
can't do anything at all for himself.

So here you see the beginnings of that conflict between the real brahmin and the
pseudo-brahmin - the real individual and the ethnic 'superior' - which runs right through the
history of Buddhism in India, and which, in the end, in a sense, Buddhism lost, so far as India
was concerned. It didn't betray its own principles, but it was subverted or circumvented by the
ethnic orthodoxy.

It shows how careful you have to be when you use somebody else's language. In the case of
our own Movement, the danger lies in our using the language of psychology. We may try to
inject a spiritual meaning into those psychological terms, but if we are not careful the original
psychological meaning will assert itself, and the spiritual significance that we have tried to
import into those terms will be lost. I feel that this is happening in some circles in the United
States with some of the Tibetan Buddhist groups there. I was very interested to go through the
successive issues of Crystal Mirror. I see it beginning to happen there.

Sagaramati: Can you give us an example of that?

S: Not without getting hold of those issues, I think. There was one example - not quite of this
particular kind - with regard to the Pratitya-samutpada: 'situational happening'.

[22]
Several: Whew!

S: You see? It sounds quite interesting; you can imagine it going down well at some seminar -
'We're going to talk about the Buddha's teaching about situational happening'. But you can see
how easily this could be drawn into the psychotherapeutic, existential orbit, and you would
lose sight of the original Buddhist teaching and its Buddhist meaning. It sounds very snappy
and up-to-date, but this is what one must really watch. Guenther is a bit prone to that sort of
thing; 'situational happening' may even have come from him originally. It makes you think
you understand it and know what it is all about. It sounds very trendy and 'with it'. So maybe,
in the end, you stop talking about Universal Conditionality and the twelve links, and you talk
about situational happening, and you get right away from the Buddha's teaching.

I think the biggest general danger in this way is that you think, first of all, therapeutically.
You think of Buddhist traditions and methods as a sort of therapy, which means that you
insensibly replace the Buddhist goal, which is Enlightenment, by purely modern



psychotherapeutic goals of alleged mental health. For instance, in some of the programmes of
one of those institutes, they spoke of 'prostration therapy'. It means you are Going for Refuge,
doesn't it, when you do that prostration practice? How can you regard it as a therapy? If
anything is sacrilege, that is. You are misusing the Refuges. In other words, you are using the
Going for Refuge for therapeutic purposes.

: You bolster up the conditions.

S: Right, you bolster up the conditions. But this is the trend, this is the tendency that I am
very uneasy about. It is happening in the States, I think, with all these Tibetan groups, with
the exception, so far as I can see, of Geshe Wangyal, who doesn't go in for this at all, not one
little bit. It is his Door of Liberation that we shall be studying in the last of these three
seminars. But you see the sort of sleight of hand?

Devaraja: I find it quite unappetising to read some of Trungpa's material. It is too snappy, too
much like a slick American business course.

S: But you see, Trungpa is not too bad because at least he knows Tibetan Buddhism. But
suppose somebody else (writes who) hasn't had the contact that he has had. They just take
over his language. Then there is a complete lapse into the snappy and the psychotherapeutic.

So you might draw in a few people by calling it prostration therapy, but they will be after
therapy, not prostration and Going for Refuge. They might progress to prostration and Going
for Refuge; it is also possible, but it is quite a big risk to take. In, say, Christian terms to make
it a bit more familiar for some people - you could speak of 'Mass therapy' - the sacrament of
the mass. 'Go to mass, it's a good therapy.' Even in that context, you can see how absurd and
sacrilegious it is. You might say, 'Praying to God is good therapy.' (Chuckles.) It is the tip of
the iceberg and it is quite dangerous. To psychologise - to give spiritual terms a psychological
meaning or to translate them into psychological terms - and (then) forget about the spiritual
significance that originally was there to some extent, means that you are left merely with
psychology with a few exotic Tibetan trimmings which, no doubt, [23] sooner or later, you
will get rid of.

That is what is happening, and it is one reason why they are a bit successful. You have got
'prostration therapy' thrown together in the same session with 'encounter group' and 'body
sensitivity' and so on, on the same sort of level and (given the same sort of value). Prostration
involves Going for Refuge; and you have got anybody doing it who just happens to come
along, people who don't want to commit themselves to Going for Refuge at all, but even they
are invited to use the Going for Refuge as a therapy, which is dreadful. I think we must
beware of that sort of thing. I don't think we are in any actual danger of it here, but we can
note that it is going on elsewhere.

- If ever we do spread to the States, we may have to be very careful of this. Perhaps if we do
ever spread to the States we shall see to it that only strict, rather dry, Abhidharma-minded
Order Members go there! (laughter) - Order Members with the least charisma. (Reflective
chuckles.)

:Suchas...?



S: They all have their own charisma. You speak for yourself.
:...I'm no good.

S: Any other comments or queries? Actually, we shall see, throughout this whole chapter, that
the Buddha is quite concerned (about this point), because others have come up and said, "'Who
is the real brahmin?' It is quite significant that this initial chapter is devoted to that question,
'What or who is the real brahmin?' You get a direct conflict right from the beginning between
the values of the universal and the values of the ethnic religion.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. Now on that occasion the venerable Sariputta, Moggallana
the Great, Kassapa the Great, Kaccayana the Great, Kotthita the Great, Kappina the Great,
Cunda the Great, also the venerable Anuruddha, Revata, Devadatta and Ananda, came to
where the Exalted One was. And the Exalted One saw those venerable ones from afar as they
came, and at the sight of them said to the monks: 'Monks, these are brahmins coming, these
are brahmins coming!" At these words a certain monk, a brahmin by birth, said this to the
Exalted One: 'Pray, sir, to what extent is one a brahmin, and what are the things which
constitute a brahmin?' Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave
utterance to this verse of uplift:

Barring out evil things, who ever mindful fare Awakened, bond-free, - such in the world are
surely brahmins."

[24]

S: We see an interesting thing here, at the beginning of this little section. There is a change of
scene. The previous four episodes have all taken place in the vicinity of the Bodhi-tree,
immediately after the Buddha's Enlightenment, but we are quite a few hundred miles away
from there now. We are at Sravasti, the present-day Balamkur(?). You have been there,
haven't you, do you remember?

: Yes.

S: That is where we are now, where you met the venerable Sangharassana(?). It was the
retreat - not really a monastery, a retreat - established for the Buddha by the merchant
Anathapindika some years after his Enlightenment. So we have moved on in time. You can
tell that also by the fact that there is a band of followers: Sariputta has turned up by this time,
Moggallana the Great, Kassapa the Great, Kaccayana the Great, Kotthita, Kappina, Cunda the
Great, Anuruddha, Revata, Devadatta and Ananda. Devadatta has not defected; here he is
along with the rest, and he is described as a brahmin, as you will see. This raises several
interesting questions, but we will not go into those now.

So the Buddha sees a band of his disciples coming in the distance, and he says to the monks
who are around: 'Monks, these are brahmins coming, these are brahmins coming!' Perhaps he
said it deliberately: 'They are the real brahmins, these monks of mine', many of whom we
know to have been Kshatriyas by birth, like Ananda, not brahmins by birth.

'At these words a certain monk, a brahmin by birth, said this to the Exalted One: "Pray, sir, to
what extent is one a brahmin, and what are the things which constitute a brahmin?"'



He was a brahmin by birth, so he had been accustomed to the old ethnic definition of a
brahmin, but here he finds the Buddha describing as brahmins all these prominent disciples of
his who are coming in the distance. Clearly, there is a conflict, so he wants to know "'Why is
this?' He knows that they are not brahmins by birth, but the Buddha is describing them as
brahmins. What does the Buddha mean? What is his definition of a brahmin? So he asks:
'What are the things which constitute a brahmin in your sense, which obviously is not the old
ethnic sense?' And the Buddha gives a very brief definition:

‘Barring out evil things, who ever mindful fare Awakened'
that is, Enlightened ...
‘bond-free, - such in the world are surely brahmins."'

It is nothing to do with birth, with rights, or with reciting the Vedas. It is a matter of
individual spiritual realization and development. They are the brahmins.

It is rather as though we tried to upgrade the word 'clergymen’. You are the real clergymen -
Subhuti is a real clergyman, Devaraja is a real clergyman. And suppose a real clergyman, in
the ethnic sense, was to come in from the ... and heard someone describing all of you as
clergymen, he would say, 'In what sense are they clergymen?' 'They have no homes of their
own, they are working full-time for our [25] Movement, they meditate every day. That is what
we mean by clergymen', and it would be clear that that was a very different thing from the
sense in which he was a clergyman, because he had a wife and family at home, and he
certainly would not be meditating every day. But eventually we might not be able to retain
our upgrading of this term. Hundreds of years on, members of the Order might become
clergymen in the ordinary, old-fashioned sense as some of the Buddhist monks eventually
became - especially in Nepal, where they married and settled down with their wives and
families in the vihara and became just sort of priests - Buddhist brahmins.

: And in Japan.
S: And in Japan, yes.

Sona: Where it says 'awakened' and 'ever-mindful', in what way does it mean that? Awakened
as to what one has to do ...

S: Awakened to the Truth, awakened to Reality, seeing things as they are.
Subhuti: They are all arhants, in fact.

S: Yes, but arhant in that sense seems to have been a rather later usage. It meant originally
just 'worthy' - spiritually worthy - then 'a spiritually developed person', and then 'someone
who had realized Nirvana or Enlightenment'. But in the early Pali text it does not have that
precise meaning at all. We shall encounter this quite a few times - that words which later had
a very precise doctrinal significance are here used in a very general, ordinary sort of way, so
you come nearer to the original usage and even the original life of the Buddha's disciples.

Subhuti: So arhant is an example of a word that has been upgraded.



S: Yes, but also narrowed in a way. In Mahayana literature, sometimes 'arhant' seems to mean
someone cold, selfish and individualistic, which certainly was not the original meaning of the
term at all.

Devaraja: Is this related to the bit in the Tiratana-vandana translated as 'worthy of offerings,
worthy of salutation with folded hands'?

S: No, that is simply a verbal term-in ...: pujaniya, worthy of offerings. lya means 'able’, as we
would say in English; worshipable, capable of being worshipped, able to be worshipped,
worthy of worship, deserving of worship. Ahuneyyo, pahuneyyo, dakkineyyo - worthy of,
capable of, therefore deserving. 'Worship-worthy', you could say; 'offering-worthy'. But not as
strong as that.

You have 'worshipful', and officials were addressed as 'arhant' at the time of the Buddha, just
as we say 'His Worship the Mayor'. But it was gradually upgraded. So the monks and those
leading a spiritual life were the worthy ones; they were worship-worthy, deserving of
worship. But then 'arhant' became a highly technical term and the meaning was fixed perhaps
rather narrowly.

We find this in early Buddhism as reflected in the Udana, that everything is quite fluid; there
is nothing rigid or Buddhistic. That is [26] one reason why it is a very valuable text.

Any comments on that, or on those first five sections?

Sagaramati: (inaudible)... conditioned co-production... becoming...?
S: The link becoming?

Sagaramati: Between birth and grasping?

S: This is bhava in Pali. It means 'being' and also 'becoming’, because in Buddhism being is
becoming. There is no being in fact, nothing is static. Everything moves, everything develops,
everything grows - or deteriorates. So it is becoming, it is the process of development
between, as it were, the last of the old and the first of the new. Sometimes it is considered to
refer to the whole period of pregnancy, the intrauterine period. According to the
Sarvastivadins, it is the intermediate period between death and rebirth, but the Theravadins do
not agree that there is an intermediate period. Then antarabhava is the same word, bhava the
intermediate state, as it is usually translated when it occurs in Tibetan.

This is our first session on the Udana. We have gone through these five sections. Does
anyone have any particular impression, as yet, from these five little sections that we have
gone through, the first of this work? Anything at all distinctive?

Devaraja: When I was reading through some of it before, the verses didn't seem to have much
life in them; they seemed to be confusing.

S: That's partly the translation; especially if you translate tapassino as 'ardent' and caino as
‘musing’, you get no meaning at all.



: They are very simple. It's what you said about being really near to the experience.

S: It is interesting that the Udana opens with the Buddha's Enlightenment and just after, and it
remains in the vicinity of the bodhi-tree for four sections, and then the scene moves to
Sravasti, which was, in a sense, the most important centre of the Buddha's activity, where he
spent more rainy seasons than in any other place. Later today, we shall see that next, the scene
moves to Rajagaha or Rajgir, which was another very important scene of his activities. We
shall see also, eventually, I hope, that the whole of the Udana has been put together with a
certain amount of what may even be described as literary skill, even though it was originally
put together not in written form but in oral form. It has definitely been compiled with art and
with care. We shall see this gradually.

: Presumably this appears also in Tibetan and Chinese accounts?

S: Yes, there is a version. I don't know whether they have ever been compared. There is a
work which is known as Udanavarga in Sanskrit, transmitted by the Sarvastivadins, but this
was not the Udana but the Dhammapada.

Also we notice the immediate introduction of the topic of the brahmin: "'Who is the brahmin?
What is the brahmin?' That really means, "What is the nature of the spiritual ideal?'
Obviously, it is the first thing [27] to be made clear. What is the spiritual ideal? Is it the
brahmin in the old ethnic sense, or is it the brahmin in the sense of the Buddha, the new
spiritual sense? So the spiritual ideal is clarified first. It is very important that almost the first
thing that the Buddha does after enunciating the law of universal conditionality is to clarify
the nature of the spiritual ideal. There was confusion because the Buddha had to use the old
language, so the question arises, 'Are you using the language in the old sense or in a new
sense of your own? If the latter, what is that new sense? What do you say the brahmin is?
What do you say the spiritual ideal i1s?'

Devaraja: I think I remember you saying, perhaps in a lecture, that the division, once so rigid,
between the castes (was breaking down), and that at that time, or at some time, a transition
(was possible) between the castes.

S: You can probably say that the divisions between castes were not so rigid or strict then. But
the division between brahmin and non-brahmin, simply, seems to have been as rigid then as it
ever was, and the brahmins were making a very determined bid for a general recognition of
their social and religious supremacy on grounds of birth. And the Buddha came right up
against this, and Buddhism came up against it all through its history in India, which is one of
the reasons why Buddhism disappeared from India - the hostility of the brahmins by birth,
because Buddhism refused to accept their claims and recognize their credentials. So, though
many individuals became followers of the Buddha and Buddhists, the brahmins as a caste or
class always remained strongly opposed to Buddhism, right down to the present. It was one of
my first experiences after being ordained as a sramanera at Kusinara. We were walking,
winding our way up to Nepal, to Lumbini, and we lost our way shortly after leaving Kusinara,
so we stopped and asked somebody to direct us, and he happened to be a brahmin. So he at
once asked us who and what we were, and where we were coming from. When we explained
we were coming from Kusinara and that we were Buddhists, at once his attitude became very
hostile. It was quite remarkable. The brahmins have really inherited a tradition of hostility to
Buddhism. Even though they usually know nothing about Buddhist teaching at all - that has



all died out - they feel very hostile towards Buddhism. It is very common among orthodox
brahmins. There is a clash between the universal and the ethnic - the spiritual ideal and the
ethnic ideal and we find it right at the very beginning. It is quite important that it occurs here,
as if to say that the universal religion, the religion of the tradition that upholds the realization
of truth by the individual, at once has to be very sharply distinguished from the old ethnic
tradition.

Devaraja: This is a distinction we are constantly having to make ourselves, particularly in the
West.

S: Yes, otherwise we might become an ethnic tradition.

Devaraja: Not if we ensure that in everything we retain and understand that distinction.
Because there is always that tendency to lump us with other religions and with religion in
general, and to assume that our goals must be the same.

(28]

S: Yes, right. This is again something that I noticed when I was in Helsinki. There was a big
conference in Turku, which is the second biggest city, in the old cultural centre, and all the
oriental-cum-esoteric groups - the flying saucer people and the Maharishi people and
astrologers and palmists and spiritualists and theosophists - they had a big conference. They
wanted to form an organization to defend themselves from attacks by anti-religious people,
especially Marxists. There is, in a way, a need for this sort of thing. So we were invited to
participate, and they wanted me to go along and address the conference. Vajrabodhi and
Bodhisri and I discussed it, and in the end we decided that we should not have anything to do
with it, because we did not want to be part and parcel of that whole thing. So we remained
aloof. There apparently were some quite weird groups represented. I must admit that we sent
along a spy, who afterwards reported back. He went along and did a bit of publicity for us, but
we were not actually represented, nor did we take any part. They were a very motley crew.

So it is very difficult to know where to classify us or where to put us. Perhaps we should not
put ourselves anywhere at all. That is why I say we shouldn't go to these inter-religious
conventions and things; we just don't belong there. I have been to some in the past. I have
been left with (people) I had nothing in common with. But you can see that they have a lot in
common with one another, whether they are Muslim or Hindu or Christian, especially at the
clergy level. They could very well belong to the same union. They are in the same line of
business. This is definitely the impression I used to get. Their overall attitudes are the same.
They are all equally concerned with keeping their flock, preventing their flock from straying,
retaining their hold over the younger generation. They all dress in the same way: they have
the same suits, the same collars and ties. That is no coincidence. They have got the same
educational and social background, whether they be Muslims or Jews or Hindus or whatever.
And Buddhists - you know, some of our Friends - also fall into this category (laughter). I felt
a complete foreigner, a fish out of water; I felt nothing in common with those people. So we
do not want to be lumped together with those various groups.

(However,) you can meet individuals that you can feel very close to, whatever path they may
happen to be following. But the religious establishments, though they have a lot in common
with one another, despite doctrinal differences, have nothing in common with us nor we with
them. Nor do we have much in common with the so-called Buddhist establishment, the



official Buddhism of the embassies and so on. It is all ethnic, nothing really to do with
Buddhism. If a Buddhist ambassador invites other ambassadors - Muslim, Christian, Roman
Catholic and what not, to attend Wesak celebration, of course they will attend as a diplomatic
courtesy. It has nothing to do with any interest in Buddhism, but the foolish Buddhists think
that they really are spreading Buddhism because they have got a Muslim ambassador along to
their Wesak celebration. That is the level on which they try to operate. It is completely
unnecessary and unhelpful. This is what they are doing in Washington - Washington Friends
of Buddha - they specialize in that sort of thing. If you have an active Buddhist ambassador,
he gets all the other ambassadors together on Wesak day. They all attend your meetings, with
their wives, and naturally a few minor officials have to go along in the wake of the
ambassadors, so you get the cultural attache or maybe the commercial attache, and so you
could gather a hundred people and say, "'We had a quite successful Wesak celebration. A
hundred people came, top-level people, all interested in Buddhism.' [29] This is the sort of
thing that one is expected to accept as spreading Buddhism in the West.

Unfortunately - to pursue it even more generally - most Eastern Buddhists think in terms of
converting the top men and working your way down, whereas we are very definitely thinking
of starting at the bottom and possibly working your way up. But they really do think like that:
'We'll get hold of a Minister or a diplomat, and get him along somehow.' They think that is
the way to work. It reflects a very old-fashioned type of society, where everybody has to
follow the boss, the leader, the chief. As in the time of the Reformation: as the religion of the
prince, so the religion of the people - either Catholic or Protestant. If you lived in a Catholic
state, you had to be Catholic; if you lived in a Protestant state, you had to be a Protestant. If
you wanted to change your religion, you had to change your state. It reflects that sort of
mentality. That is how many Eastern Buddhist missionaries - I think that is the term, in a way
- think, and try to operate. This is what they tried to do in India until Dr Ambedkar came
along and upset everything by starting at the bottom - but in a mass, collective sort of way. [
don't know quite what is happening there. No doubt some good is coming out of it. The best
thing is just to start with the ordinary individual: add one to one, not think in terms of
converting some influential person who will then proceed to convert all the people that he has
under his influence. The Maharishi was thinking in this way - convert the Beatles and you'll
convert all their fans; get hold of a big pop star and all his following will follow him into your
movement. That is just a manipulation of personalities to gain a big following. It has nothing
to do with a real spiritual movement.

Devaraja: I saw a little taint of that kind of thing in the last copy of Vajra. It had a picture of
Trungpa talking to Mary Hopkin.

S: Oh, yes! I had to think who Mary Hopkin was. Of course, in the East people won't know. I
noticed that, and I also thought it was a little taint. But there, we must really watch it. You got
(it) in the days of the Buddha. There is a very interesting example when Siha(?), who is
described as a general of the King, the commander of the forces, is so impressed by the
Buddha's teaching that he wants to Go for Refuge. So the Buddha says, 'Look, you are a quite
important person, and many people follow your example. You should consider very carefully
before you take this step. Don't do it on a momentary impulse.' And he was quite surprised.
He said, 'Lord, if any other teacher had been in this position and I had wanted to become his
follower, he would have taken me round the city proclaiming with drum and with trumpet
that General Siha had become a follower. This makes me all the more sure that I should
become your follower.'



This may point to the contemporary practice. If a prominent man became a follower of a
particular sect, he was paraded round the city and they beat drums to announce the fact, but
the Buddha didn't. You see the difference, right from the beginning. But, unfortunately, later
Buddhists did not follow that tradition. I remember an occasion when I turned up at Sarnath
for a big festival, and there was a big programme. They had a puja inaugurated each day by
someone important, in a worldly sense, but they had not been able to find enough important
people, so various days were left blank. But it said, in Hindi, that on those other days the puja
would invariably be inaugurated by a minister in the government or by a maharaja, so you
could be sure of getting your money's [30] worth, whichever day you came along. That was so
crude and blatant. This really has to be watched.

So, start from the bottom - that is much better - and work your way up from that if you can.
From this point of view, I am really pleased that we may well have a centre in Bethnal Green,
rather than in Knightsbridge or Hampstead. Even the Sangha Trust people, when they started
the Hampstead Buddhist Vihara, thought of Hampstead as the intellectual, 'with it' area -
'Have the vihara in Hampstead'. But those people never came. I found that when I was there.
Hampstead intellectuals did not come along to the vihara. We didn't catch the fish that we
spread the net for. Other people came. And the Chiswick vihara used to be at Knightsbridge.
They chose that area deliberately because it was a so-called high-class area. But it was the
wrong approach. For financial reasons, they were driven out to the wilds of Chiswick, which
was probably better, more genuine, but they would still be in Knightsbridge if they could
afford it. It is quite good that we are in Bethnal Green, not because we can't afford
Knightsbridge - which no doubt we can't - we can hardly afford Bethnal Green - (Chuckles.)

_: Well, don't speak too soon, please.

S: I am not, I keep my fingers crossed. But it is good that we are there. It is good that you are
surrounded by quite ordinary, working-class people, who may be a bit put off by something
oriental. That is quite good, not a bad thing at all. You are more likely to get genuine support,
in the long run, there than at either Hampstead or Knightsbridge.

There is a great temptation to rely for the spread of your so-called individual ideals on
non-individual action or collective action. You get the same sort of thing in the Gospels,
where Christ is tempted by the devil to do things by force with the devil's help. The devil
promises him all the kingdoms of the earth, and it looks so easy. He resisted the temptation -
but the Popes didn't, unfortunately! It is so easy to compromise.

Sona: Is the bodhi tree a banyan tree?

S: It's the ficus religiosa, botanically speaking, which is the peepul, not the banyan.

Sona: Because at one point (it is described as) a banyan.

S: I am not sure whether that is peepul in the original or asvata or what it is.

: There is actually a banyan tree near Bodh-gaya. I went there. It is supposed to be the very
tree under which the Buddha sat and meditated. Maybe it was on that particular spot.

: Is it the same one?



S: Yes, it would be the Ajapala banyan tree. Ajapala is 'goatherd's'. I don't remember the Pali
term for that particular tree.

Subhuti: (Perhaps he was) wandering around the grounds, sitting under different trees in the
area.

[31]

S: The very early accounts in the Vinaya-pitaka don't mention anything about sitting under a
tree, only sitting on the bank of the river, but the assumption is that it was under a tree. It
would be the sensible place to sit (in the heat). It was in the forest.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Rajagaha, in
Bamboo Grove, at the Squirrels' Feeding-ground. Now on that occasion the venerable
Kassapa the Great was staying at Figtree Grotto, being sick, afflicted, stricken with a sore
disease. Later on the venerable Kassapa the Great rose up from that sickness. On doing so this
thought occurred to him: What if I were to enter Rajagaha for alms-quest ? Thereupon as
many as five hundred devas eagerly busied themselves about the alms-food of the venerable
Kassapa the Great. But the venerable Kassapa the Great rejected their services, and robing
himself in the forenoon took bowl and robe and entered Rajagaha by way of the streets where
dwelt the poor and needy, the weavers' quarter. Now the Exalted One saw the venerable
Kassapa the Great questing for alms in that quarter. Then the Exalted One, seeing the
meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

Who hath none else to keep, who is unknown, Who is subdued and fixed in the core, In
whom the cankers are destroyed, the taints spewed forth, - 'tis him I call a brahmana."

S: So in this verse or udana, we have another definition of the brahmin. We are still
concerned with that topic. We notice also at the beginning that the scene again shifts to
Rajagaha or Rajgir, which was the capital of the kingdom of Magadha. The Bamboo Grove
was situated outside the gates and we can still see the site of it. Kassapa was one of the
leading disciples, and he was especially famous for his practice of asceticism. He lived a very
austere and simple life, even more simple and austere than that of the other disciples.

In this section this is the first time that the devas make their appearance - that is to say, taking
it literally, the gods, beings inhabiting higher planes of existence than the human but still
subject to birth and death and rebirth, all still on the Wheel of Life. 'As many as five hundred
devas eagerly busied themselves about the alms-food of the venerable Kassapa the Great.'
What do you think that means?

In quite a few parts of the Pali Canon, you get the impression or even the picture of crowds of
devas hovering round the Buddha and the monks, eager to listen, to be of service or to help.
So if you don't choose to take it literally you have to give some sort of meaning to it. It is as
though there are all sorts of influences - subtle or what are sometimes called psychic
influences, or even powers - around, in the air or the atmosphere or within the field of the
Buddha's aura or the aura of the disciples. And these are quite capable of sparking off events,
or one can even manipulate them, get things done by them [32] or through them. But Kassapa
rejects that possibility. He could, as it were, get food by magical means, but he does not
choose to do so. He chooses to go and beg in the poorest quarter of the city. That seems to be
the suggestion. He rejects anything out of the way, anything extraordinary. He just keeps on



the ordinary human level, even though he has been ill; he just goes off to beg in the ordinary
way and chooses the poorest quarter.

: Is it suggested that if you used that psychic power you would find yourself in some way
(subject to that power)?

S: If you take it that Kassapa is an arhant and is considered to be that, that possibility does not
arise. He could have used those powers without any danger. But still he does not do so -
maybe to set a good example, who knows? He does not invoke the magical or miraculous.
Though he is Enlightened, he remains on the ordinary human level and does things in the
ordinary human way. Also he seeks out that part of the city where the poor and the needy
dwell - the weavers, who were a low-caste community, according to the orthodox Hindu
system. In other words, he rejects the devas and goes among the poorest and most despised of
human beings. Perhaps that has a more general significance.

The devas also, especially the devas of the lower planes, stand as it were for the aesthetic -
almost as an object of sensuous enjoyment, indulgence. So in a way it is a rejection of the
superficial aesthetic. He doesn't dally with the devas, who are only a little higher than the
ordinary human level. He doesn't play around with these supranormal forces, or influences, or
powers, or presences. He does not want very much to do with them at all. He isn't interested.
Kassapa used to live alone in the forest much of the time, and perhaps one could say that he
did not even care for the company of devas.

The Buddha sees this and sees him going for alms in that quarter, and he gives utterance to
this udana:

'Who hath none else to keep, -
or look after, care for, or nourish; that is what the original word means ...
'who is unknown'-

This is quite interesting. The footnote gives the original Pali word - annatan - unknown, not
known to anybody. What do you think this means?

_: ... brahmin.
S: Doesn't leave a mark.
Devaraja: Not able to be known.

S: Yes, can't really be fathomed. The devas certainly can't know him, because they are not
Enlightened. The Buddha knows him because the Buddha is the Buddha, but who else can
know him? To others he is unknown. In the Sutta-Nipata, the Buddha says that the
Enlightened [33] One is like the great ocean, he can't be fathomed, he is unfathomable. This
applies to the arhant, too. It applies to Kassapa. He can't be known. It is not simply that the
ignorant weaver folk don't appreciate him, but no worldly person could know him because he
has gone beyond their range. This is a characteristic of the real brahmin. He is unknown, he is
in fact unknowable to others who are not on that level. They can't understand him, can't



fathom him.
'Who is subdued and fixed in the core'.

"The core' is sare, which is also sometimes translated as the essence or pith. It is sometimes
translated in the Dhammapada, where the word also occurs, as 'the real'. There is an antithesis
in the first chapter of the Dhammapada between sare and asare, which is usually translated as
'the real and the unreal'. He who knows the real as the real goes to the real, but he who does
not know real as the real, who mistakes the unreal for the real, does not go to the real, he does
not attain the real. Maybe translating it as 'the real' is a bit too metaphysical. It is literally
'pith’, the essence.

For instance, in Pali they talk about the trunk of the tree, the wood, as distinct from the bark.
The wood as distinct from the bark is called the sare or the pith, not the bark, the inner part,
the substance, the essence. So sare represents the essence of the matter or the real substance,
as it were. Not in a metaphysical sense. 'Core' is not bad as a translation. The brahmin is one
who is fixed in the core - established at the centre of things, in what is really substantial, not
in the superficial.

So it does not have a metaphysical or technical meaning here, but a quite straightforward
meaning. Maybe 'essential’ is the best translation. He is one who is established in what is
essential and who sees what is essential, knows what is essential, has realized what is
essential and takes his stand firmly on that; who bases himself on the essential. This is what a
brahmin is.

'In whom the cankers are destroyed'.
The 'cankers' are the asravas, or asavas, the taints, the defilements, the klesas.
'‘Spewed forth, - 'tis him I call a brahmana.'

Probably these terms 'cankers' and 'taints' are not used in their later, technical sense of the
three of this and the ten of that and so on, but in a very general psycho-spiritual sense.

So a brahmin, the Buddha says in this description, is someone who doesn't have to look after
anybody else, that is, in the way of ordinary human attachment and involvement; 'who is
unknown' - who has reached such a pitch of spiritual development that he cannot be fathomed
by others who are not on that level. 'Who is subdued': who has himself fully under control and
who takes his stand firmly upon what is essential in life, not upon what is inessential, and
who has got rid of all imperfections as represented by such terms as 'the cankers' or 'the
taints', who has got rid of them all. A very strong term is used: who has 'spewed them forth',
vomited them up. In other words, [34] he has an utter revulsion against them. This idiom of
'spewing forth' and vomiting is quite strong in Pali literature and tradition. Have you noticed
this or come across it? (Murmurs of assent.) It is literally a sort of vomiting because there is
such a revulsion against certain things - aspects of yourself or even your old self - that you
just feel like vomiting it all up, really getting rid of it.

In the Vajrayana context, the figure of Vajrasattva stands, among other things, for this - this
spewing up or vomiting forth, and in that way cleansing oneself. This is one reason why,



when people do the Vajrasattva practice, they quite often have sensations of spewing and
vomiting, quite strongly, and dreams of vomiting up all sorts of faecal matter and so on. Even
people who are just into ordinary spiritual life and meditation sometimes have this sense of
vomiting and spewing up, even quite physically - a sort of nausea. It is the somatic
concomitant of trying to get rid of certain things within yourself - you feel it so strongly that
you even experience it as a sort of physical sensation of vomiting. That is why we have this
idiom that the brahmin is one who has completely spewed up the taints, who has vomited
them forth.

... reference to Devadatta?
S: Ah, he spewed up blood.
: Yes, but he was ...

S: Spewed out of the Order, yes, that is true. It is also used generally about spewing out or
spewing up the unworthy member, yes.

Devaraja: (It is a) very drastic simile.

S: It is, it's a very strong image indeed and very down to earth. The brahmin, in the Buddha's
sense, is one in whom the spewing-up process has been completed. He has spewed up the
whole of the samsara. He has spewed up the whole of mundane existence. He has spewed up
even the heavens. In Ceylon - this is perhaps a bit extreme - they have excavated monasteries
from a very early period, (including) the urinals of the monasteries, and the urinals are
decorated, just where the monks would be urinating, with sculptures of Indra's heaven with all
its pleasures, so that when the monks go to the urinal they quite literally urinate on Indra's
heaven and all its pleasures, which is much the same sort of thing. It is a constant reminder.
There is Indra, there are all the nymphs, pink feet and all, and a good monk urinates on them
every day. (Laughter.)

I think, in a way, this image is better, because what you spew up was, to start with, a part of
yourself. If you urinate on Indra and the nymphs, that is something outside you, which may
possibly lead to somewhat negative feelings of contempt and so on, but in the case of the
image of spewing up you don't have that; you spew up the contents of your own stomach,
psychological or spiritual - something which is already a part of you. You get rid of it. You
purge yourself of it.

So the Buddha says, "tis him I call a brahmana'. Are there any queries on this bit? (Pause.) It
is still very untechnical language used in describing the brahmin - the ideal man.

[35]

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying at Patali, at Ajakalapa
Shrine, the abode of the yakkha Ajakalapa. Now on that occasion the Exalted One was seated
in the open air on a night of inky darkness and the sky god was raining drop by drop. Then the
yakkha Ajakalapa, wishing to inspire the Exalted One with fear and consternation and raising
of the hair, came up to the Exalted One, and having done so thrice raised near the Exalted
One his hullabaloo, saying, " There's a goblin for you, recluse!" But the Exalted One, seeing
the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:



When he hath reached the goal in all things that are his, The brahmin is beyond this goblin
with his din."

(Some laughter.) S: 'Goblin' is supposed to translate yakkha. But what is a yakkha, or yaksha?
A sort of demon, but also more like a daimon, in the Greek sense. It is a very powerful natural
force, a sort of spirit. It is interesting that the Buddha himself, in the Pali, is sometimes called
yakkha, and the early images of the Buddha, according to some authorities, are modelled
upon yakkha images - very sturdy, powerful figures. The Mathura-type Buddha is supposed to
be modelled upon the image of the yakkha as current at that time.

So you get an impression of the scene: the Buddha was staying at Patali, which seems to have
been a village, 'at the Ajakalapa Shrine, the abode of the yakkha Ajakalapa'. Shrine is caitya.
It is not quite a shrine in our modern sense. Any sacred or sanctified spot or place was called
a caitya. There need not be a building. Caitya is usually derived from a word meaning 'to heap
up', so it's a sort of heap or stones or something heaped up and regarded as a shrine. It may be
just a tree or group of trees with coloured threads tied around them or a few stones put on top
of one another, such as you often get in India today. I think you know the sort of thing. And
local tradition or local belief associates that particular tree, spot or heap of stones with some
spirit, some presence or force. And very often offerings are made. In some of those spots
there may be a quite strange atmosphere.

So, in the Buddha's day, as still in India, there were these little folk shrines to various spirits,
yakkhas and other, all over the countryside. Sometimes there were little huts and shelters,
rude shrines in our sense, and sometimes the Buddha used to stay in those spots. We quite
often hear that the Buddha put up at such-and-such shrine. It is not always clear whether there
was a building which he occupied or whether he just stayed in the neighbourhood of a
particular tree that was a caitya or a heap of stones that was a caitya. But certainly we often
find him at, in or near a caitya. We often find, also, that he has something to do with the spirit
- deva or yakkha - that is associated, in the popular mind at least, with that spot.

We can well imagine the scene. The Buddha was staying at Patali at this caitya, which was
believed to be the abode, the dwelling place, of this yakkha, this spirit. The Buddha was
sitting there one night in the open air, and it was pitch dark. There was no moon; the sky was
[36] inky; it was black. Rain was falling. "'The sky god was raining' - that is just an idiom, just
as we say 'it rained', without there being any 'it'. The Pali idiom is deva v... - the god rained,
for 'it rained'; 'raining drops'.

Then this spirit wished to frighten the Buddha. You could say that it was a situation, in view
of the associations of the place, in which an ordinary man staying there on a very dark night
with rain falling would have been afraid. But the Buddha was not afraid. The actual text goes
much further than that and says that the yakkha raised a great disturbance, a hullabaloo.
According to the commentary, he was called ajakalapa - aja meaning goat, because he
sometimes tried to frighten people by bleating like a goat. I personally feel he might have
been called Ajakalapa because of some association with the sacrifice of a goat, but that is just
a guess.

But on hearing this noise at this fearsome spot, where a yakkha was supposed to dwell, the
Buddha did not become afraid at all, and simply said, or 'expired’, this utterance:



'When he hath reached the goal in all things that are his, The brahmin is beyond this goblin
with his din' ...

the yakkha - he is not disturbed by these powerful natural forces, whatever disturbances
come.

Sometimes we feel as though the little episodes had been almost manufactured to explain the
lines. I feel that a little here, but it could well have happened. But the yakkha appears again
and again in Buddhist literature - in Mahayana literature also. He represents powerful natural
forces which are not necessarily harmful. They may be beneficent too. They are neutral.
Sometimes they function in a helpful, sometimes in a harmful, way. The Buddha himself is
sometimes hailed as the Great yakkha or yaksha because he impressed ordinary people as like
a spirit. They could not understand him, could not fathom him. He appeared here and
appeared there - very strange and mysterious, rather awe-inspiring, like a spirit, like a daimon,
with something uncanny about him.

This brings something to mind. We must not forget that the Buddha and his disciples, in those
early days, spent the greater part of their time out of doors, even in the forest. The whole of
northern India in those days was covered with dense jungle, and there were villages, and a
few towns, here and there in the midst of the jungle and little paths leading through the jungle
from one village to another or from the village to the town. We do not, in those days, find the
whole of that great Gangetic basin under cultivation, as it is today. That great expanse of
jungle is called, in the Pali text, the Mahabangla, the great forest or great jungle. So we must
not forget that the Buddha and his disciples spent the greater part of their time in the open air
among the trees and in contact with nature - much more in contact with nature than with other
human beings. So you can well imagine that the monk, or wanderer as he was called then,
was staying most of the time in the forest, in a little hut maybe or under a tree, or in a cave,
and going to the nearest village once a day for alms, often not saying anything, and then
coming back and sitting under a tree, spending the whole day under a tree surrounded by
nature and by vegetation, sometimes very deep in the forest. If he was practising meditation,
he would become very sensitive. He might pick up all sorts of influences, feelings. He might
even feel that the tree [37] was speaking to him or a voice was coming from it.

In this way we get in the Pali Canon many little stories of monks staying in the forest, and
'then a tree god spoke to him'. If we remember these things, we can understand what it really
means. Not that, in a crude, literal sense, a god appeared before him and spoke to him; but
there he was in the midst of the trees and could feel something coming from all the living
things around him. He was reflecting or meditating, and in the midst of it all it was as though
a voice came. Even a teaching would come sometimes, a reminder to him, even an
encouragement to get on with his meditation, seeming to come from a tree, a shrub or even a
stone - but usually from a living thing, a tree: a rukhdeva, a tree god or spirit. We get a lot of
this as the background of the teaching in the Pali Canon, the very intimate connection
between the monks and nature. This is not insisted upon or described in great detail, but it is
there in the background all the time. So we must bear in mind that most of these teachings
originated in these sort of circumstances. Not in buildings or monasteries - there weren't any
monasteries then - but in little huts or shacks put up in someone's garden or park, or just a
residence at the foot of a tree. Most of the time, therefore, the monks were in close contact
with nature and (were) very susceptible, in their heightened state of consciousness, to any
influence coming from nature.



One could say, to put it crudely, that there is a strongly animistic background to early
Buddhism, in a healthy and positive way. The monks were literally in close contact with
nature all the time, but they did not romanticise it or idealize it as people sometimes do today,
because it was the natural background of their lives and practice, the teaching.

‘When he hath reached the goal in all things that are his'".

That is a rather ambiguous phrase, but the general meaning seems clear. In other words, when
he has reached his goal in all the things that concern him as an individual, the brahmin is
beyond this sort of (thing). In other words, the Buddha's attitude towards the yakkha's
hullabaloo is rather contemptuous. He is not bothered by it at all. It does not mean anything to
him.

Sometimes you do find, here and there in different parts of the earth, spots where there seems
to be a strongly negative or strongly positive influence. For this reason, people who are
sensitive to these things start up little shrines and cults and worship spirits in those spots.
Maybe the caitya had something to do with that; maybe there was an unpleasant atmosphere
in that particular place. But the Buddha was not disturbed by it. Maybe there actually was a
yakkha, a quite literal thing. We mustn't rule out that possibility, too. But the main moral is
that the Buddha was not disturbed.

: ... assumption, taking it very literally, that
a yakkha ... by interpreting ...
S: Yes. (Long pause.)

:I was just looking out of my room. I looked back and suddenly realized I had seen an
apparition of a smiling young man standing there... quite beneficent.

S: Maybe there was a deva hovering around you and keeping a watchful [38] eye on you.
Devas, in the Pali Canon, often keep an eye on the monks and exhort them to get on with
their meditation when they happen to backslide, or approve them when they are getting on
with it well. Sometimes these devas are the reborn deceased relatives of the monk, who are
reborn in heaven as devas and are watching over him, encouraging and helping him in various
ways. This is quite common.

If you take this section in the most general sense, it pertains, of course, to the conquest of
fear, that the brahmin or the Buddha - the Enlightened One - is fearless. Whatever may be the
occasion of possible feelings of fear, he doesn't experience them.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. On that occasion the venerable Sangamaji had come to
Savatthi to see the Exalted One. Now she who was aforetime the mate of Sangamaji heard it
said: "They say master Sangamaji has come to Savatthi.' So she took her boy and came to Jeta
Grove. Now on that occasion the venerable Sangamaji was seated at the root of a certain tree
for noonday rest. Then she who was aforetime the mate of the venerable Sangamaji came
towards him, drew near and said this: 'Recluse, support me with our little child."



S (interrupting): The word which is used here for 'support' is the same word that, in a
previous section, was translated as 'keep', where it says that the brahmin has no one else to
keep. The word is posa. He is anannaposin, he has nobody other than himself to keep, look
after, cherish. That is what she is asking for on behalf of herself and the child - support, care,
nourishment, looking after.

"At these words the venerable Sangamaji was silent. So a second time and yet a third time she
who was aforetime the mate of the venerable Sangamayji repeated her words, and a third time
also the venerable Sangamaji was silent. Thereupon she set down the child in front of the
venerable Sangamaji and went away, saying, "There's your child, recluse! Support him!' But
the venerable Sangamaji neither looked at the child nor spoke to him. And she, when she had
gone some distance, looked back and saw that the venerable Sangamaji neither looked at the
child nor spoke to him. On seeing that, this thought occurred to her: This recluse needs not
even his child. So she turned back, took up the child and went away. Now the Exalted One
with the deva-sight, purified and more than that of humans, beheld such rudeness as this on
the part of the former mate of Sangamaji, and at that time, seeing the meaning of it, he gave
utterance to this verse of uplift:

He joys not at her coming, he grieves not when she goes. Sangamaji bond-free, - such call I
brahmana."

[39]
S: There is a little pun there. The name Sangamaji means 'free from bonds'. The Buddha is
saying that he really is Sangamaji - he really is free from bonds and is living up to his name.

It is interesting here that there is a complete difference of values as compared with modern
times, in that the former spouse of Sangamaji is considered to be guilty of rudeness in trying
to force herself and her child on Sangamaji after he has become a recluse or sramana, whereas
the modern view usually would be that Sangamaji is very rude in not taking them back, or at
least taking some notice of them.

Devaraja: Would that have been the current attitude at that time? Would it have been
rudeness on her part?

S: Certainly in religious circles or among those who respected or upheld the ideal of the
sramana.

Devaraja: In present-day society, do you think her point of view would be valid?

S: Why do you say 'in present-day society'?

Devaraja: I mean in these days, in twentieth-century Britain, would her demand be valid?

S: It would probably be less valid than then, in a way, because in twentieth-century Britain a
woman with a child is not likely to be left totally without support, even if it comes from the

state, whereas in those days there was not that sort of security, though there was the security

of the extended family.

You notice her phrase, "This recluse needs not even his child'. It is very significant that she



uses the word 'needs'; that he does not need even his child. You notice that she does not say,
'He doesn't need even me.' First of all, she appeals for support for herself and the child. When
he does not respond, she just leaves the child. Even that does not move him. Then she says
that he does not need even his child. What does this suggest? (Pause.) That, normally, the
child would be even more important than the wife - an even bigger bond, or an even bigger
temptation to come back. Why do you think that is?

: Because sons were regarded as the furtherance(?) ...

S: Yes, the son is the extension of the father, and sometimes the son was regarded as the
father reborn - as sharing a part of the soul of the father. This attachment to the son was very
strong in Hindu society - perhaps in all primitive societies. Also, the Hindu belief was that if
you didn't leave behind you a son to make offerings to your spirit after your death, you would
not go to heaven. That was a very strong belief. That is why all orthodox Hindus, and
especially brahmins, want to leave sons. That was the old ideology. You had to leave a son,
preferably several, because if the oldest son died the next in order of seniority could take on
the responsibility. It was considered to be a terrible thing to die without issue. The Chinese
had the same sort of idea. There then would be no one to make offerings to your spirit - and
not only your spirit but the spirits of the ancestors for seven generations back after your death
- so you had to leave a son. Thus the son was very important, [40] in many ways more
important than the wife.

So if a man had surmounted even the attachment to his son, he was free indeed. The ultimate
attachment was not to wife, it was to son, for the ancient Indians. Sangamayji is shown to be
free even from that. When the son and the wife together cannot move him, she thinks, 'Maybe
just the child,' so she puts the child down and goes away. But even the child by himself - and
it is a boy; it would probably not be worth trying with a girl, because girls do not perform that
function in such communities - even the sight of his son cannot (move him). Indeed, he does
not even look. Then she realizes that he has no attachment to anything. He does not need
anything. He does not even need his son.

You can read a deeper meaning into it, because if he is Enlightened, why does he need to
bother about heaven? He does not need a son to help him get there and to make offerings to
him after he is dead. He has gone beyond heaven. He does not need a son. He has transcended
all the old ethnic values. He is an Enlightened individual.

The contemporary view would be that he was very selfish. No doubt there is a form of taking
up the religious life which is selfish and not as the result of any real idealism, but it certainly
is not the Buddhist view that you can't leave in that way if you really feel the spiritual urge.
But obviously it must be a spiritual urge and not just a shelving of responsibilities for
unspiritual or even anti-spiritual reasons. It is that you have to ascertain within your own
mind before you take any active steps.

So the Buddha says of him;
'He joys not at her coming, he grieves not when she goes.'

There is an interesting discrepancy there between the verse and the prose text. Presumably the
Buddha includes her with her son. In the Dhammapada the Buddha gives as the



characteristics of the spiritually immature person that he says 'puttham matthi' - 'this son is
mine' and then 'this wealth is mine', pannam matthi'. So puttha, the son, comes first, and the
spiritually immature person thinks, "This son is mine; this is my son'. It suggests that he has
that attachment to his own mundane individuality and its extension in his son. That is
regarded, it seems, as an even stronger attachment on the part of the spiritually immature
person, the bala, than attachment to riches, possessions, wealth. In that same Dhammapada
verse, the Buddha says, 'He does not even belong to himself' not to speak of possessing a son
or possessing wealth.

Devaraja: Why is 'deva-sight' mentioned there?

S: It means clairvoyant vision. The Buddha was not within the range of ordinary human sight,
but saw it happening at a distance by his clairvoyant vision. That is what 'deva-sight' means.
Dibya-cakkhu - divine sight rather than deva-sight; divine or clairvoyant vision. The footnote
gives an extract from the Commentary: where the text says: "Thereupon she set down the
child in front of the venerable Sangamaji and went away', the Commentary, according to the
footnote, 'thinks she could not stand within the radiance of the recluse', and the translator has
added an exclamation mark. Perhaps he finds this rather difficult to believe.

[41]

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Gaya, on Gaya
Head. Now on that occasion a great number of ascetics, on the cold winter nights between the
eighths in time of snowfall, were plunging up and down [in the water] and sprinkling and
burning sacrifice, thinking: This way comes purity. Now the Exalted One saw that great
number of ascetics so doing, and at that time, seeing the meaning of it, gave utterance to this
verse of uplift:

Not by water is one pure, tho' many folk bathe here. In whom is truth and dhamma, he is pure
and he's a brahmin."

S: This takes place at another site: 'near Gaya, on Gaya Head'. That is very near the present
Gaya railway station, which is about twelve miles from Buddhagaya. Gaya Head is a sort of
peak, and there is still a quite famous Hindu temple there. It seems to have been a sort of
sacred spot. This is the same place to which the Buddha led his disciples after he had
converted the Kassapa brothers, who were fire worshippers, and where he preached - if that is
the right term - the Fire Sermon. That was on this same Gaya Head or Gaya Peak. It is just a
low hill. You notice that the weather in those days in India seems to have been a bit different.
I don't think there would be snow there at present in the winter. Apparently 2,500 years ago
there was, which is rather interesting. There was much more vegetation, of course; I don't
know whether that has anything to do with it.

'On that occasion a great number of ascetics' - that is, non-Buddhist ascetics, sramanas - 'on
the cold winter nights between the eighths' the eighth day before and the eighth day after the
full moon - 'in time of snowfall were plunging up and down (in the water)' - there is a river
there in which they were plunging - 'and sprinkling' - sprinkling themselves with water - 'and
burning sacrifice' - performing these Vedic homa ceremonies - 'thinking: This way comes
purity'. There was a strong belief among many people in India in the Buddha's time that, by
means of various ceremonial ablutions and making burnt offerings, purity could be attained.
The word sramana, which is translated 'recluse' or 'ascetic' here, is traditionally interpreted as



one who is pure, washed. So sometimes the Buddha says that the real sramana is not one who
simply washes or bathes. The Buddha 'saw that great number of ascetics so doing, and ...
seeing the meaning of it, gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

'Not by water is one pure, tho' many folk bathe here. In whom is truth and dhamma, he is pure
and he's a brahmin.'

(break in recording) giving his ethical and spiritual definition of who is a brahmin. A
brahmin, ascetic or holy man is not simply one who engages in merely external ceremonial
practices or who believes that purity can come about by bathing in this way. But this sort of
belief is still very common in India today. You still find people bathing in the waters of the
Ganges and believing that this has some sort of spiritual benefit.

[42]
Devaraja: Why 'truth and dhamma'?

S: These two often come together. We must not think that truth is definitely truth and
dhamma is definitely dhamma. They are a linked pair; they are associated. It is difficult to tell
where one ends and the other begins.

Devaraja: What would be the word translated as 'truth'? Would it be satya?

5: Satya in Pali. Not truth in the sense of simply speaking the truth, but the truth and integrity
of one's whole life.

Devaraja: That would imply personal truth and integrity, and dhamma would imply an insight
into the nature of Reality, or what?

S: Possibly, but, as I said, we often get this pair; for instance in the Dhammapada. One could
say 'who is true and righteous' or 'in whom is truth and righteousness'. Dharma perhaps
suggests being in accordance with an objective moral and spiritual law or principle. "Truth'
perhaps suggests being true more to yourself, but I offer that only as a suggestion. There is
nothing very clear-cut. Perhaps 'truth' represents the more subjective and dharma the more
objective aspect of the spiritual attainment. Within you are true and without you conform to
the Dharma; it is possibly a bit like that.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. On that occasion Bahiya of the Bark Garment was staying at
Supparaka on the seashore, being esteemed, honoured, thought much of, worshipped and with
deference paid to him, and he got plenty of robes and alms-food, bed and seat, comforts and
medicines for sickness. Now consideration arose in the mind of Bahiya of the Bark Garment
thus: I wonder whether I am one of those who in the world are arahants or have attained the
arahant path."

S: Let us take this bit by bit; it is longer than any of the previous sections.
Here is the Buddha staying at Savatthi or Sravasti, in north-western India, at the Jeta Grove in

Anathapindika's Park, where he often stayed and spent, I think it was, twenty-four rainy
seasons after his Enlightenment. And 'on that occasion' - at that time - 'Bahiya' - Bahiya



meaning the outsider, almost like the foreigner - 'of the Bark Garment was staying at
Supparaka on the seashore.' Supparaka has recently been excavated and identified. It is north
of Bombay. There is a Buddhist vihara there now. In those days it was a great port and
emporium, with trade connections with Babylonia, so I have sometimes speculated that this
Bahiya might even have been from there or had something to do with Babylonian [43] or
Sumerian religion. He is described as 'of the Bark Garment', though I am not sure what that
means - why he should wear a garment of bark, or what a garment of bark is. Perhaps it is a
linen garment. When we were in New Zealand I saw some bark garments in museums. There
is a bark of a tree there which can be used almost like a weave. It is quite strange - very thin.
But I have never heard of anything like that in India. So I have a suspicion that Bahiya might
have been from Babylonia or had connections there or was connected with some sort of cult
there.

Subhuti: I remember a list describing some of the Buddhist austerities. One of them was to
wear a garment of bark. It seemed to be a description of a practice of a particular sect, almost.

S: The Egyptian priests wore linen, and I think the Babylonians did too, so I am just
wondering whether it had any ritual significance of that kind. Also, if you wear bark, that is a
non-animal product, isn't it? Some of the priesthoods in the ancient world did believe in
wearing garments which were not of animal origin, representing a sort of ritual purity.

So Bahiya seems to have been a sort of teacher, a spiritual leader. He lived on the seashore at
Supparaka, 'being esteemed, honoured, thought much of, worshipped and with deference paid
to him, and he got plenty of robes and alms-food, bed and seat, comforts and medicines for
sickness.' Whoever compiled this section is thinking of Bahiya very much as an Indian
ascetic, with robes and bowl and so on, but he may well have been something quite different
from that. He may have been following some non-Indian cult. Anyways, it is interesting that
this consideration arose in his mind: "'l wonder whether I am one of those who in the world
are arahants or have attained the arahant path."

The word 'arahant’ here cannot be used, surely, in the later technical sense, because how
would Bahiya be able to reflect like that? He apparently knew nothing about the Buddha's
teaching. He had never heard of the Buddha before, as we shall see. Therefore, we can
probably conclude that he thought along these lines: 'What good is all this doing me? Have I
really made any progress? Am I really developing?' But he would naturally have expressed
that in terms of his own faith or tradition, as he then followed or professed it. Anyway, a
certain dissatisfaction or doubt arose whether he in fact was a spiritually developed person.
Even though he was regarded as a spiritual leader by the people of that locality, this doubt
arose in his mind.

"Then a devata who was formerly a blood-relation of Bahiya of the Bark Garment, out of
compassion and desire for his welfare, knowing with his own mind the consideration of his
mind, came to where he was and said this to Bahiya of the Bark Garment: 'Bahiya, neither are
you arahant nor have you reached the arahants' path. Yours is not that course by which you
could be arahant or reach the arahants' path.' 'But,' asked Bahiya, 'who in the world with its
devas are arahants or have reached the arahants' path?' "There is a town, Bahiya, in the far-off
districts named Savatthi. There now dwells that Exalted One who is arahant, a rightly
awakened One. He indeed, Bahiya, is arahant and teaches dhamma for reaching arahantship.'
[44] Then Bahiya of the Bark Garment, stirred by that devata, left Supparaka, and, staying



only a single night throughout the journey, came to where the Exalted One was staying near
Savatthi, at Jeta Grove in Anathapindika's Park."

S: He did not stay in any place in the course of his journey more than a single night, he was so
eager to get there. It does not mean that he stayed only a single night anywhere in the course
of the whole journey.

"Now on that occasion a great number of monks were walking about in the open air. Then
Bahiya of the Bark Garment went up to them and said this to those monks: 'Pray, sirs, where
now is the Exalted One dwelling, he who is arahant, a rightly awakened One? We are
desirous of seeing that arahant who is a rightly awakened One.' 'The Exalted One, Bahiya, has
gone among the houses in quest of alms-food.' Thereupon Bahiya of the Bark Garment turned
about hastily, left Jeta Grove and entered Savatthi, where he saw the Exalted One going about
Savatthi in quest of alms-food; comely he was, goodly to look upon, with senses calmed,
tranquil of mind, in full attainment of composure by masterly control, (like) a tamed, alert,
perfectly trained elephant. On seeing him he went up to the Exalted One, fell with his head at
his feet and said this to the Exalted One: 'Sir, let the Exalted One teach me dhamma! Let the
Wellfarer teach me dhamma, such as may be to my profit and happiness for a long time!" At
these words the Exalted One said this to Bahiya of the Bark Garment: "You come
unseasonably, Bahiya. We have entered in quest of alms-food.' Then a second time Bahiya of
the Bark Garment said this to the Exalted One: 'This thing, sir, is hard to know, the danger to
the span of life of the Exalted One and myself. Let the Exalted One teach me dhamma! Let
the Wellfarer teach me dhamma, such as may be to my profit and happiness for a long time!'
Then a second time the Exalted One said: "You come unseasonably, Bahiya. We have entered
in quest of alms-food.' Then yet a third time Bahiya of the Bark Garment said to the Exalted
One: 'This thing, sir, is hard to know, the danger to the span of life of the Exalted One and
myself. Let the Exalted One teach me dhammal! Let the Wellfarer teach me dhamma, such as
may be to my profit and happiness for a long time!""

S: Let us deal with this. Bahiya is told that in the far-off district of Savatthi the Buddha
dwells. We may take it quite literally that a deva did tell him, or that somehow some sort of
rumour reached him from some unknown source, as it were, that there was what was called
an Enlightened Being living in that town, so many hundreds of miles away. So he goes there
and is so eager to arrive and see the Buddha that he does not stay overnight anywhere more
than one night. He presses on until he gets [45] to Savatthi and the Jeta Grove, and just sees a
lot of monks walking up and down in the open air. He asks them where the Buddha is, and
they tell him that he has gone for alms-food into the town among the houses. So Bahiya
follows him, and then he sees the Buddha: 'comely he was, goodly to look upon, with senses
calmed, tranquil of mind, in full attainment of composure by masterly control, like a tamed,
alert, perfectly trained elephant.' This comparison of the Buddha to an elephant is quite
common in Pali literature, especially the tamed elephant, because there is tremendous
strength but it is perfectly under control - tamed, subdued.

There are four beasts to which the Buddha is regularly compared in the Pali Canon. First of
all, he is compared to the lion. He is called Nara-singha - the lion man or the lion among men.
Then he is compared to the bull: Nara-punghava, the bull among men or the bull man. Then
he is compared to the serpent or dragon - Naga - so he is Mahanaga, the great serpent, the
great dragon. And also he is compared to the elephant, which is also Naga. The Buddha is
never compared to the horse, as far as I recollect, though the horse is a symbol of the Great



Renunciation. The elephant, of course, is a symbol of the Buddha's conception because,
according to legend - maybe later legend - the Buddha's mother, before he was born, dreamt
that a beautiful white elephant entered her womb. So the elephant is a symbol of the
conception, just as the bull is a symbol of the birth because the Buddha was born under the
sign of Taurus, the bull - Urisambha. The horse is the symbol of the Renunciation, because he
left home on horseback. The lion is the symbol of - I was going to say the preaching, but I try
to avoid that word - the enunciation of the Dharma which came unfortunately to be called the
first sermon. So there are references throughout to the Buddha as the lion, Singhanada,
because he roars out the Truth without fear, just as the lion roars in the forest without fearing
other beasts. Just as when the lion roars all the other beasts remain silent, so when the Buddha
speaks the Truth, when he gives utterance to the Dharma, all the other lesser teachers remain
silent. So these are the four animals associated with these four episodes in the Buddha's life.

Then there are the other four animals, though they overlap to some extent, to which the
Buddha was explicitly compared in a symbolic way: the bull, the elephant, the serpent and the
lion. The lion seems to emphasize his fearlessness, his proclamation of the Truth. He roars
the Truth as the lion roars in the jungle, so the lion stands for fearless, fiery energy. The bull
is associated with the earth. It is a very earthy symbol. The bull stands for this very stubborn,
strong energy or strength, a sort of earth-rooted strength. The horse, we can say, stands for the
more active energy. And the snake, of course, is always a sacred animal because it changes its
skin. It is a symbol of the new birth, the new life. It is also a bit mysterious; you don't know
where it comes from or where it goes to.

Devaraja: I have read, I think in an extract from the Samyutta-Nikaya, of the Buddha being
likened to a lion going through the forest in the middle of the night and roaring. It was a very
powerful image because it says that even the elephant can't hold its buttocks closed when it
hears the roar of the lion!

S: There is a whole chapter in the Dhammapada about the elephant. The elephant is also a
symbol of patience. The Dhammapada says: 'As the elephant in battle bears the arrows at him
hurled, one must bear men's [46] bitter tongues, for very evil is the world'. So the elephant is
a symbol of patient strength, patient energy. The horse represents more active energy; the lion
represents even aggressive energy; the bull, you can say, represents more steadfast energy -
the strength of inertia, almost, but raised to a highly spiritual degree; and the elephant
represents patient strength, patient energy. It seems that the Buddha, when compared to
animals, is compared to animals of this sort. The emphasis is very much upon strength.

Sona: Not to lambs or doves.
S: Not to the lamb, or the dove! Or the pelican!

: There is the comparison with the four evangelic beasts - the lion, the bull, and the
serpent-eagle - and the angel-man.

S: There is also the question of the elephant-look. Have you come across that? The Buddha is
said to look like an elephant, so how does the elephant look?

: Patient.



S: Yes - but no, it is something technical. The elephant, according to Indian myth or legend,
never just turns his head - he always swivels his whole body round. He doesn't have any neck
joints. I don't know whether he actually does that or not; I have never observed. But that is the
elephant-look, in which you turn the whole body, with the head, and look. So the Buddha
always looks as an elephant does: he never turns the head and looks, he turns the whole body
or torso and looks. What do you think that means?

: Directness.

S: Directness; also, giving you the whole of his energy and attention; not just with the head,
with the whole body. That is quite significant. I don't think the significance of the
elephant-look has ever been pointed out - that the force, the power, the energy of the whole
body is there, that not just the head is turning and looking but the whole body, the whole
being, is giving you his undivided, concentrated attention. He is totally attending. He
confronts you completely when he is looking. He doesn't just confront you with his head or
his face, but with the whole body. He is all in line, as it were.

Devaraja: It says a lot for the Indian appreciation of the qualities of an Enlightened person
that there is that sort of observation. Whereas figures like Christ seem very indefinite, these
qualities are so definite and so real, so valuable.

S: The Buddha is not even compared to the deer - though the deer does figure in Pali
literature - nor to the tiger. The arhant is of course compared to the rhinoceros and is exhorted
to wander by himself, 'even as the horn of the rhinoceros is single'. But the Buddha himself,
as far as I recollect, as Buddha, is not ever compared to the rhinoceros or to the tiger. It is to
the noble and powerful animals that the Buddha is compared when he is compared at all.

[47]
'‘Exalted One' is Bhagavan. "Wellfarer' is Sugata, sometimes translated as 'the Happy One', the
one who has gone to a good, a happy state, who has fared well, fared to a happy state.

So Bahiya asks the Buddha to teach him the Dharma and the Buddha says, in effect, that it is
not the right time. He is busy. He is in quest of alms-food. But anyway, Bahiya persists. He
says, ""This thing, sir, is hard to know, the danger to the span of life of the Exalted One and
myself." He is saying, as it were: "You are asking me to wait, but who knows what will
happen? If I wait, you may die before you have time to teach me, or I may die before you have
time to teach me.' It is interesting, as though he has a premonition that he is going to die for
he does die, or is killed, shortly afterwards. Perhaps he is psychic; perhaps he is gifted in this
way, because there he was, staying at Supparaka, and he hears this voice, this deva, telling
him to go to the Buddha. He has a sort of premonition, it seems, here that he is going to die or
that life is short, or is going to be short for him. So he urges upon the Buddha: 'You ask me to
wait, maybe only an hour, but who knows whether you or I will live that hour out? So let me
have the teaching. It is very urgent.' The second time, the Buddha refuses, but the third time
the request is made the Buddha grants it. We often find this in the Pali tradition. If the
Buddha is asked something a third time, he replies, however devastating it may be for the
person asking the question. So what did he say?

""Then, Bahiya, thus must you train yourself: In the seen there will be just the seen, in the
heard just the heard, in the imagined just the imagined, in the cognized just the cognized.



Thus you will have no "thereby." That is how you must train yourself. Now, Bahiya, when in
the seen there will be to you just the seen, in the heard just the heard, in the imagined just the
imagined, in the cognized just the cognized, then, Bahiya, as you will have no "thereby," you
will have no "therein." As you, Bahiya, will have no "therein," it follows that you will have
no "here" or "beyond" or "midway between." That is just the end of Ill.'

Thereupon Bahiya of the Bark Garment, thanks to this concise dhamma-teaching of the
Exalted One, by not clinging, thenceforth released his mind from the cankers. So the Exalted
One, after admonishing Bahiya with this concise teaching, went away. Now not long after the
departure of the Exalted One a young calf attacked Bahiya of the Bark Garment and caused
his death. And the Exalted One, after wandering about Savatthi in quest of alms-food,
returned from his alms-quest and, after his meal, on leaving the town together with a great
number of monks, saw Bahiya of the Bark Garment, who had made an end of life. On seeing
him he said to the monks: 'Monks, take up the body of Bahiya of the Bark Garment. Bring a
litter, carry it away and burn it and pile a cairn thereon. For, monks, a fellow in the
Brahma-life has met his end.' 'Yes, sir,' replied those monks to the Exalted One, and they took
up the body, brought a litter, set it thereon [48] and burned it, and when they had piled a cairn
they came to the Exalted One, saluted him and sat down at one side. Then as they sat at one
side those monks said this to the Exalted One: 'Sir, the body of Bahiya of the Bark Garment is
burned and a cairn set up. Pray what is his bourn, what is his future destiny?' ' A sage, monks,
was Bahiya of the Bark Garment. He went in accordance with dhamma, and he vexed me not
in the matter of dhamma-teaching. Bahiya of the Bark Garment, monks, has won utter
Freedom.' Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to
this verse of uplift:"

S: Let us leave the verse and go back to Bahiya and to the Buddha's teaching. The Buddha
says: 'Then, Bahiya, thus must you train yourself: In the seen there will be just the seen, in the
heard just the heard, in the imagined just the imagined, in the cognized just the cognized.'
What do you think that means?

: Just awareness.

S: Just awareness, with no unnecessary mental activity. The Buddha says, 'In the seen ... just
the seen, in the heard just the heard, in the imagined just the imagined, in the cognized just
the cognized.' It is not that knowledge is excluded - not even really that thinking is excluded;
but unnecessary or neurotic thinking is excluded. For instance, supposing you want to go
somewhere and you have to think how to get there. You can think: 'How can I get there? First
I have to go to the bus stop and get such-and-such a number bus, which will take me so far.
Then I can get such-and-such a train, then I will get to my destination.' That is necessary,
objective thinking. But if you start worrying, 'Supposing the bus doesn't come? Supposing |
get on the wrong bus by mistake? Supposing I forget to take any money with me? Supposing
the train is late? Supposing there is no train? Supposing there is a breakdown? Supposing I'm
killed?' This is all neurotic thinking, worry. That sort of thinking is excluded. But thinking as
such, objective or necessary thinking, is not excluded.

So the Buddha says, 'First of all, just be aware. Just look; just see. Just imagine. Just cognize.
Just know, without unnecessary mental activity. Thus you will have no "thereby".' What do
you think that means? It is quite obscure.



Sagaramati: No hypothetical situations.
S: No hypothetical situations, it means that.
Subhuti: No speculations.

S: No speculations, no going from one thing to another, no comparisons. Just remaining with
what is actually present here and now. Also no samskaras, no karmic consequences. "That is
how you must train yourself.'

[49]

'Now, Bahiya, when in the seen there will be to you just the seen, in the heard just the heard,
in the imagined just the imagined, in the cognized just the cognized, then, Bahiya, as you will
have no "thereby", you will have no "therein". As you, Bahiya, will have no "therein", it

"na

follows that you will have no "here" or "beyond" or "midway between".

It is usually said that 'here' refers to this world, 'beyond' to the other world - heaven - and 'in
between' to the intermediate state. But this is only an explanation; one can look at it even
more profoundly than that. (There should be) no comparison, no going from one thing to
another. You are just with what is actually present here and now. "This is just the end of 1II',
the end of dukkha.

Sagaramati: When you said 'no samskaras', you meant not setting up any future karma?

S: Yes, no setting up of any karma which would ripen in the future, because it is on account
of samsakaras set up in the past that you reap karmic consequences later on. That is the
significance of the 'thereby'. You create karma in the past and thereby you reap the
consequences in the future. But there is no 'thereby' if you remain simply in the present and
are simply aware - if you just look and see, just imagine, just cognize. If you don't set up any
samskaras, there will be nothing in the future from those samskaras, nothing which will come
about on account of those samskaras, nothing from them. The precise significance of that 'no
therein' is not quite clear, but the general sense is quite clear.

‘Thereupon Bahiya of the Bark Garment, thanks to this concise dhamma-teaching of the
Exalted One, by not clinging'

That is rather significant, perhaps. He doesn't cling, he just sees, he is just aware, he just
knows ...

'thenceforth released his mind from the cankers' ...
the asravas ...

‘So the Exalted One, after admonishing Bahiya with this concise teaching, went away. Now
not long after the departure of the Exalted One a young calf attacked Bahiya of the Bark
Garment and caused his death. And the Exalted One, after wandering about Savatthi in quest
of alms-food, returned from his alms-quest and, after his meal, on leaving the town together
with a great number of monks, saw Bahiya of the Bark Garment, who had made an end of
life.’



He saw the body on the ground.

'On seeing him he said to the monks: "Monks, take up the body of Bahiya of the Bark
Garment. Bring a litter, carry it away and burn it and pile a cairn thereon.'

'Cairn’ is caitya, the heap of stones, or perhaps even a heap of earth, [50] which was the
original of the stupa. It was the custom, even before the Buddha's day, to pile up a heap of
earth or stones over the ashes of the cremated body of a king, leader or chief or some very
revered person, and this was continued by the Buddhists - first of all with regard to some of
the disciples of the Buddha, who were cremated and commemorated in that way on the
Buddha's instructions, even during the Buddha's own lifetime, and then, after his death, in the
case of the Buddha himself. Then, gradually, the caitya or stupa became more and more
elaborate and grandiose and assumed certain symbolical values and became the best-known
type of Buddhist monument and architectural expression.

So the Buddha orders the monks to cremate the body and erect a primitive stupa over the
ashes.

"'For, monks, a fellow in the Brahma-life has met his end."
'He is one of you' - sahabrahmachari - 'one who, like you, is following the spiritual life.'

"Yes, sir," - ahme, Bhante - 'replied those monks to the Exalted One, and they took up the
body, brought a litter, set it thereon and burned it, and when they had piled a cairn they came
to the Exalted One, saluted him and sat down at one side. "Then as they sat at one side those
monks said this to the Exalted one: "'Sir, the body of Bahiya of the Bark Garment is burned
and a cairn set up. Pray what is his bourn"' - gati - 'what is his future destiny?"’

Monks were very fond of this question in the Buddha's time. If anyone died, monk or lay
disciple, they used to come to the Buddha and say, "'What is his bourn? Where is he being
reborn, or is he being reborn at all?' And the Buddha would tell them. Here he says:

"'A sage, monks, was Bahiya of the Bark Garment. He went in accordance with dhamma, and
he vexed me not in the matter of dhamma-teaching."

How could one vex the Buddha in the matter of dhamma-teaching? By asking unnecessary
questions, by disputing and carping and not being very receptive - as some of the people who
came to him were.

"'Bahiya of the Bark garment, monks, has won utter freedom™ ...

parinibuttho. He is completely, or literally, expired in the spiritual sense; he has gone beyond,
gained Nirvana.

‘"Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse
of uplift: "Where water, earth, fire, air no footing find, There shine no stars, no sun is there
displayed, There gleams no moon; no darkness there is seen. So when the sage, the brahmana,
by wisdom, Of his own self hath pierced unto the truth, From form and no-form,
pleasure-and-pain he's freed." "This verse of uplift also was spoken by the Exalted One, so |



have heard.'

[51]

So the Buddha is saying that Bahiya has reached a higher level, a higher state of
consciousness and being, a state where the four elements are not present: where the stars are
not present, where there is no sun. It is not this world, not this universe at all. There is no
moon, but there is no darkness. He has reached the level of Reality.

'So when the sage, the brahmana, by wisdom Of his own self hath pierced' -_
the implication is 'to the truth' - 'From form and no-form, pleasure-and-pain he's freed.'

He has gone beyond all the pairs of opposites. He is completely Enlightened, completely
released. The Buddha does not say 'He is a brahmin', but that is the suggestion here.

'So when the sage, the brahmana, by wisdom Of his own self hath pierced..., From form and
no-form, pleasure-and-pain he's freed.'

So we are still concerned with the brahmin. All these verses have given us some idea of who
or what the brahmin is.

This first chapter, (then,) which is called 'Enlightenment’, establishes in one way and another
the nature of the spiritual ideal. As far as the verses are concerned, they simply describe the
brahmin, the ideal man of early Buddhism, before any specifically Buddhist technical terms
are introduced. The term 'arahant' is used in the prose portions, but in the verses the term
‘brahmin' is used - the pre-Buddhistic term which the Buddha is trying hard to remodel and
give a new meaning to.

In the time left, I shall just read through all the verses (in the chapter), and see what
impression they produce; leaving aside the prose, just the verses describing the brahmin.

(S. reads all the verses in sequence.)
What is one's overall impression, just from the verses?
: They are very inspiring.

S: And very direct - and completely non-technical. There is no specifically Buddhist language
here. The Buddha is just using the ordinary language of his day and trying, as best he can, to
express his own new vision through the medium of that language. He is concerned with his
new ideal - his ideal for humanity: to be a brahmin, in his sense. So it is quite significant that
the compilers, whoever they were - we do not know - put first in the Udana these verses and
the episodes that, perhaps in some cases at a later stage, are associated with them. When I
took an Udana seminar before, I speculated that, since Savatthi figures prominently in this
work, this little collection was put together by monks living at or around that area, and it was
their gospel, as it were. It reads very much like a gospel. It is the nearest thing to a gospel in
the Christian sense that we have in the whole Pali Canon. It is about the same length as one of
the gospels. It is self-contained. It begins at the beginning, with the Buddha's Enlightenment,
and there is a certain chronological sequence, or at least development, throughout, as we shall



see as we go on. It is pre-Buddhistic Buddhism, you could [52] say; what I call archaic
Buddhism.

What impression do you get about the background of the Dharma, the Buddha and the
monks? Who or what have been mentioned so far? First of all, places. The scene is northern
India, mainly north-western India, though north-western (?) India also comes into it.
Buddhagaya - or the place that we now call Buddhagaya - is mentioned; at that time it was
simply the village of Uruvela. And Gaya comes in. Rajagaha comes in and, of course,
Savatthi or Sravasti, and the place now called Supparaka or Sopara, on the western sea coast.
That is the area. A bit of Indian mythology comes in, with references to devas. There is a
yakkha, and a reference to certain religious practices and customs - the caityas that are set up
over the ashes of the deceased monk. There is no reference to monasteries. The Buddha lives
at the foot of a tree. His monks walk about in the open air. They all go for alms. There is the
settlement of Anathapindika - the arama, the rest place, probably some little huts put up in a
park, nothing more than that. There is the Bamboo Grove, where the Buddha sometimes
stays, outside the gates of Rajagaha.

The teaching is very simple. In this chapter, the Buddha is simply concerned to define what
he means by the ideal man, what is the ideal for human life, what the new man is like, and to
describe some of his characteristics and distinguish him from the old-fashioned brahmin, to
distinguish the new spiritual ideal from the old, ethnic ideal. That is what he is concerned
with in this chapter. So this really does come at the beginning. There is no doctrine, in the
ordinary sense, apart from the twelve nidanas in their rather truncated form. It is just the ideal,
what sort of life, what sort of man the Buddha wants to see. He wants to see the new brahmin,
as it were, who afterwards was called the arhant and even, later on, the Bodhisattva. In
archaic Buddhism the ideal is the ideal of the brahmin - the ideal described in contemporary
Indian terms. The arhant is the same ideal, but described in terms of a more systematic
Buddhist tradition, and the Bodhisattva is, again, the same ideal presented even more fully,
correcting some early misinterpretations which had crept in since the Buddha's own time.

Devaraja: Didn't the Buddha use the term Bodhisattva in (relation to) other things?

S: Not, as far as we know, in Pali. He uses it with regard to himself before leaving home.
‘When I was a bodhisatta' - 'when I was still in search of the Truth, of Enlightenment.' Here
bodhisatta in Pali probably equals bodhisakta in Sanskrit, one who seeks bodhi, not
Bodhisattva, 'being of bodhi' or 'being of Enlightenment'.

So we see, in the verses especially, the Buddha being very direct and straightforward,
speaking out his new vision of the new man, what is the spiritual ideal, what man should
strive for and try to become or be like. You notice that the Buddha speaks in poetry, or at
least in rough and ready verse. It's metrical, it has a measure, a beat, which is also, of course,
associated with a strong pressure of emotion. When you feel very strongly, you tend to speak
rhythmically, and Pali is a language that goes very easily into metre, much more easily than
English. So it would be quite easy to express oneself in this way and speak in verses, a
measured language or a sort of cadence.

Subhuti: (Is not) most of the earliest material in the Pali Canon, in fact, in verse?

[53]



S: It would be true to say that. For instance, the very archaic material in the Sutta-Nipata is in
verse, the first of the books in the Samyutta-Nikaya, which is called Sagathaka, 'with verses' -
very much like the Udana, with a little prose section and the verses - and the verses are very
archaic. Scholars tell us that the language, as language, is archaic compared with other
portions of the Canon, and certainly we can see for ourselves that the teaching is very archaic
in the sense that it is non-technical; it is very new, very fresh. The Buddha is just using the
expressions of ordinary, current speech. Nothing is systematized as yet. At any rate, do you
get any definite impression of the background? (Pause.) There is quite a lot in these few little
sections, even references to certain animals and certain social practices, customs and
attitudes.

: It all seems very simple, very simple and clear language.

S: Uncomplicated, yes. It is certainly a long way from the Abhidharma! - or the Abhidharma
is a long way from it, I should say. It is a bit close, in some ways, to the Upanishads - the
older Upanishads, that is, like the Chandogya or the Vihadarmaka.

Is there any general question or comment on what we have done today? What about the
general idea set forth in the Buddha's description in these verses, of the brahmin or
brahmana? What impression do you get? How would you put it into contemporary speech?
ABC: That he is someone who is very real, very true to himself.

: He is a complete person.

S: A very free person.

Subhuti: The main impression seems to be that he is not bogged down in convention ...

S: Ah, yes.

Subhuti: - and merely ethical observance.

S: Or external observance. The Buddha's ideal of the brahmin is contrasted with the
conventional, the ethnic idea about the brahmin.

: He's quite a bold person, really.

S: Quite a bold person, yes; an unconventional, or at least non-conventional, person. He was
anti-conventional, sometimes.

Devaraja: The image that comes up is of the sadhu rather than of the very trim, neat,
shaven-headed Buddhist monk. Much more the matted hair ...

S: Right, that is true. And a dirty robe. (Laughing) I shall never forget, shortly after my
ordination, I came down from Kalimpong and visited the Mahabodhi Society's headquarters
in Calcutta. The head monk there was most upset because I had on a dirty old robe. It wasn't
dirty in the sense that it wasn't laundered - it had certainly been washed - but it was old and a
bit faded. Do you know what he said to me? 'Sangharakshita, take off that robe. I'll give you a



new one. If people see us wearing robes like that, what will they think of us?' (Laughter.) He
[54] said that in all seriousness, and gave me a new robe - a bright yellow Sinhalese type, just
like your shirt, which he insisted I should wear. He didn't like me wearing my shabby old robe
when visitors were about. He actually said, 'What will people think of us?'!

It might be a good idea to take these little verses and string them together, and have them as a
reading sometimes, maybe on the occasion of ordination or something like that. There is also
a very long series of verses in the Sutta-Nipata, and again in the Dhammapada - the
Sutta-Nipata verses appear in the Dhammapada - about the brahmin. There is the
Brahmanavagga, which is the last vagga but one of the Dhammapada, which contains much
the same sort of material as this. It is a longer and in a way more elaborate description. This
(passage of the Udana) is perhaps even more archaic than the Brahmanavagga - that is my
impression.

: There are one or two that do not quite make sense on their own without the prose text.

S: They make sense, in the sense that the general meaning is clear, but for the specific
references - for example, to Sangamayji and the play upon his name, and why the Buddha
spoke about him in that way - you need the little episode to understand that. The verses really
need retranslating, to get rid of this 'ardent' and 'musing’, (for instance). I don't know how that
could be done.

: And the Anglo-Saxon phrases.

S: Yes, the 'in sooth'. That makes it archaic in a wrong sense, doesn't it?

Subhuti: A pseudo-biblicalism.

S: Yes. But even a verse like 'He joys not at her coming, he grieves not when she goes' does
not need a little episode; you can imagine it for yourself.

Sona: If you read the one before, and then quickly go on to the next one:

"The brahmin is beyond this goblin and his din. He joys not at her coming, he grieves not
when she goes.'

S (laughing): No, there should be a suitable pause! But I don't like that word 'goblin'.
Devaraja: 'Demon' would be better.

S: Daimon, yes.

: 'Daimon with his din'.

Subhuti: The very last verse is quite Prajnaparamita. (Murmurs of assent.)

S: It is, as it were, a-cosmic; non-cosmic. It goes beyond the cosmos. It (concerns) the
Transcendental plane, as it were, beyond the triple mundane sphere.



[55]

There are passages in the Upanishads that are not very different from the first few lines here -
I think in the Chandogya - and in the Itivuttaka there is a passage very similar to this. Note
also the emphasis on 'Of his own self'. He doesn't have it at second-hand. He knows it and
experiences it for himself. This is a very characteristic Buddhist emphasis. If ever I finish
doing the Dhammapada translation that I started, I shall feel very tempted to produce a new
translation of the Udana, because it is in quite simple Pali. There are some Pali texts of which
I would hesitate even to try to produce an English version, but the Pali here on the whole is
quite simple. You don't need to know very much Pali to be able to follow it.

One also notices about the teaching here, with the Buddha and the disciples, that everything is
very firmly embedded in the concrete historical context. You don't often get this in Indian
literature. You don't get it in Hindu literature at all, except perhaps to some extent in the case
of the Upanishads - but there not to the extent that you get it in this Canon, the Pali literature.
If you read, for instance, the Puranas, which are popular Hindu works, you don't get a glimpse
of concrete human historical life. It is all very vague, very general, almost woolly. There is a
lot of teaching and many abstract ideas, a lot of supernatural happenings, but no concrete,
human historical detail whatever.

[56]
Day Two

"Chapter II - Mucalinda.

Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Uruvela, on the
bank of the river Neranjara, at the root of the mucalinda, having just won the highest wisdom.
Now on that occasion the Exalted One was seated for seven days in one posture and
experienced the bliss of release. Then arose a great storm of rain out of due season, and for
seven days there was rainy weather, cold winds and overcast skies. So Mucalinda, the snake
rajah, coming forth from his haunt, encircled the body of the Exalted One seven times with
his coils and stood rearing his great hood above the Exalted One's head (with the idea): Let
not heat or cold or the touch of flies, mosquitoes, wind and heat or creeping things annoy the
Exalted One.

Now after the lapse of those seven days the Exalted One roused himself from that
concentration of mind. Then Mucalinda, the snake rajah, seeing that the sky was clear and
free of clouds, unwrapped his folds from the Exalted One's body, and, withdrawing his own
form and creating the form of a youth, stood before the Exalted One, holding up his clasped
hands and doing reverence to him. Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that
time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

Happy his solitude who glad at heart Hath dhamma learnt and doth the vision see! Happy is
that benignity towards The world which on no creature worketh harm. Happy the freedom
from all lust, th'ascent Past and beyond the needs of sense-desires. He who doth crush the
great 'T am' conceit - This, even this, is happiness supreme."

S: In this section we have gone, as it were, back to the beginning, to the time just after the
Buddha's Enlightenment, and this is the well-known Mucalinda episode. I have spoken about
this in a lecture which I expect most of you have heard: 'Archetypal Symbolism in the



Biography of the Buddha', so perhaps we need not go into that very much. Let us concentrate
on the verse.

Sona: In the prose it says 'at the root of the mucalinda'. What does that mean?

S: It is the name of a species of tree, the mucalinda tree. Mucalinda the snake rajah has the
same name, presumably because he lives in the vicinity of that tree. According to the note, it
is 'nipa-rukkha - a sort [57] of asoka tree, but others say mucala'. It is a kind of tree and the
snake king seems to be named after the tree. If the name of the tree is mucala - if itis a
mucala tree - Mucala-inda is the lord of the mucala, so he could be a sort of
snake-cum-tree-spirit.

The verse which the Buddha utters, the udana, does not seem to have a very close connection
with the prose episode. He simply, it seems, describes his own mental and spiritual state at
that moment. He says:

‘Happy his solitude who glad at heart Hath dhamma learnt and doth the vision see! Happy is
that benignity towards The world which on no creature worketh harm.'

The word translated 'benignity' is, of course, a state or condition of metta.

'Happy the freedom from all lust, th'ascent Past and beyond the needs of sense-desires. He
who doth crush the great "I am" conceit - This, even this, is happiness supreme.'

In this udana the Buddha gives expression to his own experience of complete happiness as he
sits at the foot of the mucalinda tree shortly after his Enlightenment. He even says why he is
happy. He is happy because he has learned the Truth; he has seen the vision of things as they
really are. He is happy because he abides in a state of love and good will towards all living
beings. He is happy because he has no need of any object of the senses; and, above all,
because there is no 'T', no empirical ego or self. Because of all those things, he sits there
completely happy after his Enlightenment. Is there any query on this?

Subhuti: I am not sure in what sense you are using the expression 'empirical ego or self'.
Often, before, you have used it (in the sense that) there is an empirical self, in the sense that
there is something that functions ...

S: So there is.
Subhuti: - but you said that the empirical ego or self no longer exists after Enlightenment.

S: Not that there is something actually existing in the metaphysical sense first and then it is
annihilated, but, more, that what we experience as the empirical self or ego, as I call it -
which is actually there and is real so far as it exists - is expanded, one can even say, to
infinity. So it isn't that the empirical self is annihilated; it is still there but it is part, as it were,
of a larger whole. That is probably the only way that one can put it. For instance, suppose you
have a dream. When you are in the midst of that dream you are completely identified with it.
But suppose you wake up. You remember your dream; maybe you remember it completely,
vividly. So your dream experience is still there, it is not annihilated, it doesn't cease to exist
but it is part of the larger whole of the waking consciousness. It is something like that.



[58]
: Almost, it is in its appropriate place, in relationship ...

S: In a manner of speaking; but it isn't as it were, a sort of thing that is taken from one place
to another. It is more like a limitation which is removed. The space which was bounded by
the limitation is still there, but it is no longer limited, no longer bounded.

Does anybody experience this as a difficulty - I mean actually experiencing it, as distinct from
simply thinking about it - this question of a self, or a higher self and a lower self, ego and
non-ego, atta and anatta? (Silence.) This is one of the vexed questions of Buddhism, at least
for some people.

ABC: I experienced it as a difficulty ...

S: You know what it means? I have gone into it as clearly, I think, as it can be gone into, in
the lecture on 'Individuality, True and False'. But we have to be very careful about taking it
too literally, this language of annihilating the self, annihilating the ego.

Devaraja: I feel that quite strongly in class situations, that people should be encouraged to
develop a healthy self-confidence. I've been through this difficulty of coming across very
strong accusations of ego, which are just in a way counter-ego, from somebody else. I'm
beginning to feel quite strongly that - I think this bears out what you said earlier on, about
developing a healthy ego first, before it can be transcended.

S: That's true. At the same time, there is such a thing as egotism.
Devaraja: Sure!

S: Therefore the question could be raised: what makes the difference between a healthy
self-confidence and egotism?

Devaraja: I think the difference is that a healthy self-confidence is not having the fear of
expressing yourself, and following through what you feel to be right. And egotism is kind of
using the world to feed, and justify, and make oneself bigger. Something like that.

S: In other words, you are saying that egotism is based on a lack of self-confidence.
Devaraja: Yes, yes.

S: That is really the question: whether you are being really self-confident or whether you are
doing a cover-up operation - you are not really self-confident, you are merely egoistic.
Sometimes it is very difficult to tell. Sometimes we may feel somebody, or ourself, is being
self-confident when in fact he is being egoistic, and vice versa.

Devaraja: I personally had a lot of trouble when Senga(?) was living at Aryatara. (If you
expressed) any opinion which he didn't agree with, he would smash you with the word 'Ego!" I
found that very undermining. In retrospect, I see that a lot of what I felt was objectively right
and appropriate, and I did have cause to disagree.



[59]

S: Yes, you should be very careful, if you disagree with anybody, of attributing their attitude
or convictions to ego. That is a very convenient way of countering their opinion or argument.
There is quite a bit of this in India - one often hears 'It's your ego' - or in some spiritual, or
pseudo-spiritual, circles in the West. If you assert yourself a bit strongly or have definite
opinions or convictions, 'It's just your ego'.

Devaraja: In the long run, it can have quite a detrimental effect on people and can make them
feel very blocked. They can get very negative and lose a lot of their strength.

S: Yes. What sort of person do you think adopts this sort of strategy or tactics?
Devaraja: Hurling the accusation of ego?

S: Yes.

ABC: People who lack self-confidence.

S: Exactly.

Devaraja: People who feel threatened by different opinions.

S: In other words, egoistic people. It is a sort of negative egotism. Not a positive egotism but
a negative egotism. It is the egotism of the weak as opposed to the egotism of the strong.

This again is something that one has to watch in oneself as well as in others: what has been
called the tyranny of the weak over the strong. I think this has to be watched. If you can't
oppose someone openly and honestly because you lack self-confidence, you try to undermine
them, and one way in which you can do this is by labelling their quite healthy and genuine
self-confidence as egotism, which, of course, at once places you in the superior spiritual
position of the unegoistic person seeing through someone else's egotism. If you are vested
already with a sort of spiritual authority, as perhaps Senga(?) was, it is very easy to label
everybody else's opinions, when they disagree with yours, as manifestations of egotism; and
that becomes very dangerous. I think one should be very careful before ever labelling
anybody else, even momentarily, as egoistic.

Still, the Buddha does say: 'He who doth crush the great "I am" conceit - This, even this, is
happiness supreme.' The Buddha, of course, throughout the Pali Canon, strikes one as a very
self-confident person. There was no hesitation on his part in making his views known clearly
and unmistakably. He had no hesitation in putting down the really conceited and egoistic, and
in telling them exactly where they got off in no uncertain terms. So there was no false
humility on the Buddha's part; he was really self-confident in the best and most spiritual
sense. The Buddha certainly was not mealy-mouthed. So when he spoke about crushing the "I
am" conceit', it certainly was not the weak trying to tyrannize over the strong.

It is much better and much more helpful to speak in terms of growth, development and
expansion rather than in terms of getting rid of the self or the ego. That negative language is
hardly ever helpful.



[60]
: Would it be valuable to use terms like finding a new basis to operate from - something like
that?

S: Possibly; or a new dimension of consciousness, a new or higher point of view, a
comprehensive or open point of view, rather than saying, "You must get rid of your ego'. That
irritates people at once, obviously.

Sona: That really ... expanding your ego.

S: But there is quite a lot of pseudo-spirituality, as I call it, in circulation, mostly derived, I
think, from Vedantic sources. They tend to be rather down on the ego - down, in fact, on
anything that smacks of self-confidence, energy and vigour; anything that makes them feel
weak and puts them on the defensive or makes them feel threatened.

Therefore, caution is indicated in the use of the sort of language that the Buddha uses here.
(He uses it) quite validly and genuinely, but we should be very careful how we use such
language in our ordinary dealings with people. We can also say that the Buddha, after entirely
getting rid of egotism himself, entirely divesting himself of what he calls the "'l am" conceit',
remained in the world functioning very vigorously as an unmistakably individual person; so
much so that, as we saw yesterday, he could be compared to a lion, to a bull, to an elephant
and to a serpent or dragon.

"i1 Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at
Jeta Grove in Anathapindika's Park. Now on that occasion among a great number of monks,
who after their meal had returned from alms-quest and had assembled and sat together in the
service-hall, this chance talk arose: 'Pray, your reverence, which of these two rajahs is the
wealthier, which has the greater possessions, the greater stores, territories, conveyances,
forces, powers and potency, namely, the Magadhan rajah Seniya Bimbisara or Pasenadi the
Kosalan?' This chance talk was unfinished when the Exalted One, rising from his solitude at
eventide, came to the service-hall and on getting there sat down on a seat made ready. On
being seated he said this to the monks: 'Pray, monks, on what talk were ye engaged here
seated and assembled, and what was the chance talk left unfinished by you?'

' This, sir, was the chance talk that arose ... in the service-hall. "Which of the two rajahs is the
wealthier ... the Magadhan rajah Bimbisara or Pasenadi the Kosalan?" This was the chance
talk that was left unfinished when the Exalted One arrived.' 'Monks, it is not seemly for you
clansmen who in faith have left home for the homeless to engage in such talk. Monks, when
ye sit together in conclave, (one of) two things should be done, either talk in accordance with
dhamma or the Ariyan silence.' Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time
gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

[61]
"The bliss of lusts and heaven-world equal not One sixteenth of the bliss of craving's ending."

S: Once again, just as at the beginning of chapter I, the scene shifts from Buddhagaya, as we
call it now, to Sravasti, and the next five or six sections are located at Sravasti. Sravasti
figures prominently in the Udana suggesting perhaps that the episodes and verses collected in
the Udana were put together in this form by the monks of that area.



I think that this is the first time Bimbisara and Pasenadi have made their appearance in the
Udana. Bimbisara was the ruler, the rajah, of the kingdom of Magadha, corresponding
roughly to the present-day state of Bihar in north-eastern India, and Pasenadi was the king of
Kosala, corresponding roughly to the state of Uttar Pradesh. So they were adjacent, and also
they were rivals. It was the great political question of the day during the greater part of the
Buddha's life, especially towards the end, whether Magadha would swallow up Kosala or
whether Kosala would swallow up Magadha, and in the course of the Buddha's lifetime both
the great kingdoms were expanding and swallowing up their smaller, usually republican,
neighbours. Towards the end of the Buddha's life, his own state, the Sakya territory, was
swallowed up by the kingdom of Kosala and lost its independence. After the Buddha's death,
Magadha swallowed up Kosala and eventually Asoka ruled over the greater part of India and
over the Magadhan empire.

So we may say that it was rather natural, from a human point of view, that the monks
gathered together while the Buddha was not there - he was sitting silently meditating in his
own quarters - should be talking over the politics of the day: whether Magadha was going to
swallow up Kosala or Kosala, Magadha; whether the king of Magadha was more powerful
than the king of Kosala or vice versa. No doubt, even though they were monks and had given
up the world, they were still very interested in these questions, so they seem to have been
having a good get-together about them.

So the Buddha, when he appears, asks them what they were talking about before he came
along, and they tell him that they were discussing the politics of the day. Then he says:
'‘Monks, it is not seemly for you clansmen who in faith have left home for the homeless to
engage in such talk. Monks, when ye sit together in conclave' - the language of the English
translation is rather more formal than the Pali; 'conclave' suggests the conclave of cardinals
meeting together to elect the pope. It just means the monks assembling together informally.
'When you meet together in this way, two things should be done, either talk in accordance
with dhamma or the Ariyan silence.'

Do you think the Buddha means this quite literally - that the monks were never, never to talk
about anything except the Dharma?

Subhuti: No, it's 'in accordance with dhamma'.
S: In accordance with Dharma, yes.
Subhuti: That is, from the point of view of the higher evolution.

S: Yes. So they could even have been discussing politics in accordance with Dharma. It is
quite a big let-out, in a way. (Laughter.)

Sagaramati: It is quite interesting that the term 'clansmen' is used.
[62]
S: It is kulaputra. Kula is a family; putra is son. 'A son of a family', which means a respectable

person belonging to an established family.

Devaraja: I just wondered whether they might have been talking because they were Kosalans,



say.

S: That isn't actually stated. Savatthi itself would have been in Kosala. Sometimes kulaputra
is translated as 'men of family' or even 'men of good family': those who come from families of
long standing, with a recognized lineage, not from the lower classes where no record is kept
of these things and no traditions are kept up. In other words, they are people who came
originally from respectable families. That is what it really means.

I must also say - I haven't got the Pali here - that I rather suspect that 'in accordance' is not
strictly in the Pali. I rather suspect that it is dhammakattha. That usually is the term translated
as talk about or in accordance with Dharma: 'Dharma-talk’. I should like to check up that 'in
accordance with' before basing an interpretation upon it, because it may not be strictly there in
the original. Dhammakattha is sometimes translated by Woodward as 'pious talk' - talk which
is in accordance with Dharma, in accordance with the Truth or Reality of things. But probably
it would not be right to regard it as talk about Buddhism in, as it were, the narrower sense. It
really means (not) talking about anything without going into the underlying principles
involved.

For instance, it occurs to me - let me give you an example - there is a famous work, a Pali
text, called the Mahavamsa. Mahavamsa means great lineage, great account, great relation or
great story. It is usually translated 'Great Chronicle'. It is the chronicle of Ceylon, the
chronicle of the kings of Ceylon; and it involves or includes the history of the introduction of
Buddhism into Ceylon. So the question was mooted among the monks in Ceylon, when this
Mahavamsa was compiled, I think in the fifth century, by Mahanama, whether monks could
engage in the compilation of historical work of that kind, because they dealt with ... (break in
recording) So in the end they concluded that if, at the end of each chapter, they put a little
colophon to the effect that "'The events of the previous chapter make it clear how impermanent
everything is; that kings come and go, and human life is short' - then the whole of the chapter
becomes a reflection upon impermanence, and in this way it becomes acceptable and there is
no harm in monks compiling such records, because they assist one's understanding of
impermanence.

Obviously, that can operate in a highly mechanical and almost sophistical fashion, but there is
an element of truth in it, none the less. So even though there may not in the Pali here be
anything corresponding to 'in accordance with', that is in a way the sense of it: that if you
approach any subject and go into it deeply enough, if you go into the basic principles
involved, if you go into the truth and reality of that subject, that could be said to be
dhammakattha, because Dhamma is not just Buddhism in the narrow sense as a religion.
Dhamma means Truth, or Reality, or Law, or Principle, and so on.

So, if it is superficial gossip, that is ruled out; but if from the political events and historical
happenings you go deeply into the principles of human life and what it is really all about, this
could be considered still as dhammakattha. But obviously you have to watch yourself.

Francis Bacon said: 'Histories make men wise' - the study of history makes men wise, because
they become acquainted with the vicissitudes of things - and the study of the poets makes

them witty.

[63]



But what about the verse? The verse does not seem to be very closely connected.
"The bliss of lusts and heaven-world equal not One sixteenth of the bliss of craving's ending.'

This suggests that usually people consider that, if a craving is satisfied, that is bliss, that is
happiness. But the Buddha says that not to have any craving at all for anything mundane, or
even anything heavenly, is the real happiness: (that is), to be free from craving. Craving itself
is a sort of affliction, and the satisfaction of that craving is just like putting a plaster on a
wound. Yes, it is a pleasant and soothing experience to have the plaster put on the wound, but
the wound is a wound. It is better not to have the wound at all. Nowadays people find it very
difficult to accept, or even to understand, that to be in a state with no craving is a very
positive and blissful experience. People think in terms of the satisfaction of craving and
constituting happiness. Every advertisement suggests that. One can even say that,
unfortunately, the state of many people is so dull, so boring, that they have almost to stir up
some craving to make life a little interesting, and then satisfy that craving to get a little bit of
happiness. This is usually considered quite normal and natural.

Akin to this, I saw an advertisement on the railways a couple of years ago at almost every
station on a certain line I used to travel on. It showed a man standing waiting for a train, and
the slogan was 'Don't just stand there. Eat something!' He might have been standing there
quite happily in a contemplative mood, but that was not good enough. He had to be
encouraged to crave for something, then to go and satisfy that craving.

But the question is: where does that craving come from? You can have the experience of
sitting quite happily, perhaps on a garden seat, and everything is calm and quiet and pleasant;
the sun is shining, the birds are singing, you feel quite peaceful and happy; but suddenly you
feel bored or restless, you want to go and do something. Why is that? Why can't you just go
on sitting there happily and contentedly? You are enjoying yourself, but it is as though you
don't want to go on enjoying yourself. There is an inner restlessness. It is as though you want
to be dissatisfied. You start craving to crave. Do you know what I mean?

: It is almost like feeling that you ought to be dissatisfied, that something is wrong.

S: Right, if you're sitting there happy and content, it is as though something was wrong. It is
such an unfamiliar state, perhaps. In the same way, some people find, when their meditation
is going on very well, that they really feel like sitting for another ten or fifteen minutes and
could do so quite easily, but they don't. It is almost as though, as you said, they feel they
shouldn't, in some perverted way.

I remember in south India there was a quite well-known female yogi - I forget her name. She
had a very interesting little theory. She said on one occasion that the happiness that people
experienced on the occasion of the satisfaction of desires - she was thinking especially of
sense desires - was not on account of the satisfaction of the desire but on account of its
sudden cessation on satisfaction. So the happiness that they were experiencing was not on
account of the desire having been satisfied but on account of the desire momentarily ceasing.

[64]
: Very true.



S: Just for a moment, you were no longer troubled by the desire because it had been satisfied,
and not being troubled by the desire gave you a feeling of happiness and content - not the
satisfaction of the desire as such, but its cessation, at least for an instant. It is this that the
Buddha is talking about, indefinitely prolonged. 'One sixteenth' is an idiom.

"The bliss of lusts and heaven-world equal not one sixteenth of the bliss of craving's ending.'

It is really opposed to the modern point of view - the idea that you are most happy when you
don't want anything.

: That's really true.

S: But no doubt you have to sample a few fleshpots first, and taste the bitter scourings before
you can really start feeling and thinking in that way! If you are told this when you are young
and before you start experiencing life, usually you just don't believe it. It seems like some old
wives' tale. It is as though people are trying to keep you away from the good things of life.

ABC: It's difficult enough to get to the point where you can really try out the fleshpots.
(Laughter.) There are so many restrictions!

S: Yes, right! It reminds me of some months ago when I was blithely going on about people
experiencing the fleshpots, and someone made a similar remark - that the way I talked it was
as though it was quite easy to sample them quite extensively, and someone pointed out to me
that it wasn't always the case! - not so far as they were concerned, anyway.

But, no doubt, having sampled a few fleshpots, people do at least from time to time
experience the truth of what that female yogi said: that it is after the craving, of whatever
kind, has been satisfied that you momentarily - at least, for a short while - are free from that
craving. Not that it lasts very long, but to the extent that you are free from it, and for the time
that you are free from it, you can experience a sort of contentment. But, unfortunately, the
craving re-awakes and then it has to be satisfied again. If one can stay in that state of
contentment, that is the best. But for quite a few people, if not the vast majority, the
experience of the contentment that comes upon the cessation of craving can be experienced
only after the satisfaction of craving, but it doesn't last long. At least, though, it gives a sort of
glimpse.

: It gives you a sort of peace of mind, momentarily.

S: And then you can start thinking how nice it would be to experience that all the time. But it
doesn't come about by satisfying the craving, but by resolving the craving. Many people
commit the mistake of thinking that you can get to that state by satisfying the craving again
and again and again; but you don't. In fact, the law of diminishing returns operates.

Also, it can be said that a lot of people experience, upon the satisfaction of craving, a sense of
anticlimax. It is as though there was a [65] tremendous build-up of anticipation, but once you
have experienced it and it is all over you think "What was it, after all?' The best thing,
sometimes, in the whole experience is just the contentment you feel after the craving has been
not satisfied but momentarily exhausted, and you are free from it for a little while. You feel
quite calm and content and peaceful. But it is the cessation or momentary suspension of the



craving that makes you feel like that, not the actual satisfaction.

Devaraja: Would it be valid to say - I am not sure, it just occurs to me - that we try to satisfy
the craving on the wrong level?

S: What do you mean by that?

Devaraja: Well, that, in very general terms, there is a craving after some kind of happiness or
release, but it is assuaged in the wrong sort of way, on the wrong level.

S: The basic question is: what is that craving for? What does it really represent?

Devaraja: To some extent - I think I've noticed it in my own case - it is a sort of confirmation
of my existence.

S: The satisfaction of the craving? In other words, a form of egotism.
Devaraja: Um - maybe, yes. I am not sure how broadly to use that term.

S: If that were so, you could say, therefore, that when you have at least a momentary
experience of cessation of craving, you also have a momentary experience, to some extent, of
non-ego.

Devaraja: Mm. [ am very interested also by this thing of not seeking existence through the
senses. Isn't that talked about in the Scriptures - the experience of not existing through the
senses?

S: Or not existing, or functioning, solely on that level.

Devaraja: Once or twice I've had that experience of not being kind of existing, almost being
sort of chained through the senses to existence, but still in existence. And I had a really
tremendous peace and sort of happiness, a sense of freedom.

S: Well, for instance, reflect upon the fact that you have to eat three times a day, that you are
constantly having to function through the senses and quite a few of your thoughts are geared
to that function, that every day you have to ingest a certain amount of material to keep
yourself going, physically speaking.

ABC: But as an artist is really involved in his work, he doesn't think of it in that way. He
might just keep on working for a day, and accumulate energy to keep on going and, you
know, eat if he has to.

S: But if you think of someone who is a sort of gourmet who really lives to eat, he is
functioning entirely through the senses and therefore living entirely on the sense level, and all
his mental faculties are geared to that sort of function.

[66]
Sagaramati: Is there a sublimation of the process of craving, then? I am thinking now about
the Puja. If that sort of 'T want', as it were, the need for something, is taken on to another level,



you are getting near what you really need.

S: This (reflects) a certain ambiguity in the word 'need'. There is neurotic need, neurotic
craving, and there is need in an objective sense, that is, something necessary to your
development. So that the Puja is not, or should not be, the satisfaction of a neurotic need -
though, in a few cases, it might be that - but it is a satisfaction of or provision for a growth
need.

Sagaramati: I was thinking of craving being mixed with wrong view; of 'craving' meaning that
you want something which you don't need. That would be neurotic craving?

S: Yes, that would be neurotic craving.

Devaraja: The connection I was trying to make between existence through the senses, or not
seeking existence through the senses, was perhaps that the real need was to find some
existence where one wasn't chained, as it were, through the senses to the phenomenal world,
the sensual world. And that being the real need, and the real peace of mind was arising from
that. But, because we are so connected to the world and stuck to the world through our senses,
we can only seek a temporary satisfaction through the senses; and there is a sort of need, but
it is functioning on that level through the senses, whereas the real need is to ...

S: There is an objective biological need, as well as the subjective neurotic biological need.
That is, you can have an actual hunger, which is quite healthy because you have, or are in
part, a physical organism that needs nourishment; also you can have a quite neurotic craving
for food, which has nothing to do with actual hunger.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. Now on that occasion a great number of youths were
ill-treating a snake with a stick between Savatthi and Jeta Grove. Now the Exalted One,
robing himself in the forenoon and taking robe and bowl, was entering Savatthi and there saw
those youths ill-treating a snake with a stick. Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it,
at that time gave utterance to these verses of uplift:

Whoso wreaks injury with rod On creatures fain for happiness, When for the self hereafter he
seeks happiness, Not his, it may be, happiness to win. Who wreaks no injury with rod On
creatures fain for happiness, When for the self hereafter he seeks happiness, That very man
may happiness attain."

[67]

This is the sort of sight you can see quite easily in India - boys ill-treating a snake, or a dog,
or a cat or something like that. The Buddha himself also saw that, and he makes this
comment:

'Whoso wreaks injury with rod On creatures fain for happiness, When for the self hereafter he
seeks happiness, Not his, it may be, happiness to win.

Who wreaks no injury with rod On creatures fain for happiness, When for the self hereafter
he seeks happiness, That very man may happiness attain.'



What do you think the Buddha means here?
ABC: Treat others as you treat yourself.

_ : Karma.

S: Karma, yes.

Sona: What does 'fain' mean?

S: Desirous. I am afraid this is an example of Woodward's rather archaic English. 'Fain for
happiness' means desirous of happiness, bent on happiness. The Buddha is saying that it is
natural that all beings seek happiness. You don't wish your own search for happiness to be
obstructed; don't obstruct the search of others for happiness. In other words, put yourself
imaginatively in the place of others - which is quite difficult to do.

Sona: Going back to craving for a moment, you did say that animals are free from craving,
except for the craving for existence.

S: Animals aren't free from biological craving, but it isn't neurotic in that sense, is it, unless
they have been in association with human beings? You can have neurotic dogs, cats or horses.
You can even have neurotic lions and tigers if you keep them in a zoo.

Anyway, I think in these verses the Buddha is saying a little more than that you shouldn't
obstruct the happiness of others because you also would like to be happy. He is saying that if
you obstruct the happiness of others your own chances of obtaining happiness may be
reduced. Why do you think that is? It is the law of karma, but what is the law of karma - how
does it operate?

Subhuti: The state of mind which would lead you to perform such actions will lead you into
unhappy situations.

S: Right, yes. If you are quarrelsome and aggressive, through your quarrelsomeness and
aggressiveness you may cause others to suffer, but that same quarrelsomeness and
aggressiveness may lead you into situations where you become involved with people who are
even more quarrelsome and even more aggressive than you, and who make you suffer.

[68]

: Is it possibly even more direct than that? Is it that the state of mind of happiness is
incompatible with a state of mind in which you could be tormenting (others) - that you can't
be happy at the same time as you are doing something like that?

S: Mm, yes; though the Buddha does say 'hereafter' - 'When for the self hereafter he seeks
happiness, Not his, it may be, happiness to win.'

But also the question arises: why do you torment others? Why do you think the boys were
tormenting the snake?

Sagaramati: They were probably not aware of the fact that animals could experience pain.



S: They were not aware, yes. It seems that children are often not aware of this, and they have
to learn it. But supposing you are aware of it, or you do know it, or at least it is not unknown
to you, but still you persist in tormenting others; why do you think that is?

Sona: ...ness?

S: Not necessarily, no. I think it is more that you are not happy yourself. If you were happy
yourself, you couldn't torment others. And there are various subtle ways of tormenting others
- not necessarily physically tormenting them, but restricting and confining and causing trouble
for them, or inhibiting them. In other words, the sadist is the man who is frustrated, taking
sadism and frustration in the widest possible sense.

So when you trouble others, it is either because you are just unaware of what you are doing,
as in the case of the young and maybe inexperienced, or because you are not happy yourself.
You are already troubled within maybe by your own unsatisfied cravings.

Sagaramati: Is there any distinction here between this and what may be called joy? It appears
that you can experience joy when you are in a quite unhealthy state of mind. You could, say,
be torturing a snake and at the same time be sort of laughing and quite joyous. That is distinct
from contentment.

S: Yes. Oh, yes. It is a sort of fiendish glee, you could say. There is a word for this in German
which we don't have in English - Schadenfreude. Unholy glee, we say also, don't we?

Devaraja: I find sometimes when things get really bad personally, that I get a crazy sort of
glee, because, you know, there is nothing I can do about it. I don't know if that is the same
sort of thing.

S: No, I don't think it is. I think that is your own positive energy which cannot be downed.
The situation is such that there is no actual outlet for it, but it is there, it cannot be downed, so
it just comes out in that sort of causeless way. It transcends the situation. It has got no outlet
through the situation, it is completely blocked there, so it just finds an outlet. You may start
laughing almost hysterically, even though the situation is really bad and there is nothing you
can do about it. But it means that you are not really downed; you are not really defeated.
There is merely nothing that you can do about the situation, so the energy that you have and
that you could put into the situation if the situation wasn't so bad just escapes in this way -
which is good [69] because it means it isn't being blocked. So it is better, actually, if this
happens. It is your healthy refusal to accept defeat. It is the only way in which you can
express your non-acceptance of defeat, that your energy is still there. It is only the situation
that is completely blocking any constructive action on your part, so you just give vent to this
crazy, hysterical laughter. It is only crazy because the situation doesn't justify it. But the fact
that it refuses to accept the situation, and refuses in the only way which is open to it, is quite
positive.

ABC: That's interesting. I must admit I had the idea in my head that you should always accept
a situation first before you do anything about it.

S: But what do you mean by acceptance? In this particular instance, there is a situation
externally of complete stalemate and blockage. At the same time, the person concerned has



creative energy, but the situation is such that he or she sees no way of affecting that situation.
It may be that the situation is created by entirely objective factors, factors which are too
strong for him or her to alter. At the same time, the energy is there. It can't go into the
situation to change it, so it just escapes in the form of this crazy laughter, or glee, or
whatever. So it is in a way not a non-acceptance. It recognizes the situation and would like to
do something about it, but it can't, so the energy escapes in that way.

Devaraja: Accompanying that, in the once or twice it has happened to me, it has been like not
caring what the situation does to me any more. I don't know whether that's ...

S: It really means that you transcend the situation in the only way that is open to you. Of
course, the situation should be accepted in the sense of recognizing it as an existing fact,
because that's the first thing you have to do before you can deal with it, if it is a negative
situation. But you yourself are not completely identified with the situation, and even though
you can do nothing about it you don't accept that you can do nothing about it. You've got
energy there, and that energy transcends that situation and expresses itself not through the
situation, which is impossible, but just through your quite inappropriate laughter. This is why
people have been known to experience a sort of glee before they were executed. They were
not happy because they were going to be executed, but they had this positive energy which
could not be downed.

Sona: Sometimes the hysterical laughter turns to tears after a short while.

S: Yes, it's the same thing really. It is an expression of energy slightly positive in one case and
slightly negative in the other. The energy itself, of course, is positive.

There is a very good example of this sort of thing in the life of St. Francis. I have referred to
this before in a slightly different context and some of you have probably heard it. There is a
story in the life of St. Francis - in the Fioretti, the Little Flowers of St. Francis - where St.
Francis and the friars are recounting their greatest experience of joy. Do you remember this?
One monk says, 'When I was meditating alone in the forest, that was the real joy.' Another
says, 'When I was [70] able to help such-and-such a poor old woman and I saw how happy it
made her, that was the greatest joy." Another says, 'When I was praying in front of the
sacrament in church, I was carried away by ecstasy. That was the greatest joy." Another:
‘When I was reading the gospel and I read how Christ did such-and-such and said
such-and-such, that was the greatest joy.' When they have all described their greatest joys, St.
Francis says, 'I shall tell you my greatest joy. Once I was wandering in a very wild and
solitary place with a single companion and we got lost. It was a very dark night. We had had
nothing to eat for two or three days. The rain was falling, we were soaked to the skin, so tired,
so worn out. We really thought we were lost and might be eaten by wolves. We stumbled on
right through the night and then, when we were at our wits' end, we saw a gleam of light
coming through the window of a little cabin, right in the depths of the forest. So we thought,
"Ah, here we are at least." We dragged ourselves up to the door and knocked, and an old
woman came out. As soon as she saw us, she said, "You good-for-nothing monks, you won't
get anything. Out you go!" Oh, what bliss! Oh, what joy!'

So it is the same sort of thing. The energy transcends the actual circumstances.

Devaraja: There is a similar story in the Zen tradition.



S: And in the life of Milarepa, yes. So it can't depend upon the actual existing objective
circumstances.

I have touched on this a little in 'Mind Reactive and Creative', haven't I? The creative mind
doesn't - what have I said?

Subhuti: It takes it as its starting point; it's not bound by it.
S: Right. It's not bound by it, yes.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. And on that occasion the Exalted One was esteemed,
honoured, thought much of and worshipped; he had deference paid to him and had good
supply of robes and alms-food, bed and seat, comforts and medicines for sickness. So also
was the order of monks esteemed ... whereas those Wanderers of other views were not
esteemed ... got no supply ... So those Wanderers of other views, unable to endure the
attention paid to the Exalted One and the order of monks, whether in village or in forest, at
sight of the monks reviled them with harsh and bitter words, abused, provoked and worried
them. Then a great number of monks came to the Exalted One and, saluting him, sat down at
one side. So seated those monks said this to the Exalted One: 'Sir, just now the Exalted One is
esteemed, honoured, thought much of and worshipped ... whereas those Wanderers of other
views are not... Thus, unable to endure the attention paid to the Exalted One, whether in
village or in forest, at sight of the monks .. they provoke and worry them.'

[71]
Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse
of uplift:

In village or forest, touched by weal or woe, Ascribe it not to self or to another. Contacts
assail because of body-base. How can they touch the one that is without it?"

S: Do you notice a little parallel between this section and the previous one - the boys
tormenting the snake and the wanderers of other views tormenting the monks with their
criticisms?

We are still at Savatthi, and we see that the Buddha's movement is a success. We have
gathered even from previous sections that he has quite a number of disciples, and his fame in
one way or another reaches even to the west coast - so much so that the wanderers, the
parivrajakas of other opinions, are becoming rather upset and in fact jealous of the success of
the Buddha and his Sangha. You notice that there is a stock or stereotyped description, which
is the same as that used in the case of Bahiya. Bahiya also lived 'esteemed, honoured, thought
much of and worshipped; he had deference paid to him and had good supply of robes and
alms-food, bed and seat, comforts and medicines for sickness.' That is a standard or stock
description of the successful monk or wanderer. '...whereas those Wanderers of other views
were not esteemed ... got no supply' etc. That sort of situation arose from time to time in the
history of the Order, even during the Buddha's own day.

First, we should say a few words about who the wanderers were. Have you come across this
before? The term is the parivrajakas, those who had gone forth, those who had left home for



the homeless life, who were simply wandering about. They were not monks in the
conventional sense. They were people who had left their own village or town and their family
and were just wandering around, living on alms and usually on some sort of religious or
spiritual quest.

There has been quite a bit of discussion among scholars as to what they actually were. Some
scholars say they were a sort of gypsies, others that they were just unsettled people who were
rather disturbed by the changes of the times and who were uprooted and wandered around.
They were a bit sadhu-like, probably more like the modern Indian sadhu than anything else,
or like the wandering teachers of the Hellenic world. But there were plenty of them in the
Buddha's day. The Buddha himself was one such for a while, and most of his leading
followers were recruited from these wanderers. They were the full-timers, as it were, from the
spiritual point of view. They had no families, usually, though there were exceptions, as we
shall see later on. There were even families of wanderers in a few cases, though not many.
Usually, of course, it was difficult to wander if you had a family, especially if you had many
children. So, almost always, the wanderers were single people, usually single men, and
observing celibacy, just wandering from place to place.

The India of those days seems to have been quite prosperous and well off. There was enough
food and to spare, so people didn't mind supporting them, and they sometimes functioned as
teachers, some were engaged in ascetic practices. They engaged in various religious or
spiritual discussions. Some were genuine seekers, some no doubt were just restless people
who liked wandering around. But there were a lot of them in the Buddha's [72] day. The
Buddha recruited most of his followers from among the wanderers. His followers who were
wanderers were usually called bhikkhus, and became, later on, what we know as monks. But
they certainly weren't monks in the fully-developed, later, even Western, sense. "Wanderers'
isn't a bad term, because they did actually wander about for the greater part of the year, and
only stayed in one place during the rainy season.

But we must not think of the wanderers as a purely religious phenomenon. They were all the
people who couldn't settle down to conventional life, who moved about from place to place.
And, don't forget, that was the only way of learning anything new. You had to get out and
about. There were no books, no radio, no television, nothing of that sort. If you got fed up
with your village life, family life or agriculture, you just left home and wandered about.

So the wanderers were, for the most part, those people who didn't feel the need for the settled,
orderly family life; social life was enough. And, of course, in ancient India, unlike ancient
Greece, there was no opening into politics. The king was the supreme landowner and
autocrat. There was no democratic political life, except in the republics to some extent; but
they were breaking up and being absorbed by the monarchies. There was no outlet there. So
the more restless, dissatisfied people just left home and wandered. As I said, since the country
was quite prosperous, they could be supported. People gave them food quite willingly. But
they weren't monks in the later sense. It is quite important to remember that. There were
various leaders among them, who gathered together groups of these wanderers and formed
brotherhoods. There were six of these in the Buddha's day - six important, well-known ones -
apart from his own Sangha.

: One was presumably Mahavira?



S: Mahavira was one, or Nataputta as he is called in the Pali text, Ajitakesakambali(?),
Makali, Gosali (?) and several others.

: What does bhikkhu actually mean? Does it mean something like 'beggar'?

S: Bhikkhu means one who lives on alms or bhiksha. It is usually translated by Woodward as
‘almsman’. We must beware of reading meanings back into these terms. There were various
terms in use; for instance, I didn't mention this, but in yesterday's chapter what is the term in
the verses for the ideal man? It is brahmana. There is no specifically religious term. But, in
the later chapters, the term bhikkhu is used, which is more specifically Buddhist. Brahmana
tends to be dropped. I don't know if there are any examples in this

: At the beginning, it's brahmin, and then it becomes brahmana.

S: But brahmin is simply the anglicized word. It is brahmana in Pali and Sanskrit, but in
English it is usually brahmin.

Yes, at the beginning of chapter III, 'For the monk who hath all karma left behind' - the
bhikkhu. Not brahmana but bhikkhu. Here it becomes more specifically, as it were, Buddhist.
Though in the Dhammapada, brahmana, sramana, bhikkhu are all equated.

: Muni is used quite a lot.

[73]
S: Muni is used, especially in the Sutta-Nipata: the sage, the wise man. This has been used
here, too, in one verse, you may remember.

: On what basis did people give these wanderers alms?

S: That is a quite interesting point. In the Buddha's day, it wasn't completely systematized, but
the general feeling, which afterwards crystallized into a definite doctrine, especially in the
case of Buddhism, was that to give alms to monks was meritorious. You created punya, and
that ensured a happy heavenly rebirth for you. So the mechanics of the system were quite
interesting. This was the sort of mutual arrangement between what afterwards became the
monks and what afterwards became the lay people. The monks were able to give up the world
and not work for their own living but be supported willingly by the lay people because the lay
people believed that by giving monks alms and supporting them they were acquiring punya,
which would redound to their benefit in this life itself, and also after death in the form of a
happy heavenly rebirth. That was the basis of the mutual relations of Sangha and laity, as they
afterwards developed in more conventional form.

But probably, at the beginning, the almsgiving was more connected with the tradition of
hospitality - receiving the guest as someone from outside. The wanderer, monk or bhikkhu
came from afar, and maybe you hadn't seen anybody for a long time; no one had come from
the outside world to your village or your house, maybe for years, so you were very pleased to
see someone from outside who could bring news about what was happening in places far
away. So you were very pleased to see him. You didn't mind him staying overnight, and you
gave him food. Probably, originally, it was more like that.



Sagaramati: We came across this in Morocco when we were travelling around. People did
this; you just stayed the night and they wanted to give you food. (It was the ) custom.

S: No doubt it was the custom in all primitive societies where communities were separated by
vast distances and where they were happy to meet and to receive new people, people from
outside, strangers. These would usually be wandering monks, or just wanderers. Settled
family people wouldn't be able to do this. The only people in the Pali Canon who are
represented as moving about from place to place, apart from the wanderers themselves, are
merchants, and kings in the course of their administration, collecting taxes and so on.
Everybody else was stationary most of the time. Maybe you spent your whole life in your own
little village. For people of a more adventurous disposition, this was intolerable, so they left
and became wanderers. Inasmuch as the country was prosperous and there were no great
wars, they could roam about freely; people supported them, were glad to see them. That was
the sort of situation. We mustn't think of them as monks who had given up the world in all
cases for specifically spiritual reasons, though among them there were many with a spiritual
motivation.

Sona: It happens quite a bit in the West now, ... people wandering around...

: Also, presumably, the wandering monk might be a good source of advice, perhaps even
medical advice and so on.

[74]

S: Possibly. Even today in India, people tend to ask a monk of any kind for advice on all sorts
of subjects, and very often he gives it - whether he is qualified or not - and they accept it with
great faith and belief.

: What was the situation of the Order at this stage? Was there any precedent for a monastic
order before the Buddha?

S: The question is, what does one mean by 'monastic order'? There is no doubt that the
Buddha gathered a sort of little regular band around himself, as did the other teachers. There
was a regular term for this: it was called a sangha or gana. The same term was applied to the
little brotherhoods of the other teachers. But it was quite loosely organized. It certainly wasn't
anything like a monastic order in the later Western sense, or even in the Buddhist sense as the
Sangha later on developed. It was a very ad hoc body. Though, in the course of the Udana
itself, we see it developing a little. But so far in the Udana, though bhikkhus have been
mentioned, there is no mention of any rules. Do you notice that? The ideal is presented, the
ideal of the brahmana, the new man as it were, and the nature of that ideal man is made clear -
his characteristics, his attributes, and certain qualities to be developed - but there is no hint so
far of any form of organization or any rule. Do you notice that?

We will encounter these things a little later on, but still, in the Udana, in a quite rudimentary
form. This is quite interesting. We are at a very early stage in the development of the Dharma
and the Sangha.

Sagaramati: What happened, then, when the Buddha, say, ordained somebody? You come
across instances where the Buddha ordains a monk.



S: Even that hasn't arisen yet, you notice. It is not necessarily excluded, because this is only a
selection of episodes. For instance, when the Buddha describes Sariputta and Moggallana,
Mahakassapa, Ananda, Devadatta as 'brahmins', the bhikkhus are introduced, as it were,
suddenly. They are there. You are not told, in this particular text, how they came to be
bhikkhus, how they came to be the Buddha's disciples. This is all left unsaid. Perhaps the
compiler does not regard it as important. But the Buddha, so far as way of life was concerned,
to some extent found his disciples ready-made. They were already wanderers. They had
already gone forth and, having gone forth, having freed themselves from all worldly ties, at
least they had taken the negative step already. The positive step was to accept his teaching,
practise it and realize it.

In those days, everything was so intense, so heightened, that to meet the Buddha, to hear the
Teaching, to practise it and to become Enlightened, took place with remarkable rapidity.
There was no time to be ordained! You were Enlightened before you had time to become
ordained in any formal sense. So, in a way, ordination was hardly necessary. It was only in
later, more benighted days that that formal step had an important place. We shall find that
later on; we shall find someone formally Going for Refuge after hearing the Buddha's
teaching, but not yet.

Subhuti: You say things were much more heightened then. Why?

[75]

S: Because, presumably, it was immediately after the Buddha's Enlightenment; there was no
such thing as Buddhism; he was struggling to express himself, using the terms of
contemporary speech and religious terminology, and there was no organization and no
precedents; everything was new, everything was purely creative.

But it seems to me, reading the Udana and other texts, that even during the Buddha's own
lifetime changes did take place. Things became a little more organized, a little more
formalized; the rules became a bit more important than they had been at the beginning. In
fact, in the Pali Vinaya somewhere there is a text where the Buddha is represented as saying,
'When I started my mission, there were many arhants and few rules, but now' - he is speaking
at the end of his life - 'we have many rules but few arhants.' That is rather interesting. You
can't help this development, apparently. We find it taking place, in a very rudimentary way,
even during the Buddha's own lifetime. So there has to be a constant effort to keep things
creative and prevent them crystallizing and petrifying. But, by the time of the rise of the
Mahayana, things had become so crystallized, so petrified, that the Mahayana had to make
what was practically a new beginning, and the Vajrayana did the same thing later on when the
Mahayana itself had become crystallized and petrified in scholasticism. This is why it is very
useful and instructive to read things like the Udana and compare the situation then, and the
way of life depicted in this text, with contemporary Buddhist practice in the East, and see
what great changes have taken place; perhaps justified, perhaps not in some cases.

So all that you've got so far, and this is going to continue for the greater part of the Udana, is
the Buddha moving about teaching, staying at certain recognized localities. There are already
three or four places with which he is definitely associated: Buddhagaya, Sravasti, Rajgir - he
is definitely associated with those places, and so are his monks. There is no word as yet of
anything like a monastery. They spend most of their time in the open air. They have little
huts, perhaps, but most of the time they are staying in the forest, dwelling at the foot of trees.



The Buddha is certainly teaching but, as yet, there is no such thing even as a regular sermon.
There are no lengthy discourses as yet. There are only sayings; only responses to questions,
often in verse. This is the picture so far. There is no organized instruction, no recognizable
system, no recognizable organization. All that is in the future. This is within a few years of
the Buddha's Enlightenment. So you can see, right at the beginning, how things were.

To the contemporary Indian, it would have seemed simply that, among the wanderers, one
particularly remarkable wanderer had arisen, who was banding a lot of the wanderers around
himself and attracting people even from outside who still lived at home. This would have
been the picture to the contemporary informed Indian. He would have known about the
general social and political scene. He would have known that there were such people as
wanderers, always moving around, and that they were a very mixed lot. He would have
known that some wanderers were more prominent than others and had formed little
brotherhoods, and then he'd be hearing more and more, as the years sent by, about a certain
leading wanderer called Gautama, who seemed to be getting a larger following than anybody
else, not only from among the wanderers but, as I said, even from among people who were
living at home, even among merchants and among the kings and princes; that he was at the
head of a growing movement. They would become more and more aware of this. Then, one
[76] day, maybe they would meet a disciple of the Buddha or the Buddha himself, and maybe
themselves become caught up in his movement and his mission. This was very much the
picture as it would have appeared to someone living in those days in northern India.

We have to be very careful not to read back later developments into those early days. For
instance, in contemporary Buddhist art in the East, if episodes like this are illustrated, what do
you see? You see the Buddha, beautifully dressed in a neatly pressed yellow robe with a
beautiful shambag over one shoulder, a neat little begging bowl and his hair nicely cropped,
and with an absolute column of monks, dressed in exactly the same style, with the same
expressions, even, but slightly smaller in scale, following behind; and behind them sometimes
you will see an enormous building, a great monastery donated perhaps by Anathapindika. But
it wasn't like that at all. But contemporary, or even traditional, Buddhist art gives you a quite
different picture, a non-historical picture.

Subhuti: Perhaps something closer to that would be the pictures of the Mahasiddhas and
people like that.

S: Maybe, to some extent. The groups to which the Mahasiddhas belonged were all part of
what was to some extent a reaction against the highly organized, centralized monasticism of
those days, and of course the very scholastic approach to Buddhism of those days in the big
monastic centres.

Anyway, we have not attended to the verse:

'In village or forest, touched by weal or woe, Ascribe it not to self or to another. Contacts
assail because of body-base. How can they touch the one that is without it?'

Shantideva says exactly the same thing in the Bodhicarya.

So what is the situation here? The bhikkhus have been abused by wanderers of other
opinions. All right, that abuse has rather upset them, but how has it reached them? Through



the ear; through the sense, the organ, of hearing. But how do they come to have ears? Because
they have bodies. How do they come to have bodies? They come to have bodies when they
have come to have previous karmas - previous cravings, previous ignorance, previous
samskaras, in a way. So it is because they have the body, equipped with ears, that they can
hear the abusive speech, and in that way their minds become upset. So whose fault is it? It is
not simply the fault of the people who are abusing, it is also the fault of those who are being
abused. Because, as Shantideva says, referring to someone beating you: 'It isn't simply his
fault, it is your fault too. He has taken the stick, you have taken the body.' It is when the two
come together that you suffer. True, you would not have suffered if he had not taken the stick
to your body, but it is also true that you would not have suffered if you had not taken your
body to his stick.

Therefore, 'In village or forest, touched by weal or woe, Ascribe it not to self or to another.' It
is not entirely your fault that you are suffering, but it is not also entirely due to other people.
'‘Contacts', in this case contact through the sense of hearing, 'assail because of body-base'.
Contact is possible only because you already have a body. 'How [77] can they touch the one
that is without it?' If you have no body, you can't hear any abuse. So your aim should be not to
have any body, not to be reborn with a body with ears and senses generally through which you
can be harmed and hurt.

This might be considered a rather negative point of view, but one should consider the
practical function of this reflection, which is just to help you to control anger. It is in this
context that Shantideva introduces that argument: don't be angry with someone else for
harming you, because you are at least half responsible for your own painful experience. You
should be as angry with yourself as with him. If you are not angry with yourself, you shouldn't
be angry with him either. He has taken the stick, yes, but you have taken the body. He utters
the abusive words, yes, but you have got the ear which hears those abusive words. So you are
both responsible. The suffering can't arise unless both factors are there, and you are
responsible for one of those two factors. He is no more responsible than you. So don't get
angry with him, that is the practical message; don't be upset.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. On that occasion a certain lay-follower from Icchanangala
had come to Savatthi on some business or other. Then that lay-follower, having finished his
business in Savatthi, came to see the Exalted One. On coming to him he saluted him and sat
down at one side. As he sat thus the Exalted One said this to that lay-follower: 'It is a long
time, upasaka, since you took occasion to come this way.' 'For a long time past, sir, I have
desired to come to see the Exalted One, but distracted by this or that business to be done I
could not come.' Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance
to this verse of uplift:

One who hath mastered dhamma, one much learned, Hath no such thought as: Ah! 'tis well
with me! Look you! how tortured he that hath possessions! One to another human folk are
bound."

S: Once again the udana, the verse, does not seem to be too closely connected with the actual
episode. Once again, we are at Savatthi, and an upasaka, a lay follower, comes to see the
Buddha. You notice this is the first time an upasaka appears in the Udana? We have had
mention of bhikkhus before, but this is the first time an upasaka comes. An upasaka is here



simply one who is a follower or disciple of the Buddha but who stays at home. A bhikkhu is a
disciple of the Buddha who is a wanderer; who either was a wanderer before he met the
Buddha, and stays a wanderer after meeting him, or who becomes a wanderer and a bhikkhu
at the time of his meeting with the Buddha, after hearing the Teaching. The upasaka is one
who is a follower but who stays at home.

You notice the difference between the bhikkhu and the upasaka. [78] It is important to notice
the difference. It is not that the bhikkhu has one kind of ordination and the upasaka has
another kind of ordination. It is nothing to do with that at this stage, so far as the Udana is
concerned, at least. The bhikkhus and the upasakas are both followers, but the bhikkhu is the
follower who is a wanderer, who has no home, no family, and who moves about from place to
place. The upasaka is the follower who lives at home with wife and family. But there is no
question, really, of monk and layman, in the later sense, much less still of priest and layman
in the Christian sense. They are both followers, but the bhikkhu followers are somewhat freer,
the upasaka followers are somewhat more restricted, as we shall see in this episode.

: What does the word upasaka mean?

S: Upasaka is usually explained as one who practises upasana. Upasana is spiritual practice,
including, or even especially, meditation - in the Upanishadic tradition, a particular kind of

meditation, that is to say, meditation as a substitute for ritual. That is called upasana. So an

upasaka, in Buddhist usage, is one who engages in spiritual practice, upasana.

It is also explained sometimes as meaning one who sits near - upa asana, one who practises
upa asana or upasaka; that is to say, one who sits near a teacher, one who is a member of a
spiritual tradition who is learning. Sometimes it means that. But it has the general
significance of someone engaged in some kind of spiritual practice.

One can say that the distinction at this stage between bhikkhu followers and upasaka
followers is not the distinction between monk and layman as it afterwards developed. It is
more the distinction of the disciple who is a wanderer and the disciple who stays at home
with wife and family and social responsibilities. Obviously the bhikkhu, the wanderer
disciple, is freer than is the upasaka disciple. That is brought out, because the upasaka has
come on business to Savatthi and takes advantage of the opportunity of seeing the Buddha,
and the Buddha says, 'We haven't seen you for quite a long time.' And he says, 'T have desired
to come' - [ wanted to come - 'to see the Exalted One, but distracted by this or that business to
be done I could not come.'

That is the position. The upasaka would like to see the Buddha and spend more time with
him, but he can't; he is restricted in the way that the bhikkhu isn't. There is not a difference of
principle between the bhikkhu and the upasaka. The difference is in the external
circumstances though no doubt, and this also must be borne in mind, the upasaka, in the sense
of the follower with wife and children and so on, has put himself into that situation -
originally, at least. But they are equally followers of the Buddha, and later on we shall find
examples of upasakas, and upasikas too, gaining high levels of spiritual development.

It is in this sense that we sometimes speak of the bhikkhu as the full-time follower and the
upasaka as the part-time follower.



ABC: There is a bit of a danger, in a similar way, with the Order in London. You can get so
involved in the mechanics.

S: Ah, but also the question arises: in what sense are mechanics mechanics? What are
mechanics? There is also that.

[79]
ABC: It depends on the attitude...

S: Yes. Wanderers, even, can get involved in wandering, and wandering becomes an end in
itself - just seeing new places, new villages; going over the whole of northern India.

Sagaramati: In a sense, there isn't a part-time follower, because you practise full-time.

S: In a sense, there isn't. There's part-time practice only to the extent that there are certain
things which cannot be regarded, by any sort of casuistry, as constituting part of your practice
- which are definitely unskilful - but as yet you are unable to disentangle yourself from them.
But, obviously, the very nomenclature of full-time and part-time does contain possibilities of
misunderstanding and even danger.

So the question really arises: what is the fundamental basis of distinction between the
bhikkhu and the upasaka, or the monk and the layman? It is very important to understand this.
For instance, we must also be careful that we don't have at the back of our minds any
assumptions derived from Christian tradition. For instance, in orthodox Christianity -
especially, say, in the Catholic church - the priest is entirely different from the layman,
inasmuch as the priest has been consecrated a priest, and only he can celebrate the mass and
administer the sacrament; a lay person cannot do that.

Devaraja: The same can apply to a Christian monk; a monk is quite likely not to have been
consecrated in that particular way.

S: A Christian monk may not be a priest. If he is not a priest, he is dependent upon the priest
for the sacraments in the same way that a layman is. And, in the same way, nuns, who cannot
be priests, are dependent upon the secular priest for the sacraments.

The point I am making is that the priest is entirely different from the lay person. But that is
not so of the distinction between the bhikkhu and the upasaka. It does not apply in that way.
Therefore the question arises: what is the basis of the distinction? Both are followers of the
Buddha, both Go for Refuge, both are committed. What is the basis of the distinction?
Subhuti: The degree of involvement and lifestyle.

S: Yes.

Sagaramati: The difference in the Precepts.

S: At this stage, there is no difference in Precepts. No Precepts, even, are mentioned. That is

quite significant. Later on, the difference is indicated by the number and thoroughness of the
Precepts observed. But this is a difference of degree, of course, not a difference of kind. The



lay person also observes certain precepts that the monk observes, (but the monk) observes
more. But again, that is a difference of degree, not a difference of kind.

The only real difference, one can say, in terms of principle, is that, normally, other factors
being equal, the bhikkhu will be a more wholehearted and more thoroughgoing follower of
the Buddha, one who applies [80] (the Teaching) more completely, or one who makes his
Refuge more effective. Even here, we have to be very careful about formalizing. For instance,
I have given some examples in the past from the contemporary Buddhist world. Supposing,
for instance, in a Theravada country an upasaka has retired from family life - though he is still
an upasaka technically but he becomes a meditation teacher in a hermitage. Technically,
according to the Theravada, he is just an upasaka. You might have, at the same time, someone
who is technically a bhikkhu, a monk, who is working as a lecturer in a university, drawing a
salary and maybe supporting a few relations out of that - maybe his old mother, or a brother
or sister and who has his bungalow inside the university compound. So he is living, in a way,
a secular life; but the Theravadins would regard him as the bhikkhu and the meditation
teacher as the upasaka. But which is which, really, you may ask? One has to go by realities,
not by conventions. In some parts of the Buddhist world, they do go by convention more than
by the realities of the situation. So we have to try to avoid this.

In the Theravada countries today, the distinction is mainly that, if you are a bhikkhu, you have
a certain kind of ordination, a monastic ordination, and if you are an upasaka you haven't. But
this is not, in some cases, a very real basis of distinction. Very often, the man with the
ordination is leading a quite secular life, and the man without it, in a few cases at least, may
be leading a completely spiritual life; so their spiritual status is not in accordance with their
technical ecclesiastical status. When you get that sort of discrepancy on too big a scale, it can
be quite dangerous for the whole tradition.

There are differences of degree; degree of commitment, involvement and of the accordance of
one's lifestyle with one's ideals. But I don't think one can, at present, categorize people as
upasakas or bhikkhus too exclusively.

What about the verse? 'One who hath mastered dhamma, one much learned'. Of course, in the
original, it says 'One who is bahusrutta', one who has heard much; not learned in the sense of
‘read books'. 'Hath no such thought as Ah! 'tis well with me!' in a sort of worldly complacent
sense. 'Look you! how tortured he that hath possessions! One to another human folk are
bound.' So if there is any connection between this udana and the episode, we can say that the
Buddha is reflecting how bound the poor upasaka is - that is to say, the man who wants to see
the Buddha, wants to lead a spiritual life, but is very tied up with worldly responsibilities and
with other people so that he is tortured by his possessions. In those days, it was probably
more difficult than it is now, because the king might come along and confiscate everything
that you had, and you couldn't do anything about it.

The Buddha is saying that one who has mastered the Dharma, who understands the Truth,
who has received much spiritual instruction or has heard much from spiritual teachers, never
thinks that all is well with him from a worldly point of view. He knows that having
possessions is only a source of trouble, and that being involved with other people, in the usual
worldly way, is simply a hindrance and a bondage. 'Possessions' can be understood in a
psychological-cum-spiritual sense. In the Sutta-Nipata, a man of no possessions, a kincina,
one who has nothing, is a synonym for the arhant. So the man with possessions is the man



who is not an arhant, you could even say an egotist; who has a lot, who has very substantial
investment in craving, aversion and delusion and is drawing a good income from them!

The question also arises: at what point, precisely, can an upasaka be regarded as blossoming
into the bhikkhu? It is quite difficult to [81] determine that point. It should not be just by way
of a formal monastic ordination. Even bhikkhus had, even under the system prevailing in the
Buddha's day, to be concerned with worldly things to some extent. At least the bhikkhus had
to mend their robes in the Buddha's day; that is something that you often read - passing the
time mending their torn robes, patching them and so on. You could regard that as worldly, not
directly connected with anything spiritual. The practical question is at what precise point your
involvement with the spiritual life becomes so thoroughgoing that you can be regarded as a
bhikkhu rather than an upasaka, and whether that point should be associated with any formal
recognition in the way of an ordination. But certainly in the time of the Buddha, and on the
whole ever since, the upasaka was one who was still involved with family and social life, and
worldly avocations in that sense; and the bhikkhu was one who was a wanderer, who had no
family and no domestic responsibilities. But probably one should be cautious about speaking
in terms of full-timer and part-timer, as though it was a question of external occupation rather
than inner attitude - even though the inner attitude could eventually find expression
externally. You can meet people who lead a very worldly life but say that they are monks at
heart. But that isn't good enough.

: They wear the yellow robe within, as it were!

S: Right! Though, of course, as a spiritual principle there is an element of truth in it; it is just
a question of who actually is saying that! But what you don't want in Buddhism is a sort of
clergy or priesthood. In some parts of the Buddhist world, the bhikkhus have developed, at
least a little, in that direction, and it is unfortunate. The bhikkhus in the Buddha's day were
the mobile ones.

Of course, again, we must not forget this: a few hundred years later, or even less, they all
settled down and most of them ceased to wander. The huts that they had occupied during the
rainy season retreats - or just during the rainy season; it wasn't even a real retreat in those days
- became large buildings and were eventually known as monasteries, and the monks then - by
that time they were monks - lived in them all the time. They had parks and gardens round
about, and even servants - even slaves in Ceylon, which was not at all a happy development.

You see the dangers, and how easy it is to settle down. Sometimes I think that we ought to
revive the parivrajaka ideal and have some upasakas wandering from centre to centre all the
time; fancy-free, in a spiritual sense. (Laughter.)

: We wouldn't have any centres then.
: You'd have everyone wandering around.

S: Well, you'd have to have centres so that some people could wander from centre to centre! I
think it would be quite good if some people did move about from centre to centre, especially
when we have more centres. In this way, they could circulate; maybe bring a little new life to
the centres that they visited from time to time, or first-hand news of other centres, which is
always good.



The important thing about the wanderers in those days - the bhikkhus, to the extent that they
were wanderers - was that they were not settled in any one spot, whereas the upasakas were.
They had to be because they [82] had families, and they could not be mobile in those
circumstances.

Have any of you got any views on this, or have you had any thoughts or reflections upon this?
: What you said about Order Members wandering around is a very good idea. I've done that.

S: Well, you wandered up to Glasgow when I was there, didn't you, by train? (Laughter.
Comments inaudible.) Well, even bhikkhus, even arhants in the Buddha's day, went flying
through the air from place to place. (Voice: True!) It is the principle of the thing that counts.
Mobility is mobility.

: But there's mobility and mobility.
S: We won't go into the mechanics.

: ... transferring directly information you gain about what's going on and you express it to
another centre, which might be getting out of touch, or to another person.

:Especially private people living on their own, away from a Centre.

S: I think this is very important. Certainly the written word doesn't help very much, and the
Newsletter helps very little in this way. I know myself now, because I think I am the only
person in the Movement who has been around to all the centres now, and it is quite clear that,
inasmuch as Order Members are not much in circulation among different centres, centre is to
some extent cut off from centre, in the sense of there being no real living link or source of
information about what is going on in other centres. So the personal contact is necessary.
Letter writing helps, and the Newsletter helps a bit, but not really very much.

What sort of impression has anybody here, especially those who haven't heard anything from
me, got about what is going on in Helsinki? - what the nature of the Movement is, the feel of
it as it were, what is actually happening there. You can read in the Newsletter that they had a
weekend retreat, but that doesn't really tell you anything at all about the people involved, the
nature of the situation, what really happened. You would have to go and see or you would
have to hear from someone who had been and seen for himself. We can't replace the personal
contact. The media, however effective, can't substitute for personal contact. We haven't even
got a radio station of our own, we have only got the Newsletter, or a few letters flying back
and forth. That is not really enough.

: That is something I thought the other day would be really good - to get a radio licence and
set up a small (station) and broadcast between centres, send messages.

S: That might help, but I still think you need the personal contact and some Order Members
in circulation. Most Order Members know only one centre at all well. That could be a slightly
dangerous situation. But neither do you want people rushing around so much that they don't
know any centre well! Maybe you have your home or base centre, which you know better
than any other, but you visit others from time to time. That would be very good.



[83]

: I think even that should be limited to some extent. Probably people shouldn't spend more
than about three years in any particular centre, and then move on to another one, so they don't
get a feeling of partisanship.

: Perhaps everyone should do a period of wandering ...

S: Yes. There are plenty of places to wander to; you could wander to New Zealand, to
Helsinki; you will soon be able to wander to Holland.

_: (Two inaudible suggestions, greeted by laughter.)

S: ... Let me put in a good word for Norfolk - but don't wander up to my door without due
warning, please! You could even wander down to Truro. Very few people wander down to
Truro, and I think they need a bit of wandering.

: I think they are really out of touch there.

S: No, we are out of touch, don't just say that they are out of touch; we are out of touch with
them, too. At least we are in touch with one another.

: I think that in a way they are out of touch with the general vigour that is occurring.

S: They probably are, yes; which means out of touch with us, though we are also out of touch
with them. We don't really know what is happening there. It might be something very intense
and positive that we are quite unaware of.

ABC: It is quite important when there are so many changes going on.

: When you go over to Holland, you might just remind them that there was going to be
research on the possibility of us being free passengers on ships, or in ...

S: Who was this? (Inaudible reply.) I don't know whether he is still around. I am not myself
very much in touch with Holland at the moment.

To sum up, this is the reason why, in the Western Buddhist Order, we place the emphasis
entirely on the Going for Refuge, which is the common factor for the so-called full-timers and
the so-called part-timers, the so-called monks and the so-called laymen, the so-called
bhikkhus and the so-called upasakas. Those distinctions pale into insignificance in
comparison with the fact that you are all Going for Refuge. I don't think you can formalize
your commitment very much beyond that, not in the old way, partly because the world itself
also is changing now. You can have mobile homes, which you couldn't in the Buddha's day.
You can be a family man (as well as) a wanderer. You can do your work, even - your secular
job - from your mobile home. So what are you? Are you a monk or are you a layman? Are
you a wanderer or are you one of those of fixed abode? In the Buddha's day, the bhikkhus
were the wanderers and the lay people stayed at home, but nowadays you have monks who
stay at home, i.e. in monasteries, and lay people who wander around with families. So which
is which? Which is monk, which is layman? So we can't take these things [84] as criteria any
more; the important thing is the Going for Refuge, and you try to implement it as fully as you



can, according to your own circumstances.

Possibly a time may come when certain people as it were formalize their non-involvement
with domestic and social life, and they will become what would virtually be bhikkhus or
anagarikas or whatever. Probably there will be a need for that sooner or later.

: What is the need for it?

S: The need that it would probably help them if it was made explicit and public, in the same
way as the Going for Refuge is. But obviously it can't be on the same level, as it were, or
given the same importance as the Going for Refuge, that being the basis of everything. (Break
in recording) ... the fully developed, typical monasticism.

: What is the modern Buddhist usage?

S: The modern Buddhist usage is one who observes the Refuges and Ten Precepts, lives like a
bhikkhu, wears yellow robes but not of the orthodox patched kind, has no family and no
secular job, but has not received monastic ordination, the bhikkhu ordination. You get a few
of those, like Anagarika Dharmapala. Really, they are bhikkhus in the spiritual sense. They
have just not received a formal ordination.

Devaraja: And why not?

S: Ah. The reason, in Dharmapala's case and that of a few others, is that, because they wanted
to devote themselves to Buddhist work, it would not be possible to observe some of the extra
rules of the bhikkhu. It seems absurd that, if you really want to help Buddhism and work for
it, you can't become a bhikkhu because that would stop you working for Buddhism. That is
the anomalous and absurd situation that results when you take rules too literally or when rules
become out of date.

For instance, there is one rule that a bhikkhu mustn't ride in a cart behind a horse.
Dharmapala was based in Calcutta and had to get out and about. He had to take an ekka, that
is, a horse-drawn carriage, to convey him from place to place, but he would not have been
able to do that if he had been a bhikkhu because of that rule. These rules are not nowadays
observed by many bhikkhus, so that again alters the situation.

Subhuti: When does the maha-upasaka come in?

S: Rather late, only in medieval times. Maha-upasaka is used as a sort of courtesy title for
senior upasakas quite early, but not (associated) with any specific duties or responsibilities.

: What were the responsibilities and duties?

S: Of maha-upasakas? General surveillance over other upasakas, keeping them together and
helping them or giving them advice in the absence of any bhikkhu.

I think there may be a case for having anagarikas within the Order later on, and even having a
sort of anagarika ordination ceremony, but this must never be allowed to become more
important than the original [85] upasaka ordination, which mainly consists in the Going for



Refuge. If that ever was done, it would be a quite simple matter, because there is one little
precept that makes the whole difference: if you change kamesu micchachara to
abrahmacharya, then you are an anagarika. If you are celibate, if you don't have a wife and
family, then you don't need a house, you don't need a job, and there you are. So one change of
one little syllable makes all the difference.

Sona: What happens if you've got a wife and family anyway?

S: Well, then you wear the yellow robe within! But it is rather difficult to do that. It is like
putting the tiger into the same cage as the lamb. The tiger might take a vow of vegetarianism,
but it is rather difficult for him to observe it. It is much safer to put the lamb into one cage
and the tiger into another - or into separate paddocks. Of course, I am not saying which is the
lamb and which is the tiger!

No doubt there will always be intermediate cases and you can't always draw hard and fast
lines of demarcation; they can only be approximate, rough and ready, for general purposes
and for most cases. Because, at the other end of the scale, you have got married lamas, but
they don't usually have any ordinary secular occupation; they are usually engaged in full-time
teaching and the wife just housekeeps - looks after the disciples when they come for lectures
and initiations; lays on all the food, does all the cooking. It can be quite convenient in certain
instances. But he does have the worry of bringing up children at the same time. [ have known
married lamas who have had to postpone lectures and initiations because they have had to
take their children to hospital, or their wife was sick, or something like that. It is rarely easy
to combine the two, even for them. There are even henpecked lamas - but one mustn't say
very much about that.

As Isaid, I think that, eventually, within the Order, a sub-Order of anagarikas will probably
emerge; that is to say, people who have decided permanently to give up family life and social
responsibilities in the ordinary sense and devote themselves completely to spiritual life and
teaching. But that will be a comparatively minor development compared with the original
first step of Going for Refuge and becoming an upasaka. It will be a sort of ordination within
an ordination; not a higher ordination - that would be a great mistake. The highest ordination
is the Going for Refuge.

: The important thing in that case would be the taking of the Precepts, whereas with the
upasaka ordination the important thing is the Refuges, so after that you would just take the
specific Precepts for specific situations?

S: Yes, right. The unfortunate development in the eastern Buddhist countries is that a slight
change of Precepts is regarded as being far more important than the Going for Refuge.
Because everybody Goes for Refuge formally, outwardly, automatically, by virtue of birth -
which is the original distortion in that case. In the case of the anagarika, it would simply be a
slight but quite important adjustment of Precepts, on the basis of the original Going for
Refuge. So it would not be a new ordination, much less a higher or even further ordination,
but a stricter or more specific application of one's original commitment.

[86]
I think the term anagarika is quite a good one. It also has the sanction of tradition, because it
is in the Dhammapada. It is synonymous with bhikkhu there; it is the bhikkhu in the real



sense, not in the later, ecclesiastical, sense. It is the original bhikkhu, you could say; the
bhikkhu of the Buddha's day. The feminine, by the way, is anagarika with a long 'a’ at the end.

Sona: Do you get maha-anagarikas?

S: I suppose we could have. I have never heard of one; I have never come across the term, but
you could have. Maha-anagarikas would be those who were very celibate indeed - beyond all
possibility of being otherwise! (Laughter.)

ABC: This maha-upasaka - does the 'maha’ suggest 'sunya'?

S: Not here, no. This is still, as it were, within the context of the Hinayana. It just suggests
'senior’.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. Now at that time the young brahmin wife of a certain
Wanderer was with child and about to bring forth. Then that Woman-wanderer said to that
Wanderer: 'Go you, brahmana! Fetch oil for my use at child-birth." At these words that
Wanderer replied: 'But whence can I get oil for your ladyship?' Then a second time she made
the same request and he the same reply. And yet a third time she made the same request. Now
at that time at the storehouse of the Rajah Pasenadi of Kosala there was given away to any
recluse or brahmin of ghee or oil as much as he could drink without carrying any away. So
that Wanderer with this idea: At the storehouse ... without carrying any away. Suppose I go to
the storehouse of the Rajah Pasenadi of Kosala and drink as much oil as I can, then go home,
vomit it up and offer it to my wife at her childbirth. Accordingly he did so. But having drunk
the oil he could neither vomit it upwards nor pass it downwards, but was racked with violent
pains, bitter and sharp, so that he rolled to and fro. Now the Exalted One, robing himself in
the forenoon and taking bowl and robe, entered Savatthi in quest of alms-food. There he saw
that Wanderer assailed with violent pains, bitter and sharp, and rolling to and fro. Thereupon
the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

Happy indeed are they who nothing own; The folk who have won wisdom nothing own. Look
you! how tortured he who hath possessions! One to another human folk are bound."

[87]

S: Before we go on to the verse, let us look at a few general points. This is the first reference
in the Udana to wanderers with families. As I mentioned yesterday, there were a few, though
they tended to be the exception rather than the rule. It is interesting that they are brahmins and
that a general spiritual restlessness affected the brahmins as well as the members of other
castes.

We also notice, for the first time in the Udana, the coupling of brahmana and sramana. 'Now
at that time at the storehouse of the Rajah Pasenadi of Kosala there was given away to any
recluse or brahmin' - 'recluse' is sramana and brahmin is, of course, brahmana. We get this
combination again and again throughout Pali literature: sramana-brahmana. It stands for
religious folk in general. But each of the terms, sramana and brahmana, has a particular
connotation. Sramana means a wanderer of non-Vedic tradition. The Buddha and his
followers were sramanas. Mahavira and his followers were sramanas. The brahmins were
those who adhered to the Vedic tradition and who performed especially the Vedic rites and



ceremonies, or who believed in brahminical law generally or in the supremacy of the brahmin
caste. So sramana-brahmana is a sort of collective term which is constantly used in Pali
literature. The authorities - as the king does in this case - usually treated both alike. The king
is distributing as much ghee or oil to brahmins and sramanas alike as they can drink without
carrying any away.

: Is sramanera ... ?

S: No, that is a quite different word. Literally, sramana means one who is washed or purified.
It is the wandering ascetic of non-Vedic tradition, whereas the brahmana is the follower of
Vedic tradition. Usually, of course, the brahmanas were settled. If a brahmin by caste became
a Wanderer, like this one, it suggests that he has broken loose from the Vedic tradition and,
though a brahmin by birth, he is, to all intents and purposes, a sramana. Sariputra and
Moggallana were brahmins by birth, but sramanas as it were by adoption. The brahmanas
tended to live with their wives and families; very often there were villages of brahmanas on
land donated by the king. There they would live, earning money by performing their Vedic
rites and teaching the brahminical traditions to young brahmins who came to them as
students; whereas the sramanas usually wandered from place to place as parivrajakas, almost
always without families, and did not perform any rites or ceremonies. You could say, very
roughly, sramanas and brahmanas in ancient India were rather like friars and priests in the
middle ages, if you could imagine the priests as being married - though often they had
concubines anyway. The friars wandered about from place to place; being simply friars, they
did not have to perform any religious ceremonies, whereas the priests stayed in one place
attached to a particular church, performed mass for the faithful and various other ceremonies,
like the marriage ceremony and so on. The friars did not do those things. The
sramana-brahmana contrast was rather like that. You could say that the brahmins were the
secular clergy, whereas the sramanas were the wandering ascetics.

You can see a need for both up to a point. Do you see what I mean? Society at large seems to
require a body of men to perform the so-called secular or domestic ceremonies. There were
lots of those, of course, for the ordinary Hindu, and the brahmin used to perform them. But in
ancient India, the person who performed ceremonies of that sort was always sharply
distinguished from the person who was devoted to spiritual development [88] and spiritual
practice. Now for the verse. The verse does not have a very close connection with the
episode, but the meaning is fairly clear:

'Happy indeed are they who nothing own:'

This in a way connects up with one of the earlier verses, where it was suggested that
happiness did not consist in the satisfaction of craving but in the cessation of craving. So here
it is stated that happiness consists not in owning things but in not owning things - not owning
anything at all; that the less you own the more happy you are. Because things that you own,
possessions, you have to bother about.

"The folk who have won wisdom nothing own.'
This line lifts the whole conception of being without possessions on to a higher level. I

mentioned earlier the term for the arhant in the Sutta-Nipata: akinsina, which is translated
there as 'man of naught' and is the same word as is used in the original here; the one who



doesn't own anything, who does not possess anything; the one who lays claim to nothing. It is
not simply the one without physical, material possessions, as the wanderers were, but one
who has no mental belongings, even, who has no opinions, no problems - who is
problem-free, one could say, too. According to the footnote here, the commentary says that it
means one who has no mental possessions in the form of craving, aversion and delusion, but
that is perhaps a bit schematic. This sort of approach ties up very much with the Perfection of
Wisdom approach in the Mahayana.

It is the conception of ownership that is referred to, rather than the actual possession of
material things. If you don't have a conception of 'T' you won't have a conception of 'mine'. So,
in the case of the wise man, he has seen through the illusion of 'T', and therefore he has also
seen through the illusion of 'mine' and in that sense he is free from possessions.

Why do you think possessions are important to people?

Devaraja: Again, for the reason of confirming their existence. It's a kind of security, like 'I
must be real, I must be happy, because look at all the things I've got.'

S: It also means that one exercises a certain power. They are your things, you control them.
You can dispose of them as you wish.

I wonder if anyone has been in the position of not having any possessions at all, or got pretty
near it?

: In India, (I got) pretty low on money.

S: It is quite an experience. I remember when I was in south India, and to some extent in the
north, I did without money, which meant virtually doing without possessions, apart from the
clothes I was wearing, for, I think, nearly three years. And if you've no money, you really
don't have anything, because you can't fulfil your desire; as you feel like having something, if
you've no money you can't. It is quite a strange state to be in. You do feel quite free, but you
can at times feel quite impotent, because money is power. But it shouldn't be, or at least you
shouldn't feel it as such.

[89]
ABC: You tend to feel very open and at the mercy of ...

S: Yes, of circumstances and people; though, very often, in a very positive way. In India,
people would often come up to you for the first time and say, 'Where have you come from?'
and you say, 'From such-and-such a place.' 'Well, where are you staying tonight?' 'T don't
know yet.' 'Well, come and stay with me. Have you eaten?' So this has a very positive side.

Devaraja: I find having little or no money almost puts one outside society. You can't
participate in a lot of what society does. It is impossible.

S: Especially, no doubt, when one lives in the city. You can't even get from place to place
unless you walk.

ABC: You even forget ... sometimes.



S: I remember once Ananda invited me to dinner when he was staying at Kensington. It got
very late, and I missed the last tube train, and I wanted to get back to Highgate that same
night. I didn't want to spend money on a taxi - I thought that was quite extravagant; the
Movement was very poor indeed then. So I decided to walk back, and I was surprised how
near it was, actually. It wasn't very far walking from Kensington to central London and then
up to Highgate. It took only about two and a half hours. But one normally wouldn't think or
dream of walking that distance inside London. I was surprised how near it was and how easily
it could be done.

Also I noticed, when later on in India I started keeping and using money again, it seemed a
very artificial and unnatural transaction - to have money in one's pocket and hand over these
coins and pieces of paper and receive certain goods in return or in exchange. It seemed a very
cumbersome operation.

ABC: Like magic, in a way.

S: Yes. Whereas usually we take it for granted; it's automatic, we don't think about it. But if
you have not been using money for a while, you feel like that. I believe that, when people
come out of prison, they feel like that; or even out of the army. In the army everything is done
for you and you are looked after. You can even get on without money if you don't want to
spend your pay. Some soldiers used to just let it accumulate and never draw it, so that when
they were discharged or went home on leave, it would all be there for them. So they would do
without money for a while - never actually have it, because everything was provided. So, even
in those circumstances, when you start using money again, you can feel quite odd and
unnatural. There are some things that you almost have to learn again.

This verse transposes all that - the concept of ownership and freedom from ownership - on to
the intellectual and even the spiritual plane: that you don't own anything, you don't regard
anything as yours. Therefore you cannot be threatened through anything which is not you.
You don't even regard any ideas or views, or any ideology, as yours, so that, if an idea is
attacked, you don't feel threatened or get upset. You can look at it all quite calmly and
objectively.

[90]
Therefore, the Buddha says:

'Happy indeed are they who nothing own; The folk who have won wisdom nothing own.'
That is to say that they are possessionless in the highest possible sense.
‘Look you! how tortured he who hath possessions! One to another human folk are bound.’

So people are tortured who have possessions, not simply material possessions but even
intellectual possessions, which they cling on to.

Why do you think this line follows: 'One to another human folk are bound'? How is that tied
up with the question of possessions?

Devaraja: I wonder to what extent it is again this thing of being part of society in some way



and being connected, through all these possessions, with other human beings, and also
directly connected with other human beings - being dependent on other human beings
because of all these things.

S: One could also say that one regards other people as possessions. People are bound to one
another because they regard one another as their possessions. Perhaps the extreme limit of
possession or possessiveness is that with regard to human beings. That is why, in that verse of
the Dhammapada that I quoted yesterday, the Buddha represents the fool, the spiritually
immature person, as saying to himself, 'This son is mine. This wealth is mine.' He regards the
boy as his son, one of his possessions, almost. That is a spiritually immature attitude.

Of course, what is suggested is not an attitude of cold indifference. That is the opposite
extreme. (The suggestion is) to be warm, to be friendly, to be compassionate; but not to be
possessive.

Any query on that episode or that verse?

: Just as a matter of interest, why would they not allow anybody to carry away oil? Was there
any particular reason for that?

S: Perhaps the rajah just wanted to give everybody so much and he didn't want anybody to be
greedy. He might have just a limited quantity, and was quite happy about sramanas and
brahmanas consuming what they could on the spot, but if he had allowed them to take it away
they would probably have come with great pots and pitchers, and it would all quickly have
gone and some people would have got none.

Sona: Why would they want to drink o0il?

S: Indians use it in cooking a lot. They are very fond of oil, though they prefer ghee or
clarified butter.

Sona: It just seems strange that they should be asked to drink it.

S: It does rather, doesn't it? Well, kings used to have these crazy notions that no one dared to
question. They were happy enough that he was going to give something away at all.

[91]
: It is very difficult to have any kind of relationships with people without some subtle form of
possessiveness or obligation coming in.

S: Yes. Why do you think that is? It is probably for the same general reason - not feeling
complete in oneself; needing bolstering up from outside, by things, by people, by position.

Just as a purely practical question: what do you think should be the attitude of upasakas
towards possessions, especially material possessions? Should any actual limit be recognized?

What should be their attitude towards property of various kinds?

ABC: It depends on how they are using it.



S: But do you think one can always trust oneself to use it properly?
: I should think that having possessions is one possible...
Devaraja: Staying within objective needs ...

: It also helps to see one's possessions as being at the disposal of the Movement as a whole, so
that if they are required in any way, fair enough, because you ...

S: There is, of course, this well-known difficulty with regard to collective property. Collective
property tends to be nobody's property and therefore not to be looked after. So perhaps it is
more important, not that one should have no property, but that one's property should be at the
disposal of the Movement. Meanwhile, one looks after it, and no doubt one is the best person
to do that, because you still have a subtle sense of ownership so you look after it properly. But
it is only a subtle sense, so when the call comes you are ready to relinquish (the property).

Devaraja: It is very difficult, sometimes - for instance, with things like brushes and so on.
S: Painting or shaving?

Devaraja: Painting. I think it would be a mistake to lend things like that out.

S: You mean to undiscriminating, clumsy people?

Devaraja: Mm.

ABC: It gets a bit like that with books, as well.

S: Indeed, yes! I have many a grievance there. They come back with tea stains on them and
pages turned down.

Subhuti: Or not at all.

S: Or not at all. We did have a lending library some years ago at the centre, but it didn't work
at all well. Books usually didn't come back, and Friends in those days being very fluid, often
the people themselves didn't come back.

[92]
Is there any other point here, either on the episode or the verse?

Sagaramati: It seems that here, too, there is this idea that he takes the oil and thinks that he
won't be attached to it, as it were. He comes to give it up and he can't give it up.

S: Without pressing the point too much in an artificial way, this is perhaps a bit symbolical.
There is something a little like it later on, as we shall see. He can neither vomit it upwards nor
pass it downwards. There is an Indian fable in this connection: the fable of the snake that
swallows the frog, but the frog is too big for it to swallow. It can't digest the frog - swallow it
down - and it can't vomit it up, so it chokes. So sometimes one is in this position: you can
neither digest - or assimilate, something, nor can you give it up. You are sort of stuck with it.



In a way, it is a bit like the Wanderer's position, quite literally. He was a wanderer, but then
he was lugging round a wife, too; so it is as though he could neither get into the wandering
life nor not give it up. He was stuck halfway between. That is reflected in his being unable
either to pass the oil he had swallowed downwards or to vomit it up. Perhaps it is a sort of
allegory, in a way, though no doubt it actually did happen or could have happened. He is
halfway between, neither one thing nor the other, neither hot nor cold; he is neither a
householder nor is he a wanderer.

: He is trying to have his cake and eat it.

S: Yes, and it is choking him. So he is neither having it nor eating it. Perhaps there is some
suggestion of that. I am inclined to think that there is, because, going through the Udana, one
feels that the compilers, whoever they were or whoever he was, were quite subtle-minded.
There are interesting little juxtapositions and contrasts. It is as though the whole thing has
been rather carefully and thoughtfully edited. I got that impression quite strongly the last time
we went through the Udana.

"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. Now at that time the only son, dear and delightful, of a certain
lay-follower had died. And a great number of lay-followers, with clothes and hair still wet
(from washing), came to visit the Exalted One, and on coming to him saluted him and sat
down at one side. As they sat thus the Exalted One said to those lay-followers: 'How is it,
upasakas, that ye come here at an unseasonable hour?' At these words that lay-follower said
this to the Exalted One: 'Sir, my only son, dear and delightful, has died. That is why we come
with hair and clothes still wet at an unseasonable hour.' Thereupon the Exalted One, seeing
the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

[93]

In bondage to the dear and sweet, many a deva, many a man, Worn with woe, submit
themselves to the Lord of Death's command. But they who, earnest night and day, cast aside
the lovely form, They dig up the root of woe, the bait of Death so hard to pass."

S: This must have been a very common incident in ancient India, as it is even in modern
India: somebody's son dies. The infant mortality rate is very high there even now. So what
happens? The body is cremated and, according to the ancient Indian belief, which is still quite
strongly held, having anything to do with death or with a dead body pollutes one. So, after
cremating a dead body, you all have to go and have a dip in the river. Often, of course, the
cremation is held on the bank of a river. So you dip in the river, and the Indian practice is that
you dip with all your clothes on; you dip yourself right under. So you come up with your
clothes and your hair streaming wet.

That was the situation. An upasaka's son had died, and he and all his brother upasakas - not
women, mind you; women never take part in cremations, only the men - after they had
cremated that upasaka's son, went to see the Buddha at an untimely hour - that is, early in the
morning before the midday meal. No doubt the child had died during the night, so the
cremation was held first thing in the morning; they all took a dip in the river and then, with
their hair and clothes still wet, went to see the Buddha, and he inquired why they had come at
an unseasonable hour and they told him. Then the Buddha, seeing the meaning of it, gives
utterance to this udana:



'In bondage to the dear and sweet, many a deva, many a man, Worn with woe, submit
themselves to the Lord of Death's command.'

We notice, as we saw earlier on, that the attachment here is to the son: another example of the
same kind of thing. 'The only son, dear and delightful, of a certain lay-follower had died.'

So,

'In bondage to the dear and sweet, many a deva, many a man, Worn with woe, submit
themselves to the Lord of Death's command.'

In other words, due to their attachment to other human beings, especially perhaps to their own
children, they develop a strong attachment to existence as such. Then, when they die, under
the law of karma, back they have to come.

'‘But they who, earnest night and day, cast aside the lovely form, They dig up the root of woe,
the bait of Death so hard to pass.'

To 'cast aside the lovely form' does not mean literally cast the form itself aside, but to cast
aside one's attachment to that form. So 'they who, earnest night and day' - those who are
meditative and mindful night and day and who get over their attachment to the attractive form
- "They dig up the root of woe' - they get rid of the cause of suffering which is 'the bait of
Death so hard to pass'.

[94]
This is a quite simple, straightforward little episode, though at the same time quite important.

: Why have they come to see him anyway? What do they want?

S: Maybe some consolation. Or perhaps they thought that as they were in the area anyway
they might as well go and see the Buddha. Perhaps they weren't going to do any work that
day. But more likely it was because they wanted some consolation. You will find the same
sort of thing happening once or twice again in the course of the Udana. Is there any query on
that?

: I don't understand 'the bait of Death'.

S: "The lovely form' is 'the bait of Death'. Death is out to ensnare you, to trap you. So in his
trap he puts a lovely form so that you will be attracted by that and fall into his power through
the operation of the law of karma. 'So hard to pass' refers to Death - that is to say, the whole
process of birth and death and rebirth is 'hard to pass', that is, hard to overcome, hard to
escape from on account of one's attachment, especially one's attachment to those who are dear
to one in the ordinary worldly way.

: The sentence 'They dig up the root of woe' seems rather good.
S: Yes. This is a quite common Pali idiom, the digging up of the root of woe or suffering.

You don't merely cut it down; you dig up the root. It is also quite important, because one
could say that in therapy one just trims the leaves a bit, whereas in the spiritual life you really



dig down and dig up the root. So digging up the root of dukkha, not merely trimming the
external manifestations, is quite important. By a slight mixture of metaphors - overlapping of
metaphors, perhaps - the root is also the bait.

Section viii is rather a long one, but it is like a story, so we will go straight through it, and
then consider the whole episode at the end.

"Thus have I heard. On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying at Kundiya, in
Kundadhana Grove. Now at that time Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, had for seven
years been with child, and was now for the seventh day in travail. She, though assailed with
grievous, sharp, bitter, harsh pains, kept her mind upon three thoughts, thus: Rightly
awakened indeed is the Exalted One, who teaches dhamma for the abandoning of such pain as
mine. Rightly faring on the Way indeed is the Exalted One's order of disciples, which fares on
to abandon such pain as mine. True bliss indeed is nibbana, wherein no such pain as mine is
known. Now Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, thus addressed her lord:

[95]

'‘Come, good my lord! Go you to the Exalted One, and on coming to him worship in my name
with your head at the Exalted One's feet and inquire as to his health and well-being, his bodily
vigour, strength and comfort in living, and say, "Sir, Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan
rajah, worships with her head at the Exalted One's feet, and inquires as to the health and
well-being, the bodily vigour, strength and comfort in living of the Exalted One"; and do you
add this: "Sir, Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, has for seven years been with child,
and is now for the seventh day in travail. She, though assailed ... with grievous pains ... keeps
her mind upon three thoughts..."" "Very good,' replied that Koliyan to Suppavasa, and went to
visit the Exalted One. On coming to him he saluted the Exalted One and sat down at one side.
So seated he repeated the words of his wife. And the Exalted One said: 'May it be well with
Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah. May she in health give birth to a healthy son.' (As
soon as the Exalted One said this, Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, was well, and in
health brought forth a healthy son.) 'So be it, sir,' said the Koliyan, rejoicing at the Exalted
One's words; and thanking him he rose from his seat, saluted the Exalted One with the right
side and started off for his home. There the Koliyan beheld Suppavasa, daughter of the
Koliyan rajah, well and in good health, having brought forth a healthy son. On seeing this he
thought: It is wonderful indeed! It is marvellous indeed! The mighty, miraculous power of the
Wayfarer, in that Suppavasa, at the very words of the Exalted One, became well and in health
brought forth a healthy son. Thereat he was pleased and happy, full of joy and content. Then
Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, said to her lord: 'Come, good my lord! Go you to
the Exalted One, and on reaching him in my name worship with your head at the Exalted
One's feet and say this: "Sir, Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, was for seven years
with child and was in labour seven days. But now it is well with her, and in health she has
brought forth a healthy son. She now invites the order of monks to food for seven days. O sir,
let the Exalted One accept the seven days' food of Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah,
along with the order of monks."" 'Very good,' replied the Koliyan to Suppavasa, and went to
the Exalted One (and repeated her message and invitation)... Now at that time the order of
monks, headed by the Buddha, had been invited for that day's meal by a certain lay-follower,
and that lay-follower was a supporter of the venerable Moggallana the Great. So the Exalted
One called to him: 'Come hither, Moggallana! Do you go to that lay-follower and say to him:
"My good sir, Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah ... was for [96] seven days in travail.
Now ... she has invited the order of monks headed by the Buddha to seven days' food." Let



Suppavasa give her seven days' food, and then that supporter of yours can give his
afterwards.' 'Very well, sir,' replied the venerable Moggallana the Great to the Exalted One,
and went to that lay-follower and said: "My good sir, Suppavasa, the daughter of the Koliyan
rajah ... has invited the order of monks ... let her give her seven days' food. Afterwards you
can give yours.' 'Sir, if my lord Moggallana the Great will stand surety for me in three things,
to wit, wealth and life and faith, then let Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan rajah, give her
seven days' food, and afterwards I'll give mine.' 'For two things, my good sir, I'll be your
surety; but as for faith, you are surety for yourself.' 'Well, sir, if in two things, to wit, wealth
and life, my lord Moggallana the Great will stand surety for me, then let Suppavasa give her
seven days' food, and afterwards I'll give mine.' Accordingly the venerable Moggallana the
Great persuaded that lay-follower and went to the Exalted One, and on coming to him said
this: 'Sir, that lay-follower has been persuaded by me. Let Suppavasa, daughter of the Koliyan
rajah, give her seven days' food. He will give his afterwards." So Suppavasa, daughter of the
Koliyan rajah, for seven days served the order of monks, headed by the Buddha, with choice
food, both hard and soft, with her own hands, and satisfied them and made them eat their fill.
And she caused that child to salute the Exalted One and the whole order of monks. Then the
venerable Sariputta said to that child: 'Well, child, are you at ease? Have you food enough?
Have you any pain?' 'How, Sariputta, could I be at ease? How could I have food enough? I
have spent seven years in a vessel of blood!' Then thought Suppavasa, daughter of the
Koliyan rajah: My boy is conferring with the Captain of Dhamma. Thereat she was pleased,
delighted, full of joy and satisfaction. Then the Exalted One said this to Suppavasa, daughter
of the Koliyan rajah: 'Would you like, Suppavasa, to have another such son?' 'Exalted One, I
would like to have seven other such sons.' Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at
that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

Sorrow disguised as joy, hateful as the loved, Pain in the form of bliss the heedless
overwhelms."

[97]

S: There are several points in that little story. First of all, this is the first reference in the
Udana to the Three Jewels as such, as a group or triad. Do you notice that? It says that
Suppavasa, 'though assailed with grievous, sharp, bitter, harsh pains, kept her mind upon
three thoughts, thus: Rightly awakened indeed is the Exalted One, who teaches dhamma for
the abandonment of such pain as mine. Rightly faring on the Way indeed is the Exalted One's
order of disciples, which fares on to abandon such pain as mine.' So she has referred to the
Buddha, the Dharma and the Sangha. That is the first time that they have been mentioned
together, as a group. So perhaps this episode represents a slightly more developed form of the
Buddha's movement and teaching.

Subhuti: Even though they are not actually considered as a threesome?

S: No, they aren't. Well, they are mentioned in that order: the Buddha, then the Dharma, and
then the Sangha.

Devaraja: What is the significance of the seven years?
S: Seven seems to be an indeterminate period, a long time, though it can be taken literally.

The Indians, of course, love to exaggerate. The fact of the matter seems to have been that this
woman was pregnant for an unusually long time and had an unusually difficult delivery, and



out of her faith in the Buddha appeals to him to help her. This sort of thing is very common in
India and the East generally today. Sadhus and holy men are believed to possess these magic
powers to help one in that way. It is a very ordinary or representative, typical situation. We
need not take that seven years literally, or even the seven days; but no doubt, as I said, she
was pregnant an unusually long time and had an unusually difficult delivery, so she sent her
husband to the Buddha to ask for his blessing at that critical time, and apparently the
Buddha's blessing worked; so she was correspondingly very grateful.

How does she show her gratitude to the Buddha and his disciples? By doing for them the only
thing that she can do for them: to supply them with food. So she invites them, for seven days
running. This was a not uncommon practice, and you find it in the Buddhist countries of the
East even today, that you invite a number of bhikkhus to your house for their midday meal for
a certain number of days if you want to celebrate some special occasion. So after she
recovered - the text does not say how long after; it suggests almost immediately, but it could
have been some days, weeks, months or even years - or we can regard the boy's speaking as a
sort of miracle, that a boy of a few days old actually started speaking - or the feast could have
been some years later, when the boy was able to speak. We are not definitely told this. But the
Indian mind, even the Indian Buddhist mind, is always prone to the marvellous, the
miraculous, the extraordinary.

So, out of gratitude, she invites the Buddha and his company of disciples to eat at her house
from her hands for seven days in succession. But what is the situation? There is a prior
invitation, and it was a convention among the Buddha's followers - it afterwards was made
into a rule - that you couldn't reject a prior invitation in favour of a later one. What do you
think the reason for this was?

ABC: So that there was no jealousy.

[98]

S: So that there was no jealousy, and also so that the monks might not be tempted to reject a
poor man's prior invitation in favour of, say, a rich man's subsequent one. So they had to
accept invitations in the order in which they were given, unless the people inviting agreed
among themselves to change the order. So when Suppavasa gave her invitation, apparently
the Buddha and his disciples had already been invited by a lay devotee, who was a supporter
of the Venerable Moggallana, so he had to be asked to give up his priority before they could
accept Suppavasa's invitation. So Moggallana raised the matter with him. What does he say?
The humour of it doesn't come out very well in the translations. He says: 'All right, if you'll
guarantee three things: wealth, life and faith. If you can guarantee that in a week's time I shall
still have enough money to be able to feed you, and also if I am still alive, and also if I still
have faith in the Buddha, Dharma and Sangha, then OK.' That is what he is saying.

Moggallana also has a sense of humour. He says, in effect: '‘By virtue of my mighty magic
power I can guarantee two things. I can guarantee that you will still have the money and I can
guarantee that you will still be alive. But only you can guarantee that you will still have the
faith. That depends upon you. That is beyond the sphere of my magic power to guarantee.'
Then the follower says, 'All right. I'll be my own surety for the faith if you look after the other
two.'

This, although a humorous little incident, stresses the importance of one's own faith; that



nobody else has any control over that. Even Moggallana can't guarantee the man's faith. It is
only he himself who can guarantee that. He is responsible for his own faith. Moggallana can
assume responsibility for this wealth, even for his life, but not for his faith. He is the only one
who can guarantee that.

So in this way the invitations are switched and Suppavasa entertains the Buddha and his
disciples to a meal. She serves them with her own hands, food both hard and soft - hard,
baked things and also soft rice and curries - and makes them eat their fill. Then she causes the
child to salute the Exalted One. This is still the custom in Buddhist countries; they bring in
the small children and make them salute the monks - even babies; they bump their heads on
the floor in front of the monks, and sometimes they cry. This is a very common scene. So if
we assume that the child, by the time of the invitation, is already old enough to speak, then
there is no need to assume any miracle.

So Sariputta, who is known as the Dhammasenapati, the commander-in-chief of the Dharma,
the Buddha's leading disciple, enters into conversation with the child and makes the usual sort
of polite inquiries, and the child is represented as saying, 'How could I be at ease? How could
I have had food enough? Think of all that terrible time I was in the womb!' Maybe his mother
has been telling him all sorts of horror stories about it and the child has picked it up. But the
proud mother is very pleased indeed to see her son so precociously entering into conversation
with the Buddha's leading disciple. The Buddha sees this, and asks her, "Would you like to
have another such son?' - "You are so pleased with your son and so proud of him that, even
though you had so much pain and difficulty, do you still want to have another son?' And she
says, 'T would like to have seven!'

What does that convey?
Subhuti: She had forgotten what she'd been through.

[99]
S: She had forgotten, yes. That is what the Buddha says:

‘Sorrow disguised as joy, the hateful as the loved, Pain in the form of bliss the heedless
overwhelms.'

"You forget all the sorrow, suffering and difficulty and you would go through the whole thing
all over again - not only willingly but overjoyed to do so.' She does not even say, 'Yes, for the
sake of another such son, I think I would go through it all again.' No: 'Seven!' She is so
greedy, almost; she has such a lust for sons. There is no mention of daughters, you notice.

This sort of thing often happens. After some painful experience, people say, 'Never again! |
am never going to do that again. I am never again going to allow myself to get into that sort of
situation.' Anyway, within a few weeks, there they are again, in the same situation, the same
pattern repeating itself once more, for the tenth or twelfth time. It is this that the episode is
getting at. You forget once it's all over. Hope triumphs over experience, as Dr Johnson said
with regard to second marriages. Hope - one is rather deluded by it - is always triumphing
over experience.

Are there any general points on that episode, the story as a whole?



ABC: Yes, who was this woman's husband? It says 'the Koliyan'.

S: He seems to be rather an insignificant character. He is not even mentioned by name.
Suppavasa was presumably rather an important lady because she was a daughter of the
Koliyan rajah - the Kolis being a tribe or community in north-western India. They may even
have been republican and it may be that there was a sort of oligarchy, a sort of council all the
members of which were called rajah. I am not sure of that.

Devaraja: A bit like Roman senators?

S: Yes. So she was clearly the daughter of a prominent man, and she was married to a
Koliyan, a member of the same community, but possibly he was of less social consequence
than she was, and we are not even told his name. She is clearly represented as ordering him to
do this and do that, and he goes and does it, quite obediently. So maybe she was the stronger
character of the two, or maybe she was even the head of the household, inasmuch as she was
the daughter of a rajah. We are not given his actual name; he doesn't seem to be of any
importance - no more than a messenger boy.

Several strong-minded ladies appear in the Pali Scriptures, I should warn you. We are going
to come across the most strong-minded of them all, Visakha, later on. She has gone down in
history as the upasika who compelled the bhikkhunis to wear bathing costumes instead of
bathing naked in the stream. She had a strong sense of propriety.

This episode represents very much the attitude of the average lay devotee towards the
spiritual teachers. There is faith. Suppavasa has a certain amount of faith in the Buddha, the
Dharma and the Sangha. Even in the midst of her pain, she remembers them. But she is
concerned more with invoking blessing, with magical protection. This is very much the
attitude of the average lay Buddhist in many eastern Buddhist lands - they are not interested
so much in the teaching but they believe that, yes, these are holy men; they have certain magic
powers; they can help, they [100] can protect, they can bless. So, when you get into
difficulties at certain critical junctures of life, you ask for that blessing and hope that it will
help you, or perhaps you have faith that it actually will, that it really works. But you are not so
much concerned to follow the teaching.

You notice Suppavasa is not described even as an upasika. She has a certain amount of faith
in the Buddha, but she is not, strictly speaking, a disciple, even a lay disciple.

Colin: That seems to be quite a contrast to the first chapter that we went through - what is
said here about the attitude of the lay devotees compared to the first chapter, which is all
definitions of a true brahmin. Is that intentional?

S: I think it reflects the fact that, in the India of that day, as in the world generally, there is a
minority of people who are concerned with the actual realization of the spiritual ideal, and a
majority who are prepared to accord it a certain respect and even believe in it, but not really
for what it actually is, more for its magical side effects which can sometimes be harnessed to
their mundane benefit. To the ordinary Indian, who believed in holy men and in magic and
blessings, the Buddha was not so much the Enlightened one as the great magician, the great
wonder worker, the great source of blessings and miracles. This was very much their attitude.



You find this in India, and maybe throughout the East, even today. If you go round India as a
sadhu or holy man, people often come up to ask for worldly advice or a worldly blessing, or
to tell their fortune, to read their palm. This is very common. They are not so much concerned
with the teaching and following that teaching, but with some blessing for them in their
ordinary worldly life. Though the Buddha did not object to this - he is always represented as
quite prepared to give his blessing - that was not his principal function. But most ordinary
people saw it as his principal function. Even today, the average Indian has this sort of faith in
spiritual teachers and spiritual masters, not as spiritual teachers or spiritual masters but as
sources of magical blessing. Perhaps that is rather difficult for us in the West to realize,
because we have got so far away from that sort of set-up, but it is very primitive and was very
widespread until quite recently. The modern West is, in a way, abnormal in that respect.

Devaraja: Generally speaking, is it important for us to discourage any lay attitude (of that
sort)?

S: In a way, there is no room in Buddhism for a laity of that sort, if you take Buddhism in a
strict spiritual sense. Otherwise we could spend our whole time giving blessings and
sprinkling holy water. I found, when the ex-Untouchables were converted to Buddhism, we
had to be very careful about this, otherwise our principal occupation was presiding over
weddings, blessing married couples and naming babies. People are much more interested in
that than hearing about the Dharma. Becoming Buddhists meant, for many of them, if not
most, a new kind of priest, doing things in a different way; a better way, they believed,
because they weren't Hindus any more, they were out of the caste system; but you were just
another kind of priest for the majority, and especially for the women. They were not so much
into the teaching, if at all.

This is a sort of ethnic value, and historically Buddhism has gone [101] along with it to a
great extent. But it is rather inappropriate under modern conditions.

: This correspondence I had with this man... in Hong Kong... He kept saying that there should
be a sort of bhikkhu Sangha... and I feel quite strongly that it is inappropriate for several
reasons, in that there is a danger of people assuming that they can't spiritually practise unless
they are a bhikkhu, which was what he was implying.

S: But it is even worse than that. It is recruiting people to be bhikkhus, who lead a very
ascetic life, and especially if they are celibate, and as a result of that (it is believed that) they
develop or gain certain magical powers, and with those powers they can bless you in your
ordinary worldly life and ensure worldly success for you. Therefore, in some of the Theravada
countries especially, you get this division of labour, almost, between the Sangha and the laity.
The monks have to lead very ascetic lives and develop magical powers for the benefit of the
lay people, who have no intention of leading a spiritual life and don't even try, but who are
prepared to support the monks in return for the blessing.

: The point I made in this letter, though, was that it would be almost like a blood sacrifice:
that somebody would become a bhikkhu and therefore would lead the holy life for one.

S: Well, it is like that sometimes. I have talked frankly with Sinhalese bhikkhus about this. I
remember meeting quite a few of them in Calcutta. One especially was a very good friend of
mine. Some of them were put into the Order when they were small boys, as sramaneras first,



and some of them were very bitter about it. One of them one day really let off steam and said,
T feel very angry about it. My parents thrust me into the Sangha as a boy just to earn merit for
them and to help them go on living a sinful life. They don't care about the Dharma at all.'
Because Sinhalese Buddhists believe that if you give a son to the Sangha it is a tremendous
gain for you as regards merit, and they do not usually consider the boy's wishes - that was the
old system - so, quite literally, he is sacrificed. Some of the monks who are involved in the
system and unable to get out are quite bitter about it. But that, surely, was not the Buddha's
intention.

We must not forget that in the East you get this devoted pseudo-laity, who are not Buddhists
in the sense of wanting to follow the teaching within the context of their lay life except to a
minimal extent, but are concerned with getting a blessing from the monks so that they may
prosper, have children, acquire wealth, and have long life. They are much more concerned
with those things; it is those things that they want from the monks, not teaching. The monks
are sort of super-magicians in their eyes, wonder-workers. And the monks, it must be said, in
some cases encourage this because their support depends upon it. That is the system.

: Do you think something like this may have happened in the case of Christianity? Perhaps
Christ may have stressed much more the idea of individual development and this was played
down later.

S: Undoubtedly. Perhaps he did not speak so much in terms of individual development as
Buddhism does, but there is no doubt that the clergy, in later centuries, took on those
functions. [102] That is why I feel, when we are called upon to celebrate weddings and so on,
that we are not really fulfilling a specifically Buddhist function at all. It is not a direction I am
very happy about. If we are not careful, we may become a sort of social group, with Buddhist
wedding ceremonies, Buddhist name-giving ceremonies, Buddhist christenings and what not,
and gradually the spiritual side will be lost.

Devaraja: It was quite amusing once. A Ramakrishna Vedanta devotee rang up Ayratara, to
ask for a token Buddhist to go along with the Muslims, Christians etc. to bless his child in a
name-giving ceremony. I put him on to the Thai temple. It was really a classic example of this
sort of attitude. Really he didn't give a damn about the Dharma. He just wanted to acquire
some extra magic from as many traditions as possible for the benefit of his child.

S: All the wonder-working folk, yes. I used to find this in India. On Independence Day they
would round up a Christian priest and a Muslim mulvi and a Hindu swami and a Buddhist
bhikkhu, and they would all have to recite passages from the Scriptures for the prosperity of
India. The government even published a little book with the texts from the different religions
and would get a priest of each religion to read his bit in the Independence Day celebrations. In
the end, I refused to participate; I would not have anything to do with it. It was purely ethnic.
Sure, it's good that the country should be prosperous and happy and that people should work
for the country, for social improvement and material prosperity; that's fine. But it is not the
business of the spiritual tradition to be harnessed to that end.

We must not forget that, historically, even at present in the East, this sort of thing plays a big
practical part in so-called Buddhist life. There doesn't seem any need for it, really, so far as
Buddhism in the West is concerned. The majority of Buddhist monks in the East are mainly
occupied with semi-magical functions.



Devaraja: It is perhaps almost something to be discouraged. If I can make a distinction
between disciple and devotee, in a way we have got to discourage the devotee very
thoroughly indeed.

S: You are quite right. I had plenty of experience of devotees at the Hampstead Buddhist
Vihara, mainly in the form of old ladies coming with big boxes of chocolates. They were not
really interested in the Dharma at all. Yes, it is the devotee rather than the disciple.
Suppavasa, here, is a good example, almost a classic example, of the devotee, not the
disciple. Some Hindu gurus nowadays make a sharp distinction between their devotees and
their disciples. Devotees are called bhaktas, disciples are called shishas (?). If some gurus are
asked, 'How many disciples have you?' they may say, 'Well, two or three disciples, but I have
many thousands of bhaktas or devotees.' Many of them make the distinction quite clearly.
Devotees are those who bring one food, make offerings or contribute money, and they want a
blessing for success in their ordinary worldly life. They are not concerned with spiritual
development. But they have a function inasmuch as they keep the whole thing going
organizationally, so it's a rather shaky foundation in a way because you have to pander to their
needs and their attitudes to a great extent.

Were any of you unaware of this aspect of traditional, conventional [103] Buddhist religious
life in the East, or were you aware of it?

: Unaware.
S: Yes, it's not surprising.

Devaraja: I think this devotee attitude is encouraged by the south-east Asian Buddhist (set-up)
in London, like the Thai temple or the Sinhalese temple.

S: For some reason, you don't get it in the same sort of way among the Tibetans. It is quite
strange, but you don't.

: Can you give any reason for that?

S: I don't know - maybe it depends on the Tibetan national character, or maybe it is the
difference in the whole Mahayana attitude. I think in the case of the Theravadins and
south-east Asian Buddhism generally, it has a lot to do with the hard-and-fast distinction that
has developed between the so-called lay community and the so-called monastic community;
whereas, in the case of Tibet, which is mainly a Vajrayana country, all are united to the
Bodhisattva ideal. Everybody accepts the same ideal and is trying to practise it in varying
degrees.

This also links up with the question of the 'born Buddhist'. Sometimes people in Asian
countries will tell you that they are born Buddhists. But you can't be any such thing. The
devotees are mostly the 'born Buddhists', or the 'born Buddhists' are the devotees.

: And yet the Buddha seems to have had quite a number of devotees.

S: The Buddha seems to have accepted that situation, inasmuch as he seems to have given
everybody whatever he could. That seems to have been his attitude, as far as we can tell. But



clearly the disciples figure much more prominently in the Scriptures. He gives his main
attention to them. But he certainly doesn't go against the other aspects. It is interesting to see
what he says in Suppavasa's presence, quite clearly:

‘Sorrow disguised as Joy, the hateful as the loved, Pain in the form of bliss the heedless
overwhelms'.

: Yes, it's quite clear there.
S: He is quite blunt.
: And to the upasakas in the previous one as well.

S: Yes, and you notice that Suppavasa is not addressed as 'upasika'. She is addressed simply
as 'Suppavasa', whereas in the previous section the upasakas were addressed as upasakas by
the Buddha. He said, 'How is it, upasakas, that ye come here...?' That is quite significant. In
ancient India, in the Buddha's time, they were very punctilious about modes of address and
how they spoke to people. This is reflected in the Pali Canon, and it is never without
meaning, so it is quite significant that in the previous section the people who come at an
unseasonable hour are addressed [104] as 'upasakas'. Yes, they are upasakas, they are lay
disciples. But Suppavasa is not so addressed. She apparently, therefore, is regarded as what
we might call a lay devotee, not a lay disciple. The Buddha chooses his language carefully.

You notice, in many parts of the Pali Canon, the modes of address are quite elaborate and
quite significant. For instance, brahmins are represented as always addressing the Buddha as
'‘Gotama', just by his ordinary clan name, with no honorific at all. Sometimes it is 'Po Gotama'
- 'Sir Gotama', but his own disciples and followers always address him as 'Bhagavan', never as
'Gotama'. And a change of attitude is sometimes expressed in a change in the mode of
address. A haughty brahmin starts off by addressing the Buddha as 'Gotama' but ends up by
addressing him as 'Bhagavan'. So these things can be noted.

In Helsinki there is, or was, this sort of problem of the devotees. Quite a few people were
coming to the classes who could be classified as devotees. They were quite sympathetic and
helpful in some ways, and quite kindly, but they belonged to other groups, mostly
theosophists and spiritualists, and had no real interest in Going for Refuge or committing
themselves to Buddhism, or practising, really. They didn't usually even want to meditate. But
they were quite happy with the group. Vajrabodhi felt them as a bit of a threat to the Friends
group there at its current stage of development. They were friendly people, but definitely
devotees rather than potential disciples.

Has anybody any thoughts on this topic?

Devaraja: It suddenly comes to mind that this is the question of fundraising. Obviously, in the
East, fund-raising (appeals are) directed mainly to devotees, but I am quite conscious that
when we approach people in the West you can't rely on trying to appeal to their - you have to
somehow make them interested in what you are doing for themselves, not ...

S: Yes, or to accept it in principle, that it is a good thing, even though they are not actually
involved or participating.



Devaraja: You can't appeal to any sort of devotee-like impulse.
S: No, you can't say, '(If you give) it's good for business.'
It would probably pay off in the long term, but in the short term ...

S: In the short term, it's hard work. At the same time, one should not dismiss completely what
I call the magical element. One might even quite honestly believe that the Buddha's blessings
were quite effective, but the magical is not the spiritual.

You saw this sort of development, in a way, throughout the middle ages, culminating in the
Reformation in Europe. The priests were the magical manipulators, and what did they
manipulate? The mass; the sacraments, which were indispensable to salvation. And what did
they start doing in the end? Selling them, though indulgences. It was that which provoked
Luther's protest. The priests ceased even to pretend to practise Christianity, but by virtue of
their ordination, which was a magical ceremony, they had this magical power of celebrating
this magical mystery called the mass, participation in which was essential to the salvation of
ordinary people.

[105]
: Do you think that perhaps Christ had an unrecorded teaching for the disciples, and perhaps
he made a fine distinction between ...

S: I think that there is no need to invoke an unrecorded teaching. The recorded teaching is
clear enough. He says, 'Except ye be born again'. There is nothing magical about that; it is
purely spiritual, straightforward, direct. Recently I was reading Froude's Lectures on the
Reformation. They were quite an eye-opener. We often forget how bad things were.
Practically the whole of Europe was disgusted with the Catholic clergy. We tend to forget
what was going on because the Catholic church has reformed itself since to a great degree.
But what was going on was terrible. Every single thing that could be bought and sold was
bought and sold. Indulgences were only the crest of the wave, as it were.

Devaraja: In The Canterbury Tales there is only one member of the clergy who comes out
with any slight distinction, and that is the parson, ...

S: The poor parson, yes.

Devaraja: - whereas there are about five other people connected with the clergy who come out
badly in varying degrees.

S: There are several things in that series of lectures that I didn't know before, and I have read
quite a bit about the Reformation. For instance, you could buy a dispensation from anything.
The Pope and the Curia at the Vatican laid down all sorts of rules and regulations for
everybody, but you could be exempted from the observance of absolutely anything on
payment of a sum of money. That was the system, and at the time of the Reformation the
popes were advised that three-quarters of their revenue came in this way, through the papal
courts and through indulgences and suchlike, and they could not financially afford to give it
up. So they refused and therefore they had to suffer the breakaway of what became the
Protestant world. It was really terrible.



I think that probably no religion had ever become as corrupt as that was; it was really bad. But
they wouldn't do anything about it for financial reasons. Good, sincere Catholic laypeople
were really disgusted by the condition of the clergy. It was just a big money-making racket,
all on account of people's faith - universal faith, practically - in the mass, and in the priest's
exclusive right to perform that ceremony. It was an explicit teaching of the church, and is
even now, that the personal moral and spiritual character of the priest does not affect the
efficacy of the ceremony. That is still part of the church's teaching: that the sacraments are
efficacious even though administered by an unworthy priest. So in the end you had even
popes who scoffed at Christianity, who did not believe in Christianity, but who merrily
operated the whole financial ecclesiastical racket. But in the end it all collapsed. Luther was
the man who first raised his voice against it. He had such an overwhelming response because
so many people were already so disgusted, things were so bad. But we tend to forget this.

So there is a sort of parallel here. However bad organized Buddhism has been in the East, it
has never sunk anywhere near that level. There is no comparison at all. When you read the
history of other religions, you marvel at how pure Buddhism has kept itself, despite all human
weakness. But even Buddhists have to be quite careful. The danger that is represented here is
the use of the spiritual for worldly ends.

[106]
"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi in East
Park, at the storeyed palace of Migara's Mother.

Now at that time Visakha, Migara's Mother, had some business or other with Pasenadi, the
rajah of Kosala. This business the rajah did not bring to a conclusion, so Visakha, Migara's
Mother, came at an unseasonable hour to see the Exalted One, and on coming to him saluted
him and sat down at one side. As she sat thus the Exalted One said to her: 'Well, Visakha,
how is it that you come at an unseasonable hour?'

'Sir, I had business with Pasenadi, the Kosalan rajah, but this business the rajah did not bring
to a conclusion.'

Whereupon the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse
of uplift:

Painful is all subjection; blissful is all control; By sharing men are vexed; hard to escape are
bonds."

S: Visakha, generally known as Migara's Mother, is quite a character in the Pali Scriptures.
She seems to have been a very strong-minded, independent woman, and she came from a
family of followers of the Buddha. When she was only sixteen, she was given in marriage to
Migara, who belonged to a Jain family, and she was very displeased by the Jain ascetics and
compared them unfavourably with the Buddhist bhikkhus. She eventually converted the
whole of her husband's family to the Buddha's teaching. So her husband, Migara, was so
delighted to have been converted from being a follower of Jina to a follower of the Buddha
that he said that in future he would regard her not as his wife but as his mother, because she
was a sort of mother in the Dharma to him. So she was generally known as Migara's Mother,
even though she was actually his wife, and her personal name was Visakha. She came from a
Seti family, a merchant family. She was very wealthy and had lots of property and



possessions of her own, and is represented here as conducting her own affairs. She comes
from a prominent family, she has direct access to the king. She doesn't conduct her business
through any man, she goes along and sees the king herself and tries to get things done. But the
king, being the king, doesn't bring it to a conclusion, so she has to go away without having
finished her business. So she goes to see the Buddha. And the Buddha says, 'Well, Visakha,
how is it that you come at an unseasonable hour?' and then she explains that she had business
with the king but he has not brought it to a conclusion. So what does the Buddha say? 'Painful
is all subjection' - it is very painful when you have to be dependent on others. The king is the
king and she is only a subject. Though she is wealthy and influential, she is in subjection to
him; she can't get her business finished. She has to wait for his whim, or wait at his
convenience at least. That is painful. '‘Blissful is all control'. For the king it is all right. He is
in the position of controlling, but very few can be in that position. That is blissful. Even
sharing is not easy: 'By sharing men are vexed'; even then disputes arise. 'Hard to escape are
bonds.' Either you are in subjection, or you are in control, or you are sharing. If you are in
subjection, it is painful. If you are controlling, [107] it is blissful - for a time. Even if you are
sharing, there is trouble. So it is very difficult to escape from pain. That is the Buddha's
comment on it all.

: The all 'sit down at one side'. Is there any particular reason?

S: This is polite - not to sit down in front, but to sit at one side. To sit directly facing
someone, especially a superior or teacher, according to ancient Indian convention, was very
impolite. To confront, as it were, was impolite. You sat down to one side. And when you left,
you kept the person on your right; hence the pradaksina, which means going round on the
right, keeping the sacred object or person on your right - the right being the auspicious side,

the clean side, and the left the inauspicious, the unclean, according to Indian belief.

: Presumably that is why, in image halls of the Buddha, the monks used to sit not directly
facing the image but sort of (sideways).

S: Right, yes. It continues that tradition. In Tibetan temples, they always remain ...

(interrupting): With the robe covering that side, what is the relevance of that? With that side
covered and this side uncovered?

S: You uncover the right.
: But with the left side covered.

S: I think, originally, this was of secular origin: that you kept your right arm free. I think it
was simply that.

Incidentally, I read somewhere not long ago something about the origin of the handshake.
You always shake hands with the right hand. Why is that?

: That's the hand you grasp your sword with, so ...

S: Well, no, that's the later explanation. That is supposed - so I was reading - not to be the real
one but a later rationalization. What I read was that this was originally the Manichean



salutation: it is grasping the right with the right, and it lingered on in the West even after the
suppression of Manicheism. But it was the regular salutation between Manichees and it was
they who introduced it and made it popular first.

: Who were the Manichees?

S: Oh, that is quite a long story. The Manichees were the followers or a teacher or prophet
called Mani, who lived in the third century and was born in Persia, and who spread his
teaching very widely. In some respects it was very similar to Buddhism; it was somewhat
ascetic, and there was a spiritual community of men and women alike. But he was persecuted
by the Christians, persecuted by the Muslims, persecuted by the Zoroastrians, persecuted by
the Confucianists. His religion, his teaching, spread very widely but was eventually stamped
out. It survived in Europe even into medieval times in various forms: the Cathars of France,
for [108] instance - of Provence - were of Manichean origin. And the Bogomils and
Waldenses, perhaps. There were even a few Manichees in England. They burned some at
York, I think in the reign of one of the Edwards; but certainly Manichees were burned at York
in the middle ages. Every organized religion seemed to be against Manicheism, from the
Atlantic to the Pacific practically. They spread very widely in quite a short time; they had a
very high standard of morality and spiritual life and were therefore very unpopular with the
Catholic clergy. 'Cathars' meant 'the pure'; that was the name given to their highest class, who
led a particularly strict life, rather like bhikkhus in the East. They were always being
compared very favourably with the Catholic clergy, who did not lead that sort of life. A
special crusade was unleashed by one of the popes to stamp out the Cathars in southern
France. St. Bernard and St. Dominic tried to stamp them out by argument, but could not
succeed, so the pope preached a crusade against them and they were all wiped out, tens of
thousands of them.

: Were they persecuted when they came into contact with Buddhism at all?

S: No, they seem not to have had much contact with Buddhism except in central Asia. There
is a possibility that some of the forms of Buddhism which percolated into Tibet from central
Asia, before the time of Atisa, were to some extent influenced by Manicheism. It is said by
some scholars, though this has never been thoroughly investigated, that the Mandala of the
Five Buddhas is perhaps of Manichean origin, because the Manichees had a very important
teaching about the Five Fathers of Light, or the Five Light Gods or Lightbearers. They were
sometimes considered as being arranged in a sort of mandala.

Devaraja: In the Survey you talk about mandalas in the Hinayana.

S: Do I? I don't remember.

Devaraja: Yes, you do. I'll try and find it.

S: Anyway, how did we get on to that? Is there anything further about that little episode? It is
a quite representative, almost characteristic episode. The Pali Scriptures are quite interesting
in this respect; they represent the Buddha, his life, his teaching and his community in

juxtaposition with the ordinary, everyday life of India.

Sona: It seems to be showing ... all situations.



S: Yes. And there was the Buddha, sitting in East Park - apparently in a building which had
been donated by this good lady, not far from the park donated by Anathapindika, so she knew
he was staying there. She just came to see him after failing to bring her business with the king
to a successful conclusion.

[109]
"Thus have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying at Anupiya in the
Mango Grove. Now at that time the venerable Bhaddiya, son of the Kaligodhas, was wont to

resort to forest-dwelling, to the roots of trees, to lonely spots, and often gave utterance to this
verse of uplift: 'Ah! 'tis bliss! Ah! 'tis bliss!"

S: Here, for the first time, a disciple is represented as giving vent to an udana. The translation
'verse of uplift' is quite inappropriate, because it is not even a verse, it is an exclamation.

"Now a great number of monks heard the oft repeated verse of uplift of the venerable
Bhaddiya who was wont to resort to forest-dwelling... On hearing it the thought occurred to
them: Doubtless, my good sir, the venerable Bhaddiya, son of the Kaligodhas, lives the
Brahma-life in discontent, seeing that aforetime he enjoyed the bliss of royalty when he lived
the household life. When he thinks of that, being wont to resort to forest-dwelling, to the root
of trees, to lonely spots, he gives utterance to this verse of uplift: 'Ah! 'tis bliss! Ah! 'tis bliss!'
So that great number of monks went to the Exalted One, and on coming to him saluted him
and sat down at one side. As they sat thus they (repeated their conclusions to the Exalted
One).

Then the Exalted One called to a certain monk: 'Come hither, monk! In my name summon
Bhaddiya, the monk, saying, "Good sir, the Exalted One calls for you."" 'Very well, sir,’
replied that monk to the Exalted One and went to where the venerable Bhaddiya was, and on
coming to him said this to him: 'Good sir, the Exalted One calls for you.' "Very well, good sir,’
said the venerable Bhaddiya in reply to that monk, and went to the Exalted One, and on
coming to him saluted the Exalted One and sat down at one side.

As he sat thus the Exalted One said to him: 'Is it true, Bhaddiya, as they say, that you, being
wont to resort to forest-dwelling ... gave utterance to this verse of uplift: "Ah! 'tis bliss! Ah!
'tis bliss?"'

Tt is true, sir.'

'‘But, Bhaddiya, what motive had you, who are wont to resort to forest-dwelling ... in thus
exclaiming?'

'Formerly, sir, when I enjoyed the bliss of royalty as a householder, within my palace guards
were set and outside my palace guards were set. So also in the district and outside. Thus, sir,
though guarded and protected, I dwelt fearful, anxious, trembling and afraid. But now, sir, as
I resort to forest-dwelling, to the root of trees, to lonely spots, though alone, I am fearless,
assured, confident and unafraid. I live at ease, unstartled, lightsome, with heart like that of
some wild [110] creature. This sir, was the motive I had for exclaiming "Ah! 'tis bliss! Ah!
'tis bliss!"

Then the Exalted One, seeing the meaning of it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of



uplift:

In whom there are not any inward angry thoughts, Who hath gone past becoming
thus-and-thus or not, Him fear-free, blissful, sorrowless, E'en devas cannot win to see."

S: Do you get the point of this episode? (Silence.) It is how easy it is to misunderstand
people. The monks overheard Bhaddiya saying 'Ah! 'tis bliss! Ah! 'tis bliss!', and what did
they think? They thought, 'Ah, formerly he was living at home as a king, a member of a royal
family. He is regretting it. He is saying to himself, "How blissful it was when I was living at
home enjoying myself as a member of a royal family." That is why he says "Ah! 'tis bliss! Ah!
'tis bliss!" He is thinking about the past. He doesn't like being a monk.' So they went and told
the Buddha. But the Buddha likes to investigate personally. He calls Bhaddiya and asks him
what is his reason for saying 'Ah! 'tis bliss!" It turns out to be just the opposite. Far from
regretting that he has left home and is no longer a member of a royal family, he is delighted
when he thinks how anxious and trouble-ridden he used to be, and how he is now living in the
forest and free from all that, and he is very happy. But the other monks had completely
misunderstood.

It suggests that it is very difficult to understand another person and very easy to
misunderstand and draw the wrong conclusions. Therefore the Buddha says:

'In whom there are not any inward angry thoughts, Who hath gone past becoming
thus-and-thus or not, Him fear-free, blissful, sorrowless, E'en devas cannot win to see.'

Even the gods cannot see the true nature of such a person, not to speak of ordinary human
beings. Even the gods, with their supernormal vision, cannot see what he is really like. So
unenlightened human beings, who do not have even that supernormal vision that the devas
have, can't see another person's mind; they don't know what the real situation is. In the same
way, the monks could not understand what was the real state of Bhaddiya's mind. They could
not understand the real meaning of his udana. They thought he was sighing for the past, when
he was in fact delighted to have got rid of it; they completely misunderstood.

The whole episode is a sort of warning about drawing rash conclusions about other people
from your misunderstanding of their external behaviour or of what they say. It is not that the
monks had any evil intention, apparently; they just misunderstood, they had no real
perception of what was going on.

: Why do you think they repeated what they thought to the Buddha?

S: Perhaps they were genuinely concerned that Bhaddiya might be backsliding and the
Buddha might want to do something about it - that he was [111] in fact regretting having
become a monk and was thinking about the pleasures of the past and what a good time he had
had at home as a member of a royal family. There is no suggestion that they were just
tale-bearing. Perhaps they were genuinely concerned. But, even so, it was based on a
misunderstanding. They didn't know his real mind. They didn't know what the udana really
meant.

Sagaramati: It sounds also as if, beforehand, he doesn't want to resort to forest-dwelling, even
though ... Maybe he didn't really want to be a monk.



S: Where's that?
Sagaramati: In the first paragraph.

S: 'Was wont to resort'? No, it means 'was accustomed to resort'. It is just Woodward's archaic
English. 'Was wont to resort' - was in the habit of resorting; it was his regular practice.

Sagaramati: Ah, I thought it meant he didn't want to!

S: No, no. You can also understand from this that kings and members of royal families led an
anxious life. You get this elsewhere in the Canon, where Ajatasattu is taken by Jivaka to see
the Buddha at dead of night. He is very afraid that Jivaka may be leading him into a trap and
delivering him into his enemies' hands. Though Jivaka has said that 2,500 monks were living
there in the forest with the Buddha, he can't hear a sound, so he suspects it may be an ambush
and he is very apprehensive. He keeps asking Jivaka, 'Are you sure you're not leading me into
a trap?!'

: There seems to be a tremendous amount of that. Didn't he imprison his own father?
S: Ajatasattu, yes.
: Was that sort of thing quite common in India at that time?

S: Well, it has been fairly common, I think, in all royal families! Read what the Turkish
sultans did to their relations. Members of the royal family were regularly kept in cages until
they ascended the throne. There were well-known cases of Turkish sultans, before ascending
the throne, having been kept in cages for up to 30 years. They went straight from the cage to
the throne. (Murmurs of astonishment.) Of course, the janissaries held the real power.

Just recollect what the last empress of China did, first with her husband, then with her son,
and then with her grandson. She put them out of the way as soon as they became a bit
inconvenient.

There is this famous story in the sayings of Confucius. Confucius, in the course of his
wanderings, met a man living in a certain land, and Confucius came to learn that there were
plenty of fierce tigers in that land. So he said to the man, 'How is it that you live in this land,
even though it is infested with fierce tigers?' He replies, 'Yes, it is true it is infested with
fierce tigers, but the king is quite good.' That suggests that elsewhere, in other states, the
kings were worse even than the tigers.

[112]

There is a quite interesting thing about the India of the Buddha's day: the republics were being
ousted by the monarchies, and some scholars, looking at the Buddha's life from a purely
humanistic point of view, are of the opinion that one reason why he created a Sangha was to
try to preserve, at least to a limited extent, some of the freedom and, as it were, democracy
that he was accustomed to in the kshatriya community - on, as it were, a higher level. The
Buddha was not at all in favour of arbitrary rule or authority. Certainly, the whole tradition of
the Sangha suggests that. He didn't appoint a successor. The Sangha would look after its own
affairs.



What about the verse?

'In whom there are not any inward angry thoughts'.

The Buddha is describing, in a way, the ideal man again and, by implication, Bhaddiya, who
had 'gone past becoming thus-and-thus or not' - in other words, gone beyond any form of
conditioned existence within the Wheel of Life.

'Him fear-free, blissful, sorrowless, E'en devas cannot win to see.'

Even the gods can't see his true nature; he is beyond their vision.

ABC: What does it mean, 'any inward angry thoughts'? Has that any relationship to the prose
section?

S: Apparently not, as far as I can see. Perhaps it just suggests that it is quite important to get
rid of the 'inward angry thoughts'; that is why they are specifically mentioned in this very
short verse. Perhaps - this is just speculation - some of those monks had inward angry
thoughts about Bhaddiya, thinking he was a very bad monk, regretting having left the worldly
life. But that is speculation; we don't really know; it isn't really clear.

Do you notice the Buddha says 'fear-free'? Bhaddiya is represented as saying that he resorts 'to
forest-dwelling, to the root of trees, to lonely spots, though alone, I am fearless, assured,
confident and unafraid. I live at ease, unstartled, lightsome, with heart like that of some wild
creature.' Great importance, as | have pointed out elsewhere, is attached in early Buddhism, in
the Buddha's teaching, to being free from fear and anxiety.

Before we close let me just read through the verses again, the udanas themselves, and see
what sort of general impression we get from them.

(Reads through all verses in Chapter II.)
Is there any general impression from this set of verses?

ABC: This is more on conditionality and teaching and the Dharma, whereas the first chapter
was just description.

S: The verses of the first chapter (mainly give a) general description of the spiritual idea. Here
(the description is mainly of) what you've got to get rid of, or what you've got to cultivate, to

realize that ideal.

[113]
Subhuti: Happiness and unhappiness seem to be very important (in this chapter)...

Sona: The first section seems to be the most important, and all the others just strengthen it.
S: You mean the first chapter, or the first section of this chapter?

Sona: No, the first section of the second chapter. I was wondering why the chapter was called



Mucalinda.

S: After the opening episode. Maybe it's just easier to remember. You get the impression,
reading through this second chapter, that we are a little further on in the history of the
Buddha's movement. True, it goes back to the beginning again, but then from that beginning
it seems to have moved further on. It is a little more involved with the world or in contact
with the world at certain points; and there is perhaps a bigger following by this time and a
certain amount of opposition and jealousy. There are also several prominent and well-to-do
supporters.

[114]
Day Three

"Chapter III - Nanda

THUS have I heard: On a certain occasion the Exalted One was staying near Savatthi, at Jeta
Grove in Anathapindika's Park. Now on that occasion a certain monk was seated not far from
the Exalted One in cross-legged posture, holding his body upright, enduring pain that was the
fruit born of former action, pain racking, sharp and bitter; but he was mindful, composed and
uncomplaining.

And the Exalted One saw that monk so seated and so employed, and, seeing the meaning of
it, at that time gave utterance to this verse of uplift:

For the monk who hath all karma left behind And shaken off the dust aforetime gathered,
Who stands fast without thought of 'T' or 'mine’ - For such there is no need to talk to folk."

S: Once again, there is not a very close connection between the udana and the prose episode,
but the prose episode recounts an occurrence which must have been common enough, both
then and now: that is to say, the monk sitting meditating and experiencing all sorts of pains,
presumably physical pains, pains in the body. The Buddha here says that it is on account of
past karma, but that should not be taken to mean that all the physical aches and pains you get
when you sit and try to meditate are the result of past karma. They may be; on the other hand,
they may not. Unless there is a Buddha around to tell you, you can't know. But, in this
instance, apparently, it was due to past karma. But whether due to past karma or not, what is
important is to do as the monk did and bear the pains mindfully, composed and
uncomplaining.

Sona: It says he was 'holding his body upright'. How important, in fact, is a good posture
when one sits?

S: That depends on what one means by a good posture. Certainly, (you should be) upright and
relaxed, without being tense or strained. But also you find that, as you become really
concentrated, the posture automatically adjusts. When you get deeply concentrated, it is
almost as though an energy arises within you which quite literally pulls you up. That is the
way you should be. So if you are not in that deeply concentrated state, obviously you have to
put yourself deliberately into that sort of position or posture, until such time as it happens
naturally.



I don't know that this happens when you are merely sitting on a chair. I rather doubt it. No
doubt you can be quite relaxed, comfortable and upright on a chair, but I can't say whether
one experiences that - being pulled upright when deeply concentrated - when sitting on a
chair. I don't know whether anyone has any experience of this?

[115]
: T used to find, sitting on a chair, that when I was really concentrated my back became
straight.

S: Well, it's the same thing, then. But there is certainly no virtue or merit in maintaining a
certain difficult posture, which is so painful that you can't even begin to meditate. Some of
the Zen people seem to insist that this is very necessary and good, and (that thereby one is)
somehow expiating something, but I think one should beware of making that too much of a
general statement. Maybe there are occasions when you should just bear the pain and carry on
as best you can, but you should certainly not make that into a general rule, or think that the
more it hurts the better it's doing you. That sounds much more like a Christian attitude than a
really Buddhistic one. You find absolutely nothing of that in the Pali Canon, except little
episodes of this sort. It is certainly not suggested that it is better if it hurts, as it were. If it
does hurt, that is just unfortunate. If it doesn't hurt, so much the better.

I think that people in the West who take up Buddhism, and especially Zen, with perhaps some
lingering feelings of guilt, do tend to feel that if it's hurting it must be doing you good. Also
you like to feel that your pain isn't being wasted - that you are not suffering to no purpose.

I remember, a propos Zen sitting, Anne Parkes telling me that she had been to some Zen
centres in the States and was quite appalled at the way they were sitting and the way they
were made to sit. According to her, it definitely damaged the spine. She said that some of the
people who had been into Zen for quite a few years had permanently damaged themselves.
She was quite horrified about it. They were forcing themselves to sit in unnatural postures. |
don't know whether that is general to Japanese Zen or whether it was just those centres and
those particular teachers - or whether there was perhaps some misunderstanding. But she was
quite upset by it.

Subhuti: [ have noticed a tendency with people who practise Zen - I notice with Bert Taylor
of the Buddhist Society, that he talks of meditation as 'sitting'. It seems that the actual posture
is more important than the state of mind. When he says that somebody is 'sitting well', what
he means is that they are in a good position.

S: Yes, an approved position. It is almost like in the army, where you are made to stand to
attention in a certain way: pull your stomach in, stick your chest out and your shoulders back,
elbows in and all that kind of thing. That is the approved posture.

:It seems to be very much tied up with the Japanese character - all sort of military.

S: Right. You get no reference in the Pali Canon to how you should sit. It merely says - and
even this is not an injunction, only a description - that he is 'holding his body upright'. That is
all that is said, as far as I recollect, in the Pali Canon. There is never anything more than that.
The monk is just sitting cross-legged and holding himself upright. The Indians seem not to
pay nearly as much attention to these things, or to emphasize them nearly so much, as the



Japanese Zen people do.

[116]
Devaraja: It is interesting looking at pictures of various ... with meditation bands. By Zen
standards, it is a very undisciplined posture, but it is sufficient to hold themselves upright.

S: They look quite relaxed, so the postures are quite graceful, whereas in the case of the Zen
people sometimes, they are rather stiff and grim. I think it is not unconnected with this whole
idea of getting there by force - that what you have to do is get hold of a method or a technique
and operate it with all the force of your will, and you will then get there.

This episode makes it clear that whatever discomfort, even pain, arises when you are sitting,
if it is unavoidable, it is just to be accepted. One just carries on mindfully and doesn't
complain.

The link, such as it is, between the udana and the prose episode is in the first line:
'For the monk who hath all karma left behind' ...

because the prose episode refers to the monk as 'enduring pain that was the fruit born of
former action', former karma, but the verse suggests that he has left all karma behind. In other
words, he is not making any fresh karma. He is bearing the results of past karma, but he is not
reacting. He is 'mindful, composed and uncomplaining'. Because he is not reacting, he is not
creating any fresh karma; he is merely bearing the old. So, in that sense, he has left all karma
far behind. He is not generating any new karma.

'And shaken off the dust aforetime gathered.'

The word for 'dust' is probably rajas, which means both 'dust' and "passion'; sometimes
translated into English as 'the dust of passion' because it suggests both.

'Who stands fast without thought of "I" or "mine"’ ...
stands fast in Nirvana, the commentary says ...
'For such there is no need to talk to folk.'

So the emphasis is on no need' - not that he doesn't talk, but there is no need so far as he
personally is concerned. If he does talk to others, it is for their benefit, to help them; as when,
say, he teaches the Dharma.

The whole episode also suggests something of general significance that is, that even when
you have at last got yourself on the right path, you may still have to experience the
consequences of things you did when you were on the wrong path. The fact that you are now
on the right path does not mean that you are exempt from the consequences of the things you
did before you got on to that path. But you just have to accept, and bear, and be mindful. As it
has been said, your sins do catch up with you, even though in the meantime you have
repented.



Sometimes you can find yourself in the ironical position that, on account of things you have
done in the past, you have, if not to suffer, at least to be involved with certain consequences
which are completely inconsistent with your present state of mind; but you can't help it,
because those consequences have sprung out of things that you did or [117] entered into in
the past. So sometimes you feel in a quite anomalous situation; you're in the past, in a sense,
and in the present at the same time. You're in the past in the sense of having to deal with the
consequences of the past, even though you are no longer in any way in sympathy with the
interests or activities or mental states which have given rise to those consequences in the
present. Something like that was the position with regard to this particular monk, who is
having to experience 'racking, sharp and bitter' pains as a consequence of something he had
done in the past, even though in the present he is simply trying to get on with his meditation.
But he simply has to accept those consequences and be mindful about them - remain
composed and uncomplaining and just get on with his meditation. It suggest also how careful
we have to be of getting into any situation the consequences of which are likely to last for a
long time, because they may outlast our real involvement in the original situation.

: Having an affair is a good example. (Laughter.)

S: It really is! Many a young man has entered into a situation which he regards as a pleasant,
short-term affair which has stretched to a sentence of twenty years, as it were. That is quite a
good example. But you have to shoulder it, because that is the responsibility you have entered
upon, and the time for thinking is past; you should have thought before. You must just bear
the consequences and carry on 'mindful, composed and uncomplaining'.

: That is where one really has to develop ksanti.

S: Right. It is patience in respect of the consequences of one's own past action. It is no use
fretting or getting upset. You have committed those actions and you are now bearing the
consequences, so there is no point in making the situation worse still by rebelling in a
subjective fashion or by getting depressed or annoyed or resentful. No, just quietly and
cheerfully accept: 'Yes, this is the consequence of my own action. OK, I shall bear the
responsibility, and within this situation I shall now do the very best that I can' - just as the
monk was doing. Or at least not create any fresh karma.

Is there any query on all this? (Silence.) One could even say that it is very rarely indeed that
one can ever make a completely fresh start. If ever one can, one is very lucky. Almost always,
one is having to carry something of the past along with one in the form of consequences of
actions committed in the past. So if ever you are in the position of having a completely clean
slate, able to write on it anything that you like - if you have no obligation, no debt, no
responsibility coming from the past you are very lucky.

In this connection, one could even bring in the fact, according to the Vinaya - that is, the later,
more elaborate, coenobitical, monastic Vinaya that developed after the Buddha's death, or
perhaps even towards the end of his life - that one of the conditions to be fulfilled before
someone can be ordained as a bhikkhu is that he should be free from debt. Otherwise the past
pursues him. Supposing he is in the midst of his meditations and his creditors come up,
wanting their money; what is he to do? So he has to be free from debt at the time of his
ordination. You can look at this in a very narrow sense or in a broader sense. But, as [118] far
as possible, he should not have an