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[00:00:06.13] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Your Holiness, first, let me say a few words about the background of each of the participants this time. Some of them you know and some you're meeting for the first time. Dr. Yearly is the Chairman of the Department of Religious Studies at Stanford. 

[00:00:20.10] [AUDIO OUT] 

[00:00:25.32] Francisco Morella, you know, public works. Dr. Daniel Brown is a psychologist who uses psychological techniques to treat medical problems. Cliff Saran, who's sitting next to him, does research on the brain, which he'll be talking about-- the brain and emotions. Adam, you know. 

[00:00:48.84] Sharon Salzberg is a teacher in the Theravadan tradition inside. Theravada, at Insight Meditation Society, which I believe you visited once in Massachusetts what she did. And this is Dr. Jon Kabat-Zinn, who uses mindfulness meditation in a University hospital to treat people with medical problems. And you'll be hearing about that. 

[00:01:18.57] And for today, just let me give you a brief overview of the week to come. The spirit of this meeting, I think, is very much in accord with something you said. You said in the book, My Tibet, "I've long thought Western science and Eastern philosophy should join together to create a really complete full-fledged human being for the Western world, for the modern world." And I think that's really the larger effort we're all part of here. And that's the spirit of this dialogue. 

[00:01:52.37] What we're going to focus on is the exploration of a remarkable similarity that has occurred in the last few years, where Western science is discovering the truth of a very ancient understanding, which is, I think, at the heart of Tibetan Buddhism also. And that is this, that the affective states of mind-- anger, and so on-- are very bad for your physical health. And the wholesome states-- joy and calm and so on-- are very good for physical health. 

[00:02:27.65] And we're discovering this the biological mechanisms which make this be the case. And we're going to explore some of that this week. But I think what's happening is that Western science is rediscovering something maybe you knew all along, but we're going to tell you anyway. 

[00:02:44.15] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:02:47.25] Today, Dr. Yearly will begin by giving us a philosophical perspective on the dialogue itself. He's going to talk about the history of Western ethic, ethical thought, particularly the idea of virtuous life and the vices, is their call in the West. And also he's going to talk about the debate that goes on between the religious way to understand, religious understanding and the scientific understanding, which is also very much what we're involved in here. 

[00:03:22.58] And then we're going to shift to Dr. Varela Francisco, who will tell us about the system in the body, which is the defense against disease, against bacteria, against cancer, and so on, and how it works and the way in which it is, in a sense, the mind of the body, the body's mind. 

[00:03:49.46] And then throughout the discussion, Sharon Salzberg will participate, particularly in the afternoon dialogues with the perspective of a turbine on these. Tomorrow, Clifford Saran will talk about how the brain regulates emotion, what parts of the brain affect the kind of emotion, and so on. 

[00:04:14.11] On Wednesday, I'll review recent discoveries about specific states of mind and their effect on health and longevity. On Thursday, Dan Brown, Dr. Brown, will talk about the kinds of illnesses that are caused by stress and different techniques that are now being used in the West to deal with that. 

[00:04:41.47] And finally, on Friday, Dr. Kabat-Zinn will tell us about his work with mindfulness use medically medical application. And we're very much looking forward to your responses and questions and things we may ask you about over the course of the week. So with that, let me introduce Dr, Yearly. 

[00:05:05.81] LEE YEARLY: Thank you. Well, probably the most important thing that shows that I am not a scientist is that I am not using any transparencies, or any slides, which may be the single most distinctive feature of the sciences versus concept. 

[00:05:25.69] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:05:31.35] My training and background understanding, I think, differ considerably from some of the people in the room. I am a comparative philosopher of religion who deals mainly with issues having to do with ethics and ideas of the self and various traditions, particularly in the Western traditions and Chinese traditions. 

[00:05:55.43] I have also spent considerable time looking at the Great Western critics of religion in the 19th and 20th century, particularly Sigmund Freud. And I have studied some facets of the Buddhist tradition, or perhaps better done, battle with some parts of the Buddhist tradition. Particularly in this company, I would not want to claim more than a beginners understanding of those things. 

[00:06:20.32] I see myself here as attempting to set out certain general issues that I think can be returned to at points in the conversation. I think, though, I am not entirely sure about this, but some of the way I tend to look at issues may be different than many of the people here. 

[00:06:39.60] When, for example, I think about questions of talking reincarnation, I tend to think of them as bases or justifications for ethical action, as ways of making possible certain kinds of religious practice and some hope, and as well as serving several other less praiseworthy goals rather than, I think, some of the ways that some people may look at them. 

[00:07:05.33] But my general question, both, as I said about here and later as we talk during the week, is the relationship of traditional religious virtues or excellences to modern ideas and modern ideals. The question is, do these traditional ideas have much to say, little to say, or everything to say to what we as moderns need to think about? 

[00:07:35.29] There are a number of facets to this question. I am not specifically here going to talk about some of them, but let me just mention two that I think will come up as we go down. One is I am very-- I have been doing a good deal of work in questions that arise in virtue theory in both the Confucian and the Christian tradition. What is the nature of envy, for example? 

[00:08:03.59] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:08:10.36] LEE YEARLY: What are the different forms of anger? How does one go about identifying a virtuous state and a vicious state? I am also have been working on just the question of how one attempts to compare traditions that seem to be so different. That is, how can you bring together traditions that just don't seem to evidently belong together, but these are things that will come out in the conversation. 

[00:08:41.05] What I want to do here is first to talk a little bit about the history of Western ethics, which is something I was specifically asked to do in relationship to questions of virtue and vice and extending relationship to some of the more distinctive parts of modern Western ethics. One of them, I think, being the notion that compassion can't be the basis of the ethical system inside a Democratic set of countries. 

[00:09:09.64] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:09:14.09] LEE YEARLY: And then the second will be the question of how to think about the general relationship between scientific inquiry and more philosophic, religious, or as the West sometimes calls, humanistic inquiry, and some of the issues that have come up there. I will do all of this in 15 minutes, because I have promised everyone that I will. 

[00:09:39.56] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:09:43.06] I think one of the major questions, as I understand the history of the West in the last 150 years, and maybe in the last 300 or 400 years, has been the question of how you understand what is the distinctly human and how you relate that to things that aren't evidently human. And this has often been put in terms of relationships between natural science and religious inquiry, but it also is put in terms of what are called the social sciences, which attempt to be like natural sciences but deal with human situations. 

[00:10:25.01] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:10:29.45] INTERPRETER: Can you explain what you mean by that which is distinctively human, as opposed to the contrary. Answering. 

[00:10:38.04] LEE YEARLY: The question of what is distinctively human is the question that is at the very center of the problem, because some people have wanted to say that it is because human beings can act freely, or can think of a goal and then pursue it that they are different than anything else in the world. 

[00:11:02.63] And some have also wanted to say that exactly that perception is what is most distinctively characteristic of modern Western understandings, that there is some gap between the human and the non-human. Others have wanted to say no. The question is a very deep one. I am not surprised that you are wondering. I think it is something we will continue to return to as time goes on in this conference. 

[00:11:37.51] Let me start by saying something about the current Western debate on this issue. And my comments will be an exaggeration, but I think an exaggeration, and it is not overstating the issue too much. I think there are two sides that tend to be fighting on this particular question, neither of which I think are right. But I do think seeing what the two sides can set the question well. On the one side-- 

[00:12:17.48] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:12:19.22] 

[00:12:21.05] LEE YEARLY: On the one side are a group of people who think that everything that a human says can be reset, put in another way that is very different from what the person might say. 

[00:12:41.64] So that, for example, if a meditator in a religious tradition reached an advanced state of consciousness and explained it in terms of his or her own tradition, that person would also-- the scientist might say, I can give a better explanation of it than they do. And I will use the language of neurophysiology, or the language of Freudian psychology. That is can always look beyond and past what it is that any particular religious person tells you, and give you a better understanding of it than they can. 

[00:13:22.05] This has been a very powerful part of Western modes of understanding, and one that obviously religious people have felt very nervous about. If that is one side, the other side, and this is a position in the West that has just begun to find a kind of prominence so that a number of people are now taking it very seriously, is the position that there is nothing about scientific inquiry that is at all truer or better than any other kind of inquiry, so that there are serious people today who want to say that scientific inquiry is no different than any other kind of intellectual inquiry, whether it be understanding of poetry, the understanding of social groupings or whatever. 

[00:14:22.09] I think this last position, what I just talked about is most obviously wrong, but it is wrong in some very interesting ways. And I think some of what we do may get involved with that. 

[00:14:39.93] Let me just note three things about scientific inquiry that I think are different than other kinds of inquiry, and I am sure that my scientific colleagues here would think I am not giving a nearly full enough account of what the differences are, but I at least think I can defend these three. 

[00:15:03.74] One is that unlike most forms of human inquiry, with science there is a remarkable harmony or convergence of belief and ideas among people who have the qualifications to judge, who are expert. And that's one difference from many other kinds of inquiry. 

[00:15:26.90] A second is that I think it makes sense when one talks about scientific inquiry, to speak about developments, about things getting better. And it's not clear that in other forms of human inquiry, you can speak about development in the same sense. 

[00:15:46.54] And then a third one is that there are ways of testing, which we will see examples of, that seem to say that you have an ability to get hold of something that is out there, in some sense in the sciences that you don't find in other ways. 

[00:16:07.35] So I think that this more radical position that somehow science is different than other things has major problems. But I at least also believe the notion that somehow scientific inquiry can do away with the actual language of religious traditions or religious practitioners is also very wrong. And I think it's wrong because there is no way that you can take one kind of language, whether it is the language of the Buddhist meditational tradition or the language of neurophysiology and say that both don't exist independently, and we both can't and don't serve a particular kind of purpose. 

[00:16:59.51] Now, I should say to one and all, but particularly to you, I'm not sure that everyone agrees with this at all, but I do think it's one of the deeper questions that we have to look at. To talk about how I think the relationship between scientific and religious inquiry should be done, the best way to do it, I will talk about, in particular, American figure, a man named William James. 

[00:17:30.23] And we'll speak about his way of thinking about dealing with these issues, some parts of it, because I think it can provide a model, a way of doing this, that, to my mind, is very productive. He was a 19th century medical doctor, philosopher, and psychologist who taught mainly at Harvard, but he also taught at Stanford. Unfortunately, he taught at Stanford exactly the year that the great earthquake came. So he taught there only for a small period of time and then left. 

[00:18:09.56] But he was a person who was dealing with all of the questions I think we're now dealing with, but in a somewhat earlier period of time. And I think that there are some ways he talked about how to do this that can, I hope, help us move forward in what we do. 

[00:18:35.80] One of them is the notion that whenever you look at complicated human phenomena, human activities, mental states, and so forth, you have to use every possible mode of inquiry or thinking that you possibly can. And this is very easy to say, but it is very difficult to do, I think. And James's point was that if we don't use all of them, we are bound to miss a great deal. So we mustn't just say we should do it. We must in fact do it, which is part of why I take it this group is together. 

[00:19:22.29] A second point, and a point that many of James's fellow scientists did not like at all, was that James thought that the study of religious experience was crucial to the understanding of all human experience, that you had to look at religious experience in order to be able to understand what it was possible for human beings to do and to be so that if you didn't look at religious experience, you were bound to have a picture of humans that was insufficient, that was too narrow or small. 

[00:20:01.81] William James also thought that to understand ethics, you had to understand religion, that it was impossible to think about ethics without also thinking about religion. This too, in his time, was a position that many people disagreed with. 

[00:20:29.77] James also believed that we, as moderns, had constantly to had always to look back at our traditions, at figures who lived before us. But he believed very deeply that we were formed by our own historical circumstance so that we needed to look at the past, but we must understand that parts of the past could never become parts of the present. 

[00:21:14.78] What this meant for him was that everyone had to be open to the possibility of change, that you had to realize that though you would look at the past, you wouldn't be able to always carry parts of it into the future. He thought that traditions, religious traditions, were like living organisms, like plants. They either grew or they died. And that if you didn't allow them to grow and guide them by human intelligence, then in fact, you would find something that was almost dead. 

[00:22:10.67] He believed, as do I, that it is very difficult to face the need to change, as well as the need to carry forward your tradition, but that we must do it. Two more things he believed that I also think are true. One was that we are all-- we must always see ourselves as doing battle with human suffering. That no matter how narrow may be our way of doing it, we must always recognize that it is the attempt to stop human suffering that ought to animate, ought to give life to what we do. 

[00:22:59.37] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:04.70] LEE YEARLY: And then finally, James believed that we must always be open, recognize the possibility that forces higher than those that we normally understood could move into our lives and change us and change our society, so that even if we were unclear about how to name those higher forces, we must always recognize they might be bigger. 

[00:23:44.88] I think that James's way of thinking about these issues of science and religion is a very helpful way to think about what we will be doing here, I hope, and what we can do as time goes on. So he is, I believe, a figure, a person who can help lead us to some of what we want to get to. 

[00:24:12.60] Let me now turn to the question of the history of Western ethics. I think that there have been in the West three ways of thinking about ethics. The first position has been called the position of individualism. 

[00:24:41.77] A second position has been called perfectionism-- the notion of a perfect state of being, a perfect picture of things. And that usually rests on some notion about what human nature is, so that human nature gives you a picture of what a perfect person is, and you judge everything else from that. 

[00:25:16.24] The third one, and the most distinctively Western and distinctively modern, is a position that can be called rationalist. And by that, by the word rationalist, I mean that the only proper guide you can get for what to do and to be or what reason alone gives you the notion of something that you think everyone, including you, should do. 

[00:26:01.93] Now, let me go through those three with some examples and some ways of talking about how they have been in the West. The first position, the position of individualism never judges whether what a person wants is bad or good. It just says if the person wants that, they should have the situation that will allow them to get it. 

[00:26:40.94] The question is not, should I want a new Rolls-Royce-- a new automobile and Rolls-Royce? The question is, can I both get a new Rolls-Royce and take a vacation and pay my psychologist? In this picture of things, all the human reason does is calculate or add and subtract. It tries to-- a reason just tells you how much you can get. It just allows you to do what you want already to do. 

[00:27:25.90] That is the individual position based on ideas of desire. It has had a very long history in the West from classical Greek times up to today. Many people think it is the normal way that particularly most Americans think about what they ought to do. 

[00:27:50.79] The second position, the picture of perfection, has been the one that most of the religious West held to be the true view. This was a picture that was basic to the Christian tradition, to most of the Jewish tradition, and to those positions like them, such as stoics-- such as other positions. 

[00:28:21.41] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:28:23.71] They have said that when you look at a human, you can tell what it means for that human to be better or worse, to be good or bad, to be virtuous or vicious. So that being angry and rageful is to be bad. Being kindly is to be good. Being compassionate will be good. Being selfish or self-centered will be bad. And you use those standards to judge what you want to be, what I want to be, and you use those to judge other people. 

[00:29:13.55] So I ask myself not, should I get the Rolls-Royce even if I can't afford a vacation and to pay my therapist? You ask, shouldn't I use that money to help the poor, or to help myself in ways that are better than having a very nice car? 

[00:29:38.48] One of the deeper questions in this whole picture, this whole perfectionist picture, has been, is there only one perfect state, or are there many kinds of human states, all of which can be perfect? And debate has raged around that in the West. In most of the religious traditions, they have wanted to say there is one perfect state. Others have wanted to say, humans can have many kinds of perfections, and you can't just limit it to one kind of perfection. 

[00:30:41.09] This last position, the rationalist position, is difficult, I think, to understand, but I will-- It is difficult for me to understand, but I will try. This position wants to say that all you can ever do in thinking about ethics is ask, can I apply this universally? Can I apply it to every possible case? So that if I am angry with my child, when my child has only thrown food on the floor, the question would be, would I do that with every child who threw food on the floor? 

[00:31:42.65] Put in larger questions, if I mistreat a person, if I don't behave well to them simply because that person is a woman or a member of another race, can I do that? Can I say that I would want that to happen to me, were I a woman, a member of another race? 

[00:32:11.45] So the question becomes, what can really reason and contradiction and non-contradiction, that is things that I want to apply to everyone, what can they alone give to human beings to guide them? Most of the governments in the West and people who run them use some version of this rationalist picture of the world. So it is a very powerful one today. 

[00:32:52.22] One of the. Other problems in it is that because so few things can be rules, you can only say a few things that you want everyone to do. Most of a person's life is left up to their individual desires so that what has often happened in the modern West is that the rationalist position combines with the first position I talked about, the individualist position. 

[00:33:37.43] So you will say no person may murder, may kill another human. No person may steal. But after you have said five or six things like that, whatever else a person does depends only on the desires that they have. So you have a situation that some people think is almost comic, funny that you rely on reason to get your guidelines, what you should do, but they are so few that reason does almost nothing with most of what human life is about. 

[00:34:21.63] Let me say one thing about why many people in the modern West denied the perfectionist picture, why people attacked the religious-based ethical vision. One reason for that was that the perfectionist picture often rested on, often relied on or rested on religious ideas that many people did not accept. And the notion that you could not build a society on ideas that people did not accept was thought to be impossible. 

[00:35:16.27] Another one, another reason why many people rejected this perfectionist, religious based picture. Was that when they looked at the history of the West, they found that the treatment of certain groups, the way they had lived in that society, raised questions about how valid the perfectionist picture was. 

[00:35:50.52] In the West, for example, slavery was often justified in a Christian picture. An inferior role was for women was justified in a perfectionist picture. And people said, if that can happen with a perfectionist picture, we must reject it. 

[00:36:14.48] Then a last reason why they rejected a perfectionist picture was because that picture often brought human experience and natural experience very closely together. It talked about the perfection of a human being in the way it would talk about the perfection of a tree that grew so that one can say there is a beautiful oak tree or tree and know it because it is a natural being and say, then one could also say the same thing about a human being. 

[00:36:58.85] And these people said, these modern rejectors of perfectionism, said humans are different from the natural world. You cannot look to it to find pictures of what perfection is. 

[00:37:17.61] This led to, and this will be my last point, a notion in modern, among many modern Western ethical people, that the ideal of compassion was not enough to build a whole ethical system on. So that, as Christianity had emphasized, as do other traditions compassion's importance, they said compassion is not enough for a true ethics. 

[00:37:54.85] And they said this for a few reasons. I think it is worth my talking about. One is that even that. compassion had been an ideal in Christianity, but had also lived with many kinds of injustices-- injustices about slavery, injustices about women. And these people said that was not simply by chance. It was not that it happened for no reason, that there was something about the idea of compassion as the very center of ethics that made these things likely to occur. 

[00:38:51.58] And one thing that made it so these people said that made it likely to occur is that compassion is often thought about as a better person dealing with a suffering person. It is often thought about as someone who is healthy, dealing with someone who is unhealthy, so that it tends very easily to become a kind of one person who is on top helps another person who is below picture. 

[00:39:35.77] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:39:37.79] 

[00:39:44.58] LEE YEARLY: A second reason why compassion was felt to be a problem was that it was so clearly tied to a religious vision in which actual life in society and on Earth was only a part of what a full life was. These people believed that that led people to be less deeply concerned about the actual suffering in front of them than they would otherwise have been. 

[00:40:26.79] Then last, these people criticized compassion because they thought it worked well only in very specific cultural contexts, in specific cultural settings, often ones that were individual. Individual to individual could function well. But when one asked about how to change a whole society, compassion could not give you guidelines. It could tell me what I might owe to a suffering person I met on the street, but it couldn't tell me what I might do to make sure that person did not suffer anymore. 

[00:41:23.15] I have one more minute, so I will quickly go back. 

[00:41:31.58] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:35.89] INTERPRETER: It's better to be flexible. 

[00:41:38.53] DALAI LAMA: OK. I have wanted here to talk about some things I believe we will be talking about for the rest of the meeting. As I understand this, the first questions I dealt with about what we can do when we think scientifically and what we can do when we think religiously, are questions that will be critical. 

[00:42:10.96] I believe that we must think in both ways, and we must try to think about how those two can come together, but also those places where they may not be able to come together. Places where religion says something that science cannot accept, and where science says things that religion cannot accept. I believe that the spirit, or the way that William James looked at these issues, remains one that, for me, is very helpful. 

[00:42:51.41] In talking about the history of Western ethics, I talked about three kinds of ethical positions. One thinks about what an individual wants, and reason decides what that individual will get. A second perfectionist position has a picture of what a perfect human would be, and judges others and oneself by it. 

[00:43:24.09] And then the third, this very modern position, thinks only about what my reason, at its most austere or spare, at its most logical, will be able to allow me to do. I then talked about why this last position has become so attractive to many people in the West. 

[00:43:54.01] Much of my own work, and I think part of what we do here is trying to say that we need to return to this perfectionist picture, but we also need to bring the perfectionist picture together with the more rationalist perspective. And that, in my view, is the problem that religious people today face. Thank you. 

