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[00:00:00.00] [JINGLE] 

[00:00:05.92] DANIEL GOLEMAN: So this afternoon is very open for dialogue, questions. And so we have many questions for you, but you may also have some for us. And just as we divided the morning between Dr. Yearly and Francisco, we'd like to divide the afternoon. So we're starting with Dr. Yearly. Now if you have some questions off the bat, please go right ahead. I'm sorry. If you have some questions, by the way-- 

[00:00:32.62] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:00:33.80] Thank you so much. Please go ahead. And if not, we have some to begin with. 

[00:00:43.64] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:01:10.52] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Oh, OK. Well, then we have a question urgent question we need to ask if you have nothing right away. 

[00:01:18.98] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:01:23.16] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Yes. Sharon Salzberg had a question. 

[00:01:28.08] SHARON SALZBERG: In terms of the presentation about compassion being an inadequate basis for ethics, I was thinking that from the Theravada perspective of Buddhism, when we think about ethics, we think about things being divided or determined in terms of what produces suffering and what produces the end of suffering, so that even more-- that is even more exact than saying some actions are right and some are wrong, or some are good and some are evil. 

[00:01:57.19] But to see that some actions produce suffering and some produce the end of suffering, and that this holds true for oneself and for others, that we cannot create suffering for ourselves without creating suffering for others. We cannot create suffering for others without creating suffering for ourselves. And so the model of perfection, where the highest development of a human being is someone who has come to the complete end of suffering themselves, and therefore will never create suffering for others. 

[00:02:26.61] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:02:29.69] SHARON SALZBERG: Based on that, compassion is the only basis. It's absolutely necessary. It's essential that compassion is at the very foundation of the ethical system. And I thought also that when we use the word compassion, it doesn't have that sense that was referred to of a very healthy person looking at a very sick person like that. But maybe because of this idea of so many lifetimes in which we have all done so many different things, that we look at a person and don't think that we are better than they are and are helping them, but that really we are the same as they are, that we have also done what they have done and we have also been in their situation. 

[00:03:18.49] So the compassion is a feeling of equals rather than a superior person looking at an inferior person. And I also thought about the teachings about motivation being the most powerful part of an action, so that even more enduring, even more lasting than the action is the motivation-- is the force of motivation. So that if we, for example, give somebody something to eat because they are hungry, again tomorrow they will be hungry. So that action is one thing. 

[00:03:58.53] But the motive behind the action has a much more powerful effect over a longer period of time because of karma. And so, again, I came back to that thought that compassion is the necessary force behind all ethical basis and behind all action. So I'd like to hear, Your Holiness, if you have some comment or something to say. 

[00:04:24.93] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:04:28.22] TRANSLATOR: I have one question. 

[00:04:31.25] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:04:52.61] Accept the present life. 

[00:04:55.33] TRANSLATOR: On the basis of that. 

[00:04:56.61] DALAI LAMA: And you should without accept any mysterious force of these things simply on the basis of day to day life, whether can be some demarcation. This part is positive. This part is negative. Or truth. The meaning of truth, isn't it? 

[00:05:19.49] TRANSLATOR: The meaning of truth. So distinction between right and wrong and truth can it be done without this metaphysical background. 

[00:05:26.89] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Most modern ethics in the West has attempted to do exactly that, and it is attempted to argue that you either cannot or you should not appeal to any religious ideas, whether it be God, karma, whatever. And that's where what I was calling the rationalist position is attempting to replace those and still say that at least on things like the most horrible kinds of unethical behavior, you have reasons to tell people that they shouldn't do them, and people will accept them. 

[00:06:06.78] So I think the great attempt of Western ethics has been-- modern Western ethics has been to do that. The crisis that it is now in the latter part of the 20th century is that it has left so many kinds of action without any guidance whatsoever. That is, you may have these very general principles, but so much of what people do, how they treat their wives or their families, how they deal with minor theft, how they deal with their anger, those things just seem not to be covered at all. 

[00:06:49.50] One answer to the notion that so much is uncovered, I think, or so much is not dealt with by this rationalist ethics has been that first, you can only organize a society on non-religious principles. That has been a premise, I think, of much modern Western ethics because there are too many religions, too many unreligious people. And then the second and, to me, more challenging idea is that the most critical thing for a human being is to freely choose to do something or not to do something, and they should never be guided by ideas that can't be scientifically proven. 

[00:07:36.98] And since religious ideas cannot be scientifically proven, they should not be guided by those kinds of things. And if they make terrible mistakes, that's just the price that human freedom exacts. And some of the best defenders of this liberal picture want to say that the price is misspent lives. If people live bad lives, that is the price that not having a world in which religion is prominent-- you just will take that as something that happens and live with the results of it. 

[00:08:19.42] And I think at the deepest level, many of the best defenders of this think you can know very little about anything and argue that to recognize how little you can know about what a good life is, is to live the best kind of life. 

[00:08:43.51] DALAI LAMA: Yes, that's very important. Yes. I always see thinking, to try to, as say some would say, I think, the moral principle-- moral principle without any religious involvement. Because now in reality, the human being, the more than 5 billions. Now, among, I think, out of 5 billions, I think true religious believer maybe, I think, hardly less 1 billion. So you see, the rest of 4 billions are the majority. 

[00:09:28.07] So now we must take serious concern about these remaining 4 billions. And also, sometime I feel maybe more easier to approach those non-believer than a believer. Anyway, the believer due to their own ideology, their own belief, sometimes even the meaning of compassion itself something different sometimes, isn't it? So therefore, you see, one way of explanation, or one way of writing a method to increase compassion may not be suitable for other. May not be acceptable to someone, isn't it? 

[00:10:11.03] Then the 4 billions non-believer, anyway, their mind is something quite neutral. So we must find this in some ways to reach to those people. So here I found some country, I think Norway. I think Norway. One time I met some people-- 

[00:10:37.71] Now here you say I believe compassion. Firstly, you see various different religion, you see, always say the importance of compassion. I believe from the Buddhist viewpoint, Buddhist viewpoint, because compassion is one of the important human nature, I think one important part of human mind, something good quality of human being. They are already there. 

[00:11:11.07] Therefore, the various different religion now you see trying to promote or trying to strengthen that basic human good quality. So this is nothing some would say. 

[00:11:24.03] TRANSLATOR: Externally imposed? 

[00:11:25.27] DALAI LAMA: Yes or something new invention by religious faith. Because there is already, whether believer or non-believer, there is something. So the various different religions now you see strengthening that quality. So therefore, essentially, the practice of compassion and religious practice is something different. We can be doing-- 

[00:11:56.85] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:12:04.23] TRANSLATOR: It is possible to give a presentation or to promote loving kindness and compassion without the religious connotation. 

[00:12:11.27] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:12:22.43] TRANSLATOR: And your point was well taken when you spoke of the inadequacy of compassion solely as being the foundation for ethics. Because if one has only altruism, then this will be extremely limited. 

[00:12:33.15] DALAI LAMA: Yes. 

[00:12:33.85] TRANSLATOR: Extremely limited. Too limited. 

[00:12:35.48] TRANSLATOR: It needs attention. It needs sharing. 

[00:12:38.08] DALAI LAMA: So therefore, you see, compassion combined method of wisdom. Then it becomes something fuller. Isn't it? 

[00:12:52.70] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:12:56.68] TRANSLATOR: 

[00:12:57.18] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:13:11.92] DALAI LAMA: That's all? You are going to say something. 

[00:13:16.80] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, let me respond to this. I had some one other thing earlier, but let me respond to this. The people who are arguing that compassion is not enough say that even if it is linked with wisdom, it has finally to be some people taking care of other people. And compassion itself will never be able to give you a notion of human rights, for example, the idea that a human has rights, whether they are part of your country, part of your family, because that can't come simply out of a sympathetic understanding or loving kindness towards something. 

[00:14:06.50] It demands a whole different way of looking at what the world is. And that's the argument that these people make. And it is, again, historically correct, I think, that no matter what the emphasis on compassion has been in different traditions, they haven't usually coupled it with a notion of human rights. And so terribly uncompassionate things have been done in the name of compassion, because it hasn't been linked with the idea of rights. 

[00:14:43.00] FRANCISCO VARELA: Can I ask something? Would you say that in the West there is no precedent for what His Holiness was just saying of not just compassion, but also a method, which is not the same as wisdom, but a kind of a method to elicit or bring about that compassion? Because when you talk about perfectionism, that's something I wanted to ask too. You seem to always equate the attained perfection state through some kind of belief. 

[00:15:10.68] But the belief need not be there. It could be an aspiration with a method without any particular heavy handed set of beliefs, particularly theological belief. 

[00:15:22.18] DANIEL GOLEMAN: There are parts of the Western tradition that have thought that what you basically did. And this was close to some of what I think you were saying. There are basic human impulses which are, say, to feel sympathy with people. And then you have self-cultivation systems, training of the self, involving things like visualization, involving things like thinking about the worst possible cases of lack of compassion, the best cases of compassion, reading appropriate kinds of literature, stilling the kinds of emotions that would force one not to be compassionate. 

[00:16:02.41] Those are part and parcel of-- those are parts of the main major traditions, whether Jewish, Christian or secular inside the West. 

[00:16:15.85] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes, but those would be bound to the beliefs. What about tradition and particularly, say, thinking of the early days of Marxism? It was an enormous normal aspiration for solidarity and compassion, and it was coupled to a non-belief in a religious system and some kind of method of how to build a society to fulfill those aspirations. We know that wasn't particularly clear how it ended, but that represents something very Western. 

[00:16:46.21] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, I would say Marxism, particularly in its early days, was about as powerful and fervent a religious movement as the West has seen in the last 500 years. 

[00:16:56.55] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:16:58.17] FRANCISCO VARELA: I know that wasn't true. [INAUDIBLE] 

[00:17:03.88] TRANSLATOR: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:17:15.17] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, it had all the marks of a religion. The justification for it lay far in the future. People were being asked to make tremendous self-sacrifices and train themselves for those self sacrifices. It had very lofty goals. It had founding figures. It had very high, high goals. It had a figure who was reverenced at the heart of it. It even had sacred texts that were studied, and studied and studied. 

[00:17:48.33] And then there was usually very tight institute. There was tight organization of the people. So it makes things like Roman Catholicism or Orthodox Judaism look rather meager. 

[00:18:01.55] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:18:04.97] TRANSLATOR: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:18:10.81] LEE YEARLY: If I understand correctly what you're saying, you're saying that in the West is compassion doesn't work, or at least it's been criticized as long as there's the problem of inequality. Is that right. Between people. That's a large part of it. Inequality is central to understanding this. 

[00:18:29.70] DANIEL GOLEMAN: It is, inequality is central. I also think that the almost necessarily the fact that so much compassion has to be private or person to person. But inequality, just inequality is central. 

[00:18:49.66] LEE YEARLY: I would ask a question to His Holiness about that because if in my understanding, a little understanding of Buddhism around this, that if you are doing a practice that involves enlightenment of all beings, self and others, isn't that a way of trying to get around the issue of inequality? 

[00:19:08.38] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:19:10.30] TRANSLATOR: Could you rephrase the question? 

[00:19:11.26] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:19:48.82] TRANSLATOR: Can you rephrase the question? 

[00:19:52.90] LEE YEARLY: My understanding of your question was that in Western compassion, there's a view that one person tries to act compassionately to someone, and there's a discrepancy. There's an inequality. This person is more evolved, so they can give or they can act compassionately to someone who's less evolved or needy more. So there's some discrepancy or some difference in status, or difference in power, or difference in level of evolution, however you want to understand that. There's some inequality. 

[00:20:27.74] And that the criticism of compassion is a motivation for ethics in the West has been that inequality is always there as a problem. Is that fair to say? And that if you could come up with a kind of practice where built into the practice is the notion of equality, isn't that a way of handling this? 

[00:20:56.02] DALAI LAMA: I think yeah. Yes. 

[00:21:00.56] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:21:05.38] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I will respond very briefly. Then I would like to ask you that question. And I will speak for the critic of compassion here. I think they say-- and part of this just seems absolutely true, that at the same time that whether it was Buddhism, or Christianity, or Confucianism, say, three great traditions where compassion was absolutely central to each of them, they always coexisted. They always were with societies in which a certain class of people was very deprived, in which there was not a drive, there was not a movement, an energy to make those people better off. 

[00:21:55.70] And sometimes it was whole groups such as women. Sometimes it was groups of people such as peasants. Sometimes it who was educated and who wasn't educated. But it just has always-- even no matter how universal a notion of compassion was in the past, has lived with those kinds of to our mind, very painful kinds of non-compassionate acts. And when you ask initially about wanting an ethic without a religious base, I think these people looked at what a religious base had produced, what it had brought forth in the society and said, basically, we just need to start over again. 

[00:22:47.15] DALAI LAMA: I think certainly from the Buddhist viewpoint, there are different kinds of compassion, or different levels of compassion. And also I think much depends on individual practitioner. You see, due to other practice, say you see the wisdom sight. Or for example, I think in one kind of compassion, I think initial or initial stage or preliminary something like that, I think, is usually the compassion is something a bit mixture with desire or attachment. 

[00:23:26.55] Now, from parent to children, I think that you see compassion, although you have strong feeling of closeness with that one. And also you have some kind of sense of responsibility also there. However, mainly, you see reason this is something close to me. So therefore, you develop some kind of concern. So because that nature, that kind of compassion is very much so that-- is very much influenced by attachment, isn't it? So naturally, it is very limited. 

[00:24:11.87] And then generally, I think in many cases, or generally, I think the-- 

[00:24:22.90] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:24:40.51] TRANSLATOR: It can happen though, too, that a person in a certain specific circumstance may have an ability to alleviate the suffering of another person or protect another person from suffering. So in that sense, there is some kind of an inequality, because one person does have the capacity to protect the other person, which that other person does not. 

[00:24:57.35] DALAI LAMA: But then, you see, in the, I think, very, very nature of-- sorry. 

[00:25:03.47] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:25:11.76] TRANSLATOR: However, in the actual mode in which compassion views the other sentient being, there is no such sense of inequality. One's self being superior to the other is absent. 

[00:25:21.90] DALAI LAMA: Then, as you mentioned, I think there is no such distinction. I am something superior, that one is something lower. No such feeling. Not necessary. And then I think another more wider or more, I think, more deeper compassion nature is the other being to whom you develop compassion. Now, here you see the main concern is the other being, just like myself, who does not want suffering, who do not-- who want happiness, do not want suffering, and also have every right to be happy and to overcome suffering, just like myself. 

[00:26:18.96] On that basis, whether you see that person or that being is something close to oneself or not, so long that is sentient being, particularly if a human being, that human being just like myself, there is desire, same desire, same kind of desire, same kind of right. On that basis, now develop compassion. Now, that compassion, of course, you see, I think basis to develop that kind of compassion is something. [TIBETAN] 

[00:26:50.00] TRANSLATOR: In the quality of self and other. 

[00:26:51.60] DALAI LAMA: On that basis, now is it that kind of compassion develop. So in that case, there is no place to just do-- sorry. [TIBETAN] 

[00:27:00.00] TRANSLATOR: There is no place for discriminating one being high or the other being low. 

[00:27:04.68] DALAI LAMA: So actually, I think first, you realize their right. Respect their right. On that basis, now develop the sense of concern or sense of responsibility to do something, to concern. 

[00:27:21.00] PARTICIPANT: Your holiness, and where does wisdom come into that? In other words, what is the perspective that wisdom brings that compassion alone does not afford? 

[00:27:34.36] DALAI LAMA: Wisdom. 

[00:27:35.42] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:27:51.12] TRANSLATOR: One application would be to take your example of just alleviating another person's hunger for one day. Well, that doesn't take any wisdom in and of itself. But you apply wisdom to that, and then you're thinking, well, how can I alter circumstances so this person doesn't suffer in the future and doesn't get into that predicament in the first place? 

[00:28:08.44] DALAI LAMA: I think, roughly speaking for a moment, then again, wisdom, when we talk wisdom, I think again, there are a variety of wisdom for secularism, for non-believer. There's one kind of wisdom. Then to believer, there's another different kind of wisdom. And then within believer, oh, there are so many different things. So a lot of wisdom, too much wisdom. 

[00:28:34.00] PARTICIPANT: Your holiness, I'm interested in distinction between wisdom for a believer and non-believer, for example. Can you give an example? 

[00:28:42.36] DALAI LAMA: [LAUGHS] I think in a way, non-believers' wisdom is more practical. 

[00:28:47.86] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:28:51.28] The believers say wisdom-- sometimes you say too much sophisticated. Too much. I didn't say. But now, for example, when we pray, it's all centered being for buddhahood, isn't it? So I'm saying true practice, isn't it? True practice. But in a way there is a wisdom, of course, you see. Not sufficient to show compassion or concern. But you see. You realize unless that person himself or herself make attempt to purify oneself or to achieve to improve oneself, nobody can help. Isn't it? 

[00:29:32.93] So in that way, it is wisdom. Not sufficient is just showing some kind of sympathy, some kind of concern. Unless that person itself decides to move forward, nothing can be done. But then this is buddhahood too far. Very much complicated now. 

[00:29:55.77] PARTICIPANT: If I could take Dr. Yearly's question one step further, he observed that historically, many countries that were very religious, including Tibet, had peasant classes who had very bad conditions and other classes who were very well off, and that in the secular, democratic, rational approach to ethics, this should be something that's addressed directly. This is the human rights. Why is it that in a country like Tibet or in Catholic countries too, there should be such injustice along with such widespread teaching of compassion? How could that happen? How could that come about? 

[00:30:48.29] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:30:49.79] 

[00:30:54.41] TRANSLATOR: It's a simple thesis, and that is people have their religion from their mouths, but they don't put it into practice. 

[00:30:59.39] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:31:04.65] DALAI LAMA: However, generally speaking, now you see, as far as Tibetan is concerned, there's a feudal system in Tibet and of Tibet, and feudal system in China and even in India. I think compared, I think Tibetan feudal system is much more compassionate, so it is less suffering. Now, why? I think compassion because it's a Buddhist teaching. Very much emphasis or stress on compassion. So stress is equal. 

[00:31:41.01] That's right. But still I want, you see, some, I think, more unbiased people taking more research work on this line. I remember this, you see. [INAUDIBLE]. Interest, yes. But generally speaking, I really like it. So there are many, many foreigner who notice in Tibet in generally speaking, it's quite jovial. It's quite happy. Especially those generation, elder generation who born and grown up in such, you see, the such system, bad system or old system. 

[00:32:21.06] On their face, they're quite happy, past the bad. And nobody see past the bad. Something perfect. Of course, there are. There are a lot of negative effects and backwardness. However, generally speaking, quite happy society. So I think religion makes some differences. And then obviously, before Buddhism flourished in Tibet, the Tibetan history seems a bit warrior. Warrior. And a good fighter. Buddhism, I think, disqualified that. 

[00:33:07.60] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:33:14.54] So finally, we lost our country. [LAUGHTER] At the same time, I think we-- sorry. [SPEAKING TIBETAN] I'm sorry. 

[00:33:26.46] TRANSLATOR: At the same time, we have been able to create a lot of sympathizers. 

[00:33:29.92] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:33:33.82] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:34:18.42] TRANSLATOR: When approaching the question of talking about the proper foundation for ethical principle from a Buddhist point of view, we have to take into account the basic Buddhist notion of interdependence of things. And from a Buddhist point of view, you cannot say that this is the only foundation. And if you have that, everything will be perfect. And if you don't have that, nothing will be perfect. 

[00:34:43.48] For instance, compassion can be a motive for ethics, but that doesn't mean that compassion alone is sufficient. For instance, the three approaches which the professor mentioned that happened in the past in the Western sort of ethical movement, the philosophy of ethics, the individualism, the three positions, rationalism and perfectionism, from a Buddhist point of view, each of these three positions have valid grounds for their thesis. For instance, that the individualism has a very right thesis that every individual must work for his or her own benefit, or own fulfillment. 

[00:35:22.80] TRANSLATOR: And you have to take into account that there's individual desires. 

[00:35:25.88] TRANSLATOR: You have to take that into account. And similarly, you have to also take into account the perfectionism, because what we are aiming for is a perfect life, a perfect state of existence. And thirdly, also, we have to take into account the rationality because we need human rational faculty to make judgments of what is right and what is wrong in a particular context. So you cannot, from a Buddhist point of view, just say this is the foundation. So everything. You have to take into account this interdependent nature. 

[00:35:55.29] TRANSLATOR: So each of the three is necessary, but none of those three will stand adequately alone as the foundation. 

[00:36:02.87] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:36:13.55] TRANSLATOR: For instance, that if the question-- for the question that if compassion alone is an adequate motive for ethics or basis for ethics, certainly it's not. But that doesn't mean that compassion is not the right motive or foundation for ethics. 

[00:36:33.43] DANIEL GOLEMAN: The argument, I think, that has been used in Western ethics, that those three ideas cannot be brought together either at all, or at least not very easily, is that when you say something like individual desires are important, you either end up just simply saying that anything any individual wants is all right, or you say no, some desires are better than other desires. And once you begin to say that, you really are a perfectionist. That is, you are saying that only some of the desires you have are good ones, and others aren't, so that they would say that the individualist position just can't-- 

[00:37:24.99] The perfectionist position, if it includes the individualist, will really end up telling an individual. You may think that's a good desire, but it's not. And the real individualist, I think, in the West has been the person who wants to say the individual is the only important thing in the whole universe, and whatever that individualist wants, they should attempt-- he or she should attempt to get, and a state should allow them to have it. Now, if you want a religious principle in modern Western ethics, that's probably a religious principle, because it's not very clear that it makes much sense except as a religious principle. 

[00:38:17.31] And just one other thing. The rationalist position in the West is, I think, a very good example of how much some people can treasure a particular view of rationality, because it really rests on the notion that you can convince anybody not to do something simply in terms of how they think, which is another astonishing kind of idea, but that you can meet anyone and show them that what they thought they might want to do is wrong, and then they just won't do it. 

[00:39:05.72] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:39:36.92] TRANSLATOR: Given this rationalistic position, there might be certain acts and so forth, which we have some kind of consensus of being right or wrong. But in many cases, the judgment of whether it's right or wrong should be done in a very individual circumstances or in this very unique context, taking into account the differences of the circumstances, the people that were involved, their mental dispositions and so forth. Therefore, how do they account for that? 

[00:40:12.24] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:40:15.88] TRANSLATOR: For instance, one kind of act may be justified for one individual, but may not be suitable for another person. In 

[00:40:25.80] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Western terms, His Holiness is presenting a very good Aristotelian position. 

[00:40:33.76] DALAI LAMA: Aristotle. 

[00:40:35.40] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Aristotle. Or Thomas Aquinas. 

[00:40:39.34] DALAI LAMA: I don't know. 

[00:40:41.40] DANIEL GOLEMAN: And that is the position of that tradition. 

[00:40:49.68] So that I would make impossible any conversation between us. If you thought perhaps I was lying about something that was important. Therefore, you never should lie. When he was asked the question, well, suppose someone loaned you a gun, gave you a gun for some period of time, and then reappeared at your house in a very angry state, saying that he wanted to kill his sister and asked for the gun back, this philosopher said, you give the gun back because you cannot lie. 

[00:41:35.38] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:41:37.84] Many have had your response to that, that there seems something just very much the matter with a position-- something is wrong with the position that would lead you to things like that. But there are other kinds of cases where-- 

[00:41:55.98] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:42:28.40] TRANSLATOR: Perhaps this example shows the relativity of the very concept of what is right and what is wrong. So ultimately, decisions should be made on the basis of what is benefiting and what is harmful. 

[00:42:42.01] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:42:50.89] TRANSLATOR: So from more of a consequentialist point of view, one could determine whether an action is right or wrong. Any action which leads to a consequence which is harmful can be termed as wrong, and an action which leads to a beneficial consequences can be considered as a right action. 

[00:43:13.21] DANIEL GOLEMAN: That is another issue that has come up in this tradition. And the problem always ends up if you think just in terms of benefits, and costs, and what will benefit, and what will harm, you seem to also find some very difficult cases. 

[00:43:32.05] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:43:36.59] TRANSLATOR: That's true. 

[00:43:37.13] DALAI LAMA: That's why motivation. Compassion. [LAUGHS] 

[00:43:43.94] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I am about over with my time. I think I wanted to take one minute. 

[00:43:50.59] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] Many questions. Any questions? 

[00:43:55.81] PARTICIPANT: I wanted to ask you a question, and that is that you have painted a very fine picture of a serious dilemma, problem, an epistemological problem. I don't know what to call it exactly. What is your personal view of whether resolution is possible here or not? 

[00:44:20.49] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I have convinced myself and a few friends that resolution is possible. I think it rests on a notion, a perfectionist picture of people. I also think that part of what that means is you're never going to be able to convince some people about the rightness of this picture, which is distressing in some ways. 

[00:44:50.33] PARTICIPANT: But how would it look? How would this picture-- 

[00:44:55.37] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Showing people in certain kinds of ways that is very difficult. 

[00:45:01.25] PARTICIPANT: One other question. That is, do you think that science and perhaps the scientific view of human beings, if you will, of broader perspective on the mind-body connection, as we were talking about this morning, holds any promise in terms of making a contribution to that new perfectionist picture that would make it substantially different in some way, perhaps, from earlier perfectionist cul de sacs? In other words, do we have a new basis for new morality? 

[00:45:39.38] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I have my doubts, but perhaps by Friday I'll be convinced. 

[00:45:42.76] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:45:46.86] FRANCISCO VARELA: I have another question in the same vein. In this view of perfectionism that you see as a possibility, I'm not totally clear some of the aspects of it. But do you see some kind of pragmatics or method as an integral part of it? And if so, which kind and how? I asked the question because it seems to me that one of the things that have been, to me, at least as a Westerner, raised in a Christian context, the most conspicuously absent aspect of any perfectionist view. 

[00:46:23.02] When you are told love, but then you try and then you fail miserably and, well, so much for that. 

[00:46:34.22] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, I think this is one place where there are extraordinary-- there are wonderful riches in Western traditions that don't just say, do something, be compassionate, be loving, but give you, tell you kinds of practices or exercises to do them. How one goes about doing that in terms of meditation, in terms of texts that are used, in terms of light. I was trying to find the right image. 

[00:47:08.92] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:47:10.78] And I think that the kind, which I'm sure with many people, the sort of picture of just being told what one ought to do and then failing miserably, and therefore deciding the Western tradition was somehow bankrupt just showed how much the Western tradition had lost touch with its own roots, and how much it had absorbed, I think, certain aspects of the modern world that are very, very questionable to my mind, one of them being this notion that somehow, if you understand something, you will immediately do it. 

[00:47:53.94] Which I think comes-- it is one of the results of this rationalist picture that began to hold people's minds, that the thought itself would lead to the action, lead you to do it naturally and normally. And I think none of the deeper parts of Western traditions in Judaism, Christianity or anywhere else have ever thought that was true. 

[00:48:18.96] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:48:47.00] TRANSLATOR: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:48:54.89] So your conclusion is that in order to have a consistent ethical principle, we are forced to make appeal to some kind of religious or transcendental ideals, which we can say scientifically may not be proven or something. 

[00:49:10.16] TRANSLATOR: And he's referring specifically to the perfectionist model. You say you endorse this. Does this mean that you really think for to establish that ethical basis, you do need to resort to some form of the question? 

[00:49:22.99] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Yes, most emphatically. 

[00:49:25.93] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:49:29.67] DANIEL GOLEMAN: And I think it has to-- I think you have to use religious practices, I think you have to use religious ideas, and I think you have to draw on energies or powers that are not part of normal human experience. 

[00:49:50.74] DALAI LAMA: Then there's some animals, especially those social animals, social kind of social animals, they have limited altruism. And also they have very good, it seems, very good sense of responsibility for common benefit. But that comes without any religion. 

[00:50:15.35] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I think that the-- there are surely things that humans have as humans that you can draw on that will help build community and help them meet obligations. I am much saddened by the history of the West, because it seems to me to show less and less that people can operate ethically without religious grounding. And I would say that often, the fact that people could act responsibly in past parts of the West when they were not religious, was because they were drawing in some way on a culture that was religious or a tradition that was religious. 

[00:51:00.07] And it seems to me just to speak about my country, America, that part of what has happened that is so desperate in that country is you now have people completely removed from religious basis and being told they have to be members of a country, and contribute to it, and meet basic rights, and they don't. And there is almost no way, quote, to convince them or to make them, which is one reason I think that that civilization is in very desperate trouble. 

[00:51:44.23] TRANSLATOR: So do you believe that ethical principles or rightness and wrongness of an action is relative to a particular religious community, or are you saying that there is some kind of universal religious truths which all human beings share? 

[00:52:03.96] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:52:09.77] DANIEL GOLEMAN: The last 20 years of my life have been trying to deal with that question. I think at least among some religions that I think I know something about or cultures, there are some remarkable similarities. And that I find uplifting. I also think-- and this is a very difficult question for me-- that to be able to speak about those truths seems to mean we need a language-- we need a way of talking that goes beyond what a particular tradition gives us, so that neither a Confucian or a Christian, nor a Buddhist way of talking about these things is fully adequate. 

[00:53:09.66] And we need some new way of talking about them without completely losing the touch we have with the traditions that we are part of. And it seems to me finding that new language is absolutely critical. 

[00:53:28.30] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:53:34.52] TRANSLATOR: To hold on to one's own religious tradition, maintain that, but at the same time have a common language for all of the religions so they can have something in common. 

[00:53:44.14] TRANSLATOR: So what you are saying is there are universally shared religious truths, which can be contextualized in different religious language. 

[00:53:55.16] DANIEL GOLEMAN: That's what I'm saying right now. 

[00:53:57.14] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:53:59.36] That has been a long time reaching that position, and I am unsure what position I will be in five years from now. But that's where I am now. 

[00:54:13.42] FRANCISCO VARELA: I'm not sure if I misunderstood something, but it seemed to me that HisHoliness' question was animals, social animals manifest this kind of very responsible altruism kind of compassion, which, of course, has no religious context to them. There is no culture there. Therefore, is it really necessarily true that the mainspring of the fountain spring of such values need necessarily be the religious tradition? Not that it couldn't be. But is that the only one? 

[00:54:48.23] DANIEL GOLEMAN: There has been an ethical position that wants to say that, if you mean by social animals, all those animals that are social, like from wolves to hamsters, and penguins and so forth. But it seems to me that-- and this is a point on which there is dispute. It seems to me that what is so distinctive about human beings is that they are not as easily communal as are other animals, and that what is most unique and perhaps worthwhile about us is also what is most potentially horrible, which is that we don't necessarily sacrifice for the group. 

[00:55:38.09] We don't necessarily love those who are close to us. We can decide simply to pursue our own in very clever ways and be successful. And I think that humans and the animals just are radically different on that, at least on that particular ground. But I know that there are many scientists who also consider themselves to be ethicists who disagree with me. 

[00:56:10.97] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, that's why I like His Holiness' question, because when it comes to biologists. 

[00:56:14.91] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:56:17.21] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, I think we have probably gone over my time. 

[00:56:21.03] PARTICIPANT: No, actually, you're doing fine. 

[00:56:22.65] PARTICIPANT: Could I ask a question? 

[00:56:23.67] PARTICIPANT: Yes. 

[00:56:25.09] PARTICIPANT: It seems to me that the discussion has largely revolved around the individual's conscience and behavior and the impact of institutional forces, governmental and religious, on that individual's behavior. I'd like to turn to the issue of the fact that we all face now that certain collective governments, nations have been able to create weapons of mass destruction. And some of the servants of that nation who contribute to that are nominally ethical persons, and whose ethics is to contribute to the welfare of the group, which by some kind of decision has made possible this threat to the whole world. 

[00:57:19.21] Where do you and His Holiness meet that issue? 

[00:57:24.77] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:57:29.69] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, I'll meet it briefly, and then someone who has real experience can meet it, actually. I think one of the most chastening-- one of the things that is most distressing about the modern world is the growth of nation states and what nation states have meant. Winston Churchill said that the wars that democracies fight will be the most horrible wars that humans have ever fought. And I think he's right. He was right. 

[00:58:12.01] And it is something about seeing this collective, this group, the nation, as something that must be protected at all costs, that people have to contribute to and sacrifice for. And it's something about being able also to Marshal, to bring together all the participants in it, all the people in it, in a common purpose that makes them almost demonic enemy entities, makes them like demons when they function. 

[00:58:45.01] So just to take America as another example, I think we have cases in American history where the nation, America, has done things that almost no individual or group of individuals in America would ever do. Now, what you do about it, other than the very weak notion of being aware of it, I'm not sure. 

[00:59:17.97] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:59:29.66] TRANSLATOR: Perhaps it has some parallel to your analogy, that example of the story of someone keeping the gun, and when asked, giving it back, saying that it's the right thing to do. So that might have some parallel with the question that-- 

[00:59:44.78] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[00:59:50.14] TRANSLATOR: Accepting. Yeah. 

[00:59:51.59] DALAI LAMA: Some similarity. 

[00:59:52.70] TRANSLATOR: It's simply a-- how do you say-- an expanded example. So instead of a gun, we have nuclear armaments of vast proportions. 

[00:59:59.88] PARTICIPANT: And so what happens, it's not the daughter that's threatened civilization. 

[01:00:04.08] TRANSLATOR: In all cases, it's simply been expanded drastically. 

[01:00:06.42] PARTICIPANT: Ot it's less theoretical. 

[01:00:17.10] PARTICIPANT: But it really hinges-- this brings up this brings up this critical point in that the development, if you will, of societies on the planet may be moving in the direction of auto destruction on a very massive scale, killing the entire world, not just one small part of the world or itself, but killing the whole world, which would, of course, select against any further development. It would stop further development in some way. 

[01:00:49.22] So the real question, it seems to me at the moment is whether invoking, if you will, a transcendent intelligence or emergent properties of intelligence within the brain and the nervous system, whether we can both individually and collectively come to a vision based on awareness of this dilemma, this problem that will allow us to avoid destruction. And you could even make an analogy to the autoimmune case, the autoimmune disease where the body winds up not recognizing the true nature of itself and kills itself in the same way the small mind of the rationalist, for instance, or the impassioned perfectionist could wind up being so toxic on a massive, global level that it kills the entire organism. 

[01:01:56.91] And the question is, is there a way out of that dilemma that's biologically valid? 

[01:02:06.51] PARTICIPANT: Let me make a point here. The destruction that faces the human race now seems to depend largely on the fact that science and its progress seems to be value-free. You see what I mean? There seems to be no-- if we divide science into a theoretical aspect of science and an applied aspect of science, the applied aspect of science seems to have no values, seems to be value-free, seems to have no ethical foundation. Must that be so? Is that necessarily so? 

[01:02:38.55] Is that part of the basis for the correct functioning and progress of science? Must that be so, is the question which I would like to address. 

[01:02:48.01] [INAUDIBLE] 

[01:02:57.83] FRANCISCO VARELA: I would like to make a comment to that, which it seems to me that I don't quite agree with you, the following sense that science is not a separate thing out of the social life of a country or a globe, and that decisions about whether something, for example, a weapon gets built or a particular technological device gets installed and trashes the environment or whatever, it's always a political, moral, historical, economic decision that involves the entire society. So it's not a question of whether applied science has values or not. 

[01:03:43.63] The values of applied science are the values of the society in which the application takes place. And it's not more or less than it. You cannot centrifugal science as a separate component. And a doctor in the clinic will terminate a patient or not-- that's a technological decision-- but based on a whole host of decisions which are inseparably social. So what we are talking about here, the ethics is an ethics that applies everywhere, science included. And it seems to me to distort the whole nature of the scientific process, to try to set it apart as if it was somewhere else in the attic somewhere, rather than in the kitchen with everybody else. 

[01:04:33.03] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I think that's largely true, but I also think it can be too easy in some situations because it's asking for a kind of heroism from scientists not to pursue a line of research that they think may, in fact, be used in bad ways. But given the fact that we reward scientists in various ways, and that there should at least be an ethic to the profession, I think you have a right to ask them at some points not to do something if they have a likelihood to believe that it's going to lead to results that are bad. 

[01:05:15.67] FRANCISCO VARELA: But historically, may I point out that has never happened? 

[01:05:18.57] DANIEL GOLEMAN: I know. 

[01:05:19.17] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, because the only way-- 

[01:05:21.19] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Almost never. 

[01:05:21.55] [LAUGHTER] 

[01:05:22.39] FRANCISCO VARELA: The only way it's going to happen is because socially that becomes a negative act to pursue. And therefore, you don't have grants. You don't have decisions. You don't have prizes for that. You don't have no means to do it. But if you leave it to the individual decision, first of all, it doesn't quite work because scientists are as confused about ethics as anybody else. 

[01:05:45.52] And second of all, scientists cannot work because he wants to. He needs the means to do that. And usually these decisions are high tech, high technology decisions that need money and infrastructural support. So we're back to the same point. We cannot jump on the back of this particular group of people as to the decision whether a certain technology should be pursued or not. That is far too optimistic and it fails. 

[01:06:14.80] DANIEL GOLEMAN: We should get it out. Let me just respond to it one on one. I don't want to say that-- I don't want to say that it is simply the scientist's responsibility and that he is not part of a society. I do say that sometimes positions put you in situations where you have to make very dramatic decisions that may, in fact, hurt you a good deal. And it seems to me that scientists sometimes are in those positions. 

[01:06:44.22] That's why I called it heroic. It may, in fact, involve something far beyond the normal to do it. But I think you have a right to ask that of people at times, and to judge them if they fail to do it. 

[01:06:59.80] PARTICIPANT: I think we've come a long way this afternoon covering lots of territory. It's time for you two to-- 

[01:07:07.83] [LAUGHTER] 

[01:07:12.08] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:07:17.80] PARTICIPANT: Sure. 

[01:07:18.48] TRANSLATOR: Perfect time. 

[01:07:19.10] PARTICIPANT: Perfect. Good. 

[01:07:24.52] FRANCISCO VARELA: Some basic capacity that is not particularly religious that could be used as a ground for ethics, if I understood you correctly. And that was exactly my feeling when you announced before the question about animals, because I've always felt that in animals, the compassion that you spoke about, natural compassion for their kind, of course, nevertheless, it is compassion for the kind. But it has a very fuzzy edge. And we know, for example, of intraspecific compassion, the famous-- yeah, between species. 

[01:07:59.04] For example, if you go to Rome, the symbol of Rome is two children that were fed by a wolf, Romulus and Remus. Otherwise, we wouldn't have Rome. That means that that Wolf, the she wolf wasn't acting for her species. There was something intrinsically there in her wolfedhood that allowed to overstep that boundary and to feed human children. 

[01:08:25.40] DANIEL GOLEMAN: That's a religious symbol. Yeah, but that's exactly what it is. It's a religious symbol, and it has its meaning because it's not biologically based, which is why the Romans took it as their image. 

[01:08:35.98] FRANCISCO VARELA: It actually happened. It happened. And Dolphins, there are oodles of reports of Dolphins helping sailors. So it happens biologically. 

[01:08:44.57] DANIEL GOLEMAN: No, there's no question it happens biologically. But exactly why humans took it on, I think, was because of the oddness. 

[01:08:51.31] FRANCISCO VARELA: No, no, the whole point wasn't that you could reduce all to that at all. Never, I don't think in the intention of the question of His Holiness. But there's something that from which you can build up that doesn't start with culture, but there is an enormous ways that if you can transform or train to expansion, then you already have an enormous amount right there. That would be my feeling, but I don't know. 

[01:09:17.61] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:09:32.33] TRANSLATOR: In terms of human development, for example, human evolution or specific human development, isn't it the case that this occurs in relationship of parent to child? 

[01:09:40.29] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes. 

[01:09:41.45] TRANSLATOR: And between the genders, between the sexes? 

[01:09:44.09] DALAI LAMA: And family members. There's a bit because of that, you see eventually the human population grow and grow and grow. Isn't it? So right from the beginning, some kind of point to say, I think, even you say, plant, there is some kind of, I think, cooperation. So the human society, human family, I think first, human family. A family comes on the basis of cooperation. Cooperation not by force, but by necessity. 

[01:10:14.17] And as with friend, you get some, I'd say, happy feeling. You're safe and secure. So therefore, you see, you respect your friend, not necessarily compassion, but because of your necessity immediately produces a positive result, satisfaction. Therefore, therefore you see that family come. Now this much earlier, religion not yet come. Isn't it? So that's already there. So that's the basis of human nature. 

[01:10:43.89] Without that, if a human being right from the beginning our mind, of course, the anger or love and jealousy, these are all part of our mind. However, I think the dominant force of our mind is I feel human compassion, human affection. If you say our mind, the dominant force in our mind is anger, now time has come. We are worried. Overpopulation, isn't it? So because of that itself. So that's why you see the basic human nature, those are the positive nature. That take as a basis. And from the Buddhist viewpoint, of course, this is religion, in a way, man's creation. 

[01:11:29.09] Of course, if you accept it from God, something has come from there. That's also possible. But anyway, you see, again, even there is God. If there is no human being, no receiver. No receiver. You cannot develop religion, isn't it? So therefore, there is a main coordination come from human being when there is some kind of message or something there. And then the human accept it. So then religion come to exist. 

[01:11:54.93] So therefore, all these things on the basis of good human quality or human nature, compassion, affection. But then, now different religion come, and people realize that there is something good, something benefit. So enforcing, trying to strengthen that quality. So no religion, of course, in certain occasion maybe you see, let's say, allow it to express anger, but otherwise, no religion, you see. Stress, the anger is something important, because that, basically, human being not appreciate anger. 

[01:12:35.14] Anger creates the problem. Human being do not want-- I think human being don't like destruction. I think love construction. 

[01:12:48.44] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Why do they destroy so much? Why do they destroy so much then? 

[01:13:00.22] DALAI LAMA: Again, I think two histories since human beings come to exist now, about 1 billion. When you're this. 

[01:13:12.22] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Our species? Yes. 

[01:13:13.62] DALAI LAMA: 

[01:13:14.14] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Oh, maybe 5 million years. 

[01:13:18.34] DALAI LAMA: So during this period, if we look, you see, I think overall, I think construction is bigger greater than the destruction, I believe. And ordinarily, you see, because our nature-- this is my belief. Because our nature is more affectionate, more gentleness, so therefore, when you say something happened, you see some destructions happen here and there, immediately you see surprised or something, something shocked, something. 

[01:13:59.14] The other nice things happen that we take for granted. Something normal. So therefore, you see those destruction is something very impressive. So you see, we saw all destruction is bigger than the construction of something and in general. What was your further argument? That's very important. I wasn't sure if that's a different viewpoint. It's very important. 

[01:14:35.46] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Well, I think I remain, if not convinced by, surely drawn to what seems to me the deepest strain inside the Christian tradition, which is that everything you've said about human beings is correct. Yes, that they can construct, they move out of families and so forth, but that there is also something inside humans that moves toward destruction, violation, self-hurt, that is obscured, and finds itself in darkness, that has tendencies to strike out, and even to bring down things it once loved. 

[01:15:23.46] And that is inexplicable, but just there. It can't be explained why it's there. The whole Christian tradition is trying to deal with the question of why, given everything that you've said, there is still this other tendency. Though, I think what you said about the notion that construction, in fact, occurs in a lot of times, and we tend to focus too much on destruction. But that, as one Christian theologian put it, said original sin shouldn't be, but clearly is. That is, this deep evil inside people. 

[01:16:10.71] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:16:27.11] TRANSLATOR: Is there a Buddhist equivalent of original sin? 

[01:16:32.95] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:16:38.71] TRANSLATOR: The Buddhist equivalent would be the fundamental ignorance of something. But in the same ignorance-- 

[01:16:45.49] PARTICIPANT: That's a very compassionate view of evil to call it ignorance. 

[01:16:51.97] [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:17:15.19] SHARON SALZBERG: Well, I wonder if there isn't a similarity to what you were saying this morning about the body destroying itself when the cells are not recognized as one cell, that there's not necessarily integrity or-- 

[01:17:30.15] FRANCISCO VARELA: The harmony. It's more like harmony. 

[01:17:34.35] SHARON SALZBERG: So if the body can mistake that and not recognize its own cells as one cell and begin to destroy, then perhaps the external version of that is that out of ignorance, we don't recognize others as ourselves, or we don't recognize integrity, and we don't have a sense of all of life being as ourselves. And so we destroy in just that same way. It seems like it's really the same thing. 

[01:18:01.45] FRANCISCO VARELA: Interesting analogy. Yeah. 

[01:18:03.27] PARTICIPANT: Well, what we're getting to, Francisco, is the idea that there is a Dharma to be learned from how cells behave. 

[01:18:11.95] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, we should ask Your Holiness for that. But let me preface. I do want to get to that point that both of them have just raised Your Holiness, but I just want to make sure that in terms of leading into the biological material, that there is something that I communicate it properly, which is that at beginning of the presentation, you said, but where is the psychological-- what is the psycho part? 

[01:18:39.35] And I just wanted to make sure that you have to realize that for Western scientists, at least neuroscientists, there is almost an automatic equation we make in our mind, which is that whenever there is some neural activity, that corresponds also to some psychological state, whether it is perception or learning or emotion, feeling angry, feeling depressed, or feeling stressed, all of that are emotional or cognitive states. We tend to assume all the time that you could look at that stressed state, for example, feeling from the brain point of view, and then you would see certain activities and you could measure certain things. 

[01:19:21.44] So the morning, the parallel, the psychoneuroimmunology, the cycle was a little bit maybe transparent or not very clear, simply because-- 

[01:19:34.00] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:19:36.05] FRANCISCO VARELA: But you couldn't see it immediately because I was making the assumption every time we talk about brain activity that that would correspond to a psychological state, which is, of course, a big assumption in neuroscience. And I know you've heard about this before, but I just wanted to bring it out explicitly that, for example, in the example of stress, or in the example about the learning graph, but let's take stress, then you have stress as a feeling. People feel stress, feel bad, feel this and that. 

[01:20:09.24] We can trace some activities in the brain in terms of the pathways of the hormones. Is hormone a notion that is familiar to you? The hormones that are released by the stressed brain, and then the connection with immunity, there you have to the three things together. But I at least tend to pass the psychological part a little bit too quickly maybe. So I hope that that's clear, that the cycle is there all the time, because we have the neuron in it. 

[01:20:39.74] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:20:49.06] TRANSLATOR: There could be some kind of parallels of within the immune system about the analysis, which the brain-- 

[01:20:56.74] FRANCISCO VARELA: Great. Absolutely. Yeah, that's exactly the point, that just as much as we have a neural cycle identity, if you want, a parallel, there is what I would call the immunal soma or immunobody that we don't-- this is interesting language problem here. When I say "me," I'm using a designated label onto a complex, which is mostly cognitive, psychologically complex. And we don't inhabit in language another identity, which is our body identity. There's some identity. We don't describe it in words because we don't even have it there in words. 

[01:21:42.20] But the idea is that, just as much as you have neuro-psycho, we would have immuno soma or immuno body. Soma is just another technical word sometimes used for body. That is, this body would have the same kind of wholeness or all-encompassing quality that we have for our cognitive selves. So when I would say me, Francisco, I can put a label onto a complex. Well, my body puts itself a label by functioning, by operating. 

[01:22:16.41] For example, if I take a little bit of my skin and I just take it out and I try to put another piece of skin, you know what happens is that this tissue is rejected. It is recognized as not there, although you can take pains to put exactly the same kinds of cells. That means that whenever I look at my skin or I look-- if I could look inside, I just see this simple looking tissues. But in fact, they're very, very active process, which is constantly going on. 

[01:22:54.19] And then it is revealed when I try to do something to it, it doesn't like it at all. It designates that as itself, and it can tell that it is not itself when you try to change it. So we are not used to think of our bodies as an equally complex self unity entity as we do for our cognitive selves. But in fact, the fact of the matter is that we do function that way, although we consciously cannot put a linguistic label on that. 

[01:23:30.43] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:23:34.81] TRANSLATOR: So are the actual substances of the cells, for example, in the skin tissue, are they actually different? Is that where the difference lies? 

[01:23:40.45] DALAI LAMA: No, not that different. Or even though it's the same kind or somehow it is not mine, so reject. Exactly. 

[01:23:48.29] FRANCISCO VARELA: It's like, Holiness, we go back to the social analogy. Imagine that you take this-- I like to buy my bread every day in a Boulanger, in Paris. And this man has been there for 200 years, his family. And he's part of this society, and he knows how to do his bread. Now, if tomorrow, all of a sudden, one day I find the same bread factory, he's selling the same bread, but it's a different person, it's a slightly different person. It's doing the same actions, but there's something different. 

[01:24:19.31] It is as if you have tried to grasp something from the outside that doesn't belong there. He's belonging there is the history of his all long interactions, the fact that he's known people for a long time. He has talked to them for a long time, and they have a common language. You can imitate this French Boulanger, but if it doesn't have the right history and the right language and the capacity to interact, it will be rejected. And the neighbors will say, you go. You're not our neighbor. 

[01:24:49.85] It's exactly the same thing. What establishes the cells in their places. And to do my liver cells to behave as liver cells, my thymus cells to be able thymus cells and everything else is the fact that they have together this common language that makes them actually operate in context from each other, just as much as the bread maker knows that the banker is doing something different, but they're both necessary. So my liver cell could be the banker if you want them, et cetera, you see. 

[01:25:20.62] And this is what is very difficult to-- because we are so used to it, it's so obvious that our body works that we don't appreciate the complexity that maintains it working. So it's not that we have a body and that's it. We keep maintaining it through this complex emergent process. And that's the key point that I was trying to make. Just as much as in the brain we have as an emergent property of all the neurons capacities, such as memory or being myself or remembering, in the immune system is this emerging capacity to have a body and to maintain it and to have a history with it. Same thing. 

[01:26:03.58] Now, it is a self which has the same kind of quality of being something that arises, but it doesn't exist anywhere, you see. In that sense, it's one of the things that I wanted to ask you, because it seems to me in Buddhism, this notion of designated self that doesn't exist anywhere, but we can address to-- I can say, Francisco, but it's not anywhere in particular. 

[01:26:29.46] What is your feeling in that from this point of view, the psychoneuroimmunology point of view, this identity, in fact, would also exist as part of the body? The body would also have its identity that could be equally conceptually designated my body, but wouldn't exist anywhere. My identity wouldn't be in my genes or in my cells. It would be in the complex of interactions. 

[01:26:56.50] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:27:00.82] TRANSLATOR: Can you encapsulate your question or simplify, put it in a nutshell? 

[01:27:05.98] FRANCISCO VARELA: Why don't you help me? 

[01:27:07.30] DANIEL GOLEMAN: Let me try. 

[01:27:08.56] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes. 

[01:27:09.04] LEE YEARLY: I think the issue here is that you've tried to tell us today that there is a kind of cellular identity or signature that's unique to the organism. 

[01:27:20.18] FRANCISCO VARELA: To having a body, you need to construct it as you construct the complex society. 

[01:27:27.18] LEE YEARLY: The question then becomes, what is the nature of this identity? Or what kind of identity is this? You might say, on the one hand, that this is a kind of inherent property within the tissue, something self-existent or inherent within the tissue. Or you might equally say that this cellular identity is suggestive of the nature of the relationship between the different cells in some way. And there's something about the pattern or configuration or the interdependence that gives us this view of this cellular identity or signature. 

[01:28:05.24] FRANCISCO VARELA: Exactly. Exactly. 

[01:28:06.84] LEE YEARLY: So we're left with the question that we could wonder about in science or in Buddhism about what kind of identity is this. We can all observe this identity. Well, in science. 

[01:28:17.64] FRANCISCO VARELA: The identity is the identity of having a body. Otherwise, you couldn't put cells together to have a body. If you just put a whole bunch of cells, how would they know how to go together. 

[01:28:29.70] LEE YEARLY: Well, they develop. 

[01:28:31.10] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes. 

[01:28:32.06] LEE YEARLY: Cellular development. 

[01:28:33.08] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yeah, that is part of the process. But you need to have a way to communicate to a certain thing. 

[01:28:38.76] [INAUDIBLE] 

[01:28:41.02] TRANSLATOR: So what is the question. That wasn't a question. 

[01:28:43.94] LEE YEARLY: It's not a question as much as it's a problem. And the problem is, how do we decide? 

[01:28:50.48] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:29:13.11] TRANSLATOR: Is the role of the immune system or the presence of the immune system fundamentally the same, even for extremely primitive organisms that do have neural system? 

[01:29:21.15] FRANCISCO VARELA: Very good question, Your Holiness, because that clarifies the whole point. If you take an amoeba, obviously, there's no sense of immune system. It's just one cell. The problem is precisely when you have many cells coming together to form multicellular organisms. And that is exactly where you see the beginnings of the immune system. There is not just one way to put many cells together. There are many. 

[01:29:48.23] Plants, for example, have one way. Invertebrates have another way. Then we vertebrates have this way, which is by having cells and this immune system that communicates between them, and it makes them into a whole, into a balanced whole, so that everybody can know what is happening everywhere in the body. So that's exactly right. When we look down onto more primitive organisms, sponges, for example, have the most simplest immune system. Sponges are very-- beyond that, nothing. 

[01:30:24.23] DALAI LAMA: These plants also some kind of immune system? 

[01:30:26.97] FRANCISCO VARELA: No, no, no. These are not sponges. 

[01:30:29.65] DALAI LAMA: No, no, no, that's what I mean. 

[01:30:30.71] FRANCISCO VARELA: No, no, no. That's what I said. 

[01:30:32.11] DALAI LAMA: Then you see some external other matters come in. Sometimes they reject. 

[01:30:35.93] FRANCISCO VARELA: That's right. They have other ways of defense, for example, with toxins and with natural single cells that eat the particular foreign molecules. So the immune system is not the only way, neither to defend nor to create an identity, but it's the way we vertebrates have done it. 

[01:30:55.77] PARTICIPANT: Beginning with sharks, I think. 

[01:30:58.59] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yeah, but sponges are way before sharks. And you have to go way back. Sharks, of course, and teleosts all the way, but it's even down to sponges. But what was I going to say? I forgot. So you're right, Your Holiness, that plants have defenses. Flies or invertebrates have defenses, and they're multicellular organisms, so they do it differently. 

[01:31:28.99] DALAI LAMA: But you said immune system. 

[01:31:31.09] FRANCISCO VARELA: Insects don't have an immune system. They don't. It's a unique thing about vertebrates. 

[01:31:40.35] TRANSLATOR: Well, how do you define? 

[01:31:43.95] FRANCISCO VARELA: How do they define their-- how do they define it? 

[01:31:46.39] TRANSLATOR: What is a vertebrate and what is an invertebrate? 

[01:31:49.19] FRANCISCO VARELA: Very simple. Vertebrates are animals, Your Holiness, that are not built around the solid shell but have, rather, an inside skeleton. We, for example, we have the muscles around our skeleton that's typical of vertebrates. Insects and many of the other so-called invertebrates, they're called invertebrates because they build their body around the solid outside and everything is inside. And the difference between the lineage of life that went as invertebrates and that went as vertebrates, it was way, way, way back in life, probably 4 billion years ago. 

[01:32:31.68] It's like two different families that do things very differently. Among other things, for example, invertebrates are all small, you see, because if you have a hard shell, it cannot grow very large. Vertebrates all have an internal skeleton. So you have all kinds of vertebrates, and it is for the vertebrates that their body identity is built around the immune system. 

[01:32:59.06] PARTICIPANT: It might help to also point out that it refers to a backbone of vertebrates. 

[01:33:04.04] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yeah, that is built around a spinal column. That's what the vertebrate refers to, having a spinal column. 

[01:33:15.96] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:33:20.28] TRANSLATOR: Is it possible to say when the human body first forms, whether the immune system forms prior to the nervous system or vice versa? 

[01:33:27.54] FRANCISCO VARELA: They're together. They're very together, as I mentioned in the example of dyslexia and autoimmunity. When at that stage, there is something that goes slightly wrong in the embryo, both systems are affected. One becomes autoimmune that intends to attack its own components, so it doesn't recognize properly-- it doesn't establish properly the harmony. Or on the other hand, it doesn't establish properly the cognitive property for reading, for example, dyslexia. So these two things are together. They arise together. 

[01:34:00.16] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:34:03.16] TRANSLATOR: Is it possible to say in the death process which of these two systems deteriorates first? 

[01:34:08.70] FRANCISCO VARELA: Very interesting. Very interesting question. Let me see. Well, Bob, help me. How long does it take for a neuron to die? About a few hours, it will be pretty much out, right? 

[01:34:22.92] PARTICIPANT: Well, in some sense, if there's no oxygen, it goes pretty quickly. 

[01:34:25.38] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yeah. 

[01:34:26.16] PARTICIPANT: It might survive a while because there's enough oxygen mobilized locally. 

[01:34:30.30] FRANCISCO VARELA: So let's say you have a few hours. So brain death would take at most a few hours-- from a biological standpoint, a few hours. The immune system, first of all, if there is no circulation, no heart pumping, immediately it would break down. It wouldn't have connectivity. The lymphocytes would probably take at most a day to disappear. So they would go pretty much very quickly, both of them. But I would suspect that the immune-- 

[01:35:01.54] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:35:19.28] TRANSLATOR: This is the duration of their entire destruction, but do they begin to disintegrate or deteriorate simultaneously? Is that Simultaneous? 

[01:35:28.34] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, the process of that, you would have-- the heart beat would stop. That would cause both anoxia to the brain. And if you don't have circulations, the cells won't meet. So this whole conversation that is the immune system would stop. And then the two kinds of cells, the neurons and the lymphocytes, would die within the next few hours. So it's pretty much in common. Now, yes, whether that would mean a dissolution of that identity, I would suspect that it would be so. Yes. 

[01:35:59.21] From a biological point of view would be the body-- the soma death. 

[01:36:04.63] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:36:13.13] TRANSLATOR: So the point you were the problem you were raising was that what is the identity of the body. Was that you? 

[01:36:21.61] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes, that the fact that the body has its own way of regulating itself or building itself. And it has a wisdom to its own existence that entails regulation, for example, another example. If you take any hormone that circulates in your body, we know hormones affect everything in the body. Who controls that level of that hormone? To a large extent, it is regulated again-- 

[01:36:52.17] What it needs to do, a way of deciding what to increase or decrease, you see. So all of that happens-- that wisdom happens without you as a conscious me, linguistic me knowing it. Yet it is you at the same time in some important sense. 

[01:37:08.79] TRANSLATOR: So you are saying that almost there are two parallel selves. 

[01:37:13.41] FRANCISCO VARELA: That's exactly my point, that one is a self that we're all used to, that we have a name to. The other one, since we don't have linguistic description, we can only see in its effects that the wisdom of the body is an idea that I think belongs to many human traditions. And the interesting thing is that this immune idea, this immune, neuroimmune connection, might provide a more scientific, Western scientific angle on it. And that, for example, in cases of how can illuminate things very pragmatically. 

[01:37:51.85] Take, again, the autoimmune diseases. There's a whole various autoimmune diseases that affect many, many people on this planet. Like this morning, I mentioned myasthenia gravis, or for example, people that have pains in their joints, arthritis. That's also an autoimmune problem. Or people that have all kinds of degeneracies of the nervous system. There are many conditions like that. So there are many. 

[01:38:21.21] Now, traditional medicine based on classical immunology, defense immunology, really don't know how to handle these conditions. They're very incapable of really having good treatments. Why? Because it is classically an example of a slight disharmony in the sense of self. All of a sudden, one part of it that should be part of this ongoing conversation is somehow not in it. It becomes a foreigner. It's almost like in a society, a person or a group of persons becomes asocial, and you have aggression going back and forth between this little group and the rest of the society. 

[01:39:01.22] TRANSLATOR: And that would mean asocial? 

[01:39:03.42] FRANCISCO VARELA: Asocial means that they are not willing to enter into the social life. For example, an extremely, extremely dogmatic group that wants to do their life in a very different way or they become quite psychotic, or whatever abnormal condition you may imagine. So what is the treatment for that. The treatment is not anything else but to try to socialize them back, to provide more links with society. 

[01:39:35.74] Now, that is, for example, one application of this point of view would predict that to treat autoimmune disease, you would need to resocialize those parts of the body that are being excluded. And that is exactly what has been attempted recently with great success, which is to inject into, say, a patient that has myasthenia gravis. In fact, these are mice. They are not patients, yet. --is to inject a number of B cells and antibodies that are known to provide further links between the existing molecules that are affected, in this case, the muscle receptors and the existing immune system. 

[01:40:22.10] Interesting thing is that you have cure in 90% of the cases because you provide these new links. It is as if you imagine new ways of talking to these people. You provide new words to understand what the situation is, and you go-- you create links. You create this conversation and they're harmonized back into the body. So this whole process of harmonizing and regulating, I say, is extremely cognitive because it requires invention, it requires memory, it requires recognition, requires learning, it requires a selective action. That is, things that are not the same everywhere. They are localized. 

[01:41:03.94] So it is almost like-- and that's why I don't think that to speak about a second brain is exaggerated. It's just that we have a hard time living in it. 

[01:41:15.25] TRANSLATOR: How does this relate to my question again? 

[01:41:18.38] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:41:49.25] TRANSLATOR: His Holiness was asking that when the immune system works normally, then it would only attack those foreign sort of viruses, or bacterias or whatever. 

[01:42:00.48] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:42:02.70] TRANSLATOR: It does it without ourselves being conscious of it. 

[01:42:05.52] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes. 

[01:42:06.18] TRANSLATOR: And then sometimes it reacts in a similar fashion to its own family cells. And why does it do it? That's the question. 

[01:42:17.60] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, it's exactly the same question. Why would somebody all of a sudden have a psychotic breakdown? There are multiple causes, probably. There's conditions. Some individuals are more prone to have autoimmune diseases, as some individuals are more prone to be psychotic. It's hard to say. Some illnesses, autoimmune diseases seem to have a genetic component to it, like in schizophrenia, for that matter. But obviously, that's not the whole story. So your question is very hard to answer. 

[01:42:50.87] Clearly, there are some weak links in the normal functioning of an individual. Sometimes it's more psychological. Sometimes it's more of this mind over body level. And I think that you will hear the rest of the week how much medicine can work with these two sides, but it is impossible, I would say, impossible to have the idea of using psychological mind and brain, therefore, to do and to treat illnesses and to heal, unless that mind is talking to another mind, which is also able to incorporate those messages in an intelligent way and to produce that regulation. 

[01:43:36.55] To get remission from cancer, for example, must be an extremely complex phenomenon that requires an intelligence, which is sitting in this immune system, of which we are not conscious of ever. But we always see the effects because we live in our bodies. So we feel bad or we feel good, or we have sicknesses or not, or we're just being able to exist to have a body because that is there. So to me, it just inspires me an enormous awe and respect for the complexity that is existing in our organism and that we take for granted, because it's so obvious. 

[01:44:14.93] So the question, what is it for, this immune system, the difficulty of the answer is that it is so obvious. It is so that we can have a bodily existence. Otherwise, we could not have it. Interrupt the immune system, forget about infections. We know that if we interrupt immune system, and what happens is that normally, it gets too many infections like in AIDS. But imagine to interrupt the immune system without infections in a protected bubble. What happens is that you fall apart just the same. 

[01:44:49.03] Your body starts to disintegrate. That is actually what happens in another disease called lupus. You disintegrate. You cannot hold the body together. Cells start to act each one in its own way. They have no idea of coordinating. And to coordinate a body that has millions of different cells is an enormous job, just as much as it is to coordinate a country with millions of people so that bread makers continue to do bread and bankers continue to do banking, and not the other way around. 

[01:45:23.08] And so this is the sense of the mind that we're talking about here. 

[01:45:28.92] LEE YEARLY: There's an analogous question that we might pose to His Holiness. The question to you is, why does the body misrecognize its own cells? It's a kind of delusion. From the perspective of the body, we can ask that question. From the perspective of the mind, why does delusion exist? How would His Holiness answer to that? 

[01:45:51.36] TRANSLATOR: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:46:00.55] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:46:09.38] TRANSLATOR: From the Buddhist perspective, there is indeed awareness or intelligence in the body. It's called body awareness. 

[01:46:14.66] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:47:06.48] TRANSLATOR: From this point of view, although Buddhism speaks of bodily awareness, [INAUDIBLE], the awareness that resides within the body. But when we talk of delusion, delusion can exist only at a cognitive level where intelligence can operate, where normally that cognitive state could have intelligence, something that would be discriminative and so on. And at the sensory level, delusion cannot be present because that kind of cognitive intelligence doesn't work at the sensory level. 

[01:47:48.02] LEE YEARLY: But why does it exist on a cognitive level? 

[01:47:52.67] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:48:10.16] TRANSLATOR: It's like asking, why is there awareness. It's just, there it is. 

[01:48:14.64] LEE YEARLY: Well, and we get back to, I think, some notion of a perfect way of functioning and some notion of malfunctioning. Because in inherent in your discussion is some notion that this is the way the immune system should correctly recognize, and this is the way, it does not. And inherent in that talks about mind, we have this notion this is the way the mind should work, but the ordinary mind doesn't work that way. 

[01:48:40.32] PARTICIPANT: And this is fundamental to the notion of health because what we mean when we use the word "health" is that ideal state that's dynamic, that's self-regulatory, that maintains itself, and that does not do itself harm. And disease would be when you have malfunction, dysregulation and breakdown. 

[01:49:04.06] TRANSLATOR: Can you use the-- 

[01:49:04.84] PARTICIPANT: Breakdown. 

[01:49:07.90] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:49:17.93] TRANSLATOR: His Holiness was asking that when you have a bodily sensation of, let's say, pleasure, does that have some sort of correlation with the immune system? 

[01:49:27.57] DALAI LAMA: Is there any involvement? 

[01:49:28.91] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, very open question. But as you, for example, as you remember this morning, I said that you could condition, taste, perception of taste to some form of immunosuppression. There is a link there. There is no evidence against the idea that any pleasurable or displeasure state would not have specific immunomodulation effects. In fact, most of us would believe it does. Having said that, I have to say that the evidence for that so far is not-- 

[01:50:04.15] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:50:10.33] FRANCISCO VARELA: The experimental evidence for that is very-- it doesn't exist because it's a very difficult experiment to do because. It's very quick. All we can do experimentally is something that is very sustained, like stress. But a transitory feeling is very hard to measure. 

[01:50:29.21] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:50:32.29] TRANSLATOR: What about bones? Do they have some kind of capacity to feel tactile sensation? 

[01:50:38.71] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes. They are actually innervated. They have nerves coming in. Sorry. There are nerves from the nervous system coming into the bone. So they can feel pain. Pain. Nerves. 

[01:50:55.75] DALAI LAMA: Yes. 

[01:50:56.49] FRANCISCO VARELA: And they have this innervation that I mentioned this morning, this innervation, these nerves from the visceral nervous system coming into it too. So they can certainly feel pain and feel, have this effect from the autonomic nervous system. 

[01:51:18.25] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:52:27.38] TRANSLATOR: I think this is the question. I think this is the question. If someone is taking the case of an anesthetic where you lose sensation in a certain part of your body, is the fact that there is or is not sensation-- is this entirely a matter of nerves, whether the nerves are connecting there and whether the nerves are functioning properly? Or in the hypothetical case of removing all the nerves, would the bones, the flesh and so forth still have any capacity for feeling, for sensation? 

[01:52:52.50] FRANCISCO VARELA: Very interesting question, because it would clarify the two minds. If, as far as we know, if you anesthetize, say, all the nerves coming to my hand, I will not have any more sensation on my hand. None. Either cut or anesthetized. However, suppose that I do that. I anesthetize my hand. And somebody burns something on it, or I burn it by accident. The fact is that my some mind, my body mind feel it. It knows it right away and it reacts to it very intelligently right here. Very intelligently. 

[01:53:31.34] Among other things, for example, it will provide what is known as an inflammation. It will protect the wound. It will produce tissues, will bring cells to repair. All of that is part of the immune system's reaction, too. That is not defending against anything. It's maintaining the harmony that it's supposed to have. So while this mind is unaware of it, not paying, the other mind can-- 

[01:53:56.58] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:54:02.22] TRANSLATOR: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:54:06.72] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:54:32.18] [LAUGHING] 

[01:54:37.14] TRANSLATOR: Conscious of the pain, or conscious of-- 

[01:54:39.24] FRANCISCO VARELA: No, it would have no pain. 

[01:54:41.18] TRANSLATOR: And this is a crucial point when you speak of body awareness. Whenever you have body awareness, when we came back-- 

[01:54:47.00] FRANCISCO VARELA: I was going to ask you, I understood body awareness in the Buddhist tradition as requiring that there is an awareness, a discrimination, faculty operating on the event. And this, the body-- 

[01:55:02.58] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:55:14.30] TRANSLATOR: It might be a rough analogy. If you damage the plant or the leaf of the plant in some way, it doesn't feel anything. It doesn't know anything. But there could be some defensive measures taken by the plant. 

[01:55:25.58] FRANCISCO VARELA: It is a rough analogy, and it's rough in the following sense, Your Holiness, that what the plant can do, it is a rather simple regeneration capacity. What our body can do is much more complex than that. And precisely that further complexity is what gives you the higher state that you could say is more like in mind that it's just a simple, immediate reflex almost reaction of the tissues of the plant. Because the capacity of the regeneration of the plant are very limited and they're almost automatically the same way, while our body has an enormous flexibility to maintain itself. 

[01:56:07.59] So yes, but to a very limited extent. 

[01:56:18.39] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:56:36.55] TRANSLATOR: Yeah, you spoke of the thymus and its role in producing the T-cells, these white cells. Whereas in Buddhism the principle is more that-- how do you say? The channels. 

[01:56:47.55] DALAI LAMA: The channels. 

[01:56:48.07] TRANSLATOR: Being more from the heart, and wonders whether there might be a relationship between the two. 

[01:56:52.23] FRANCISCO VARELA: Very interesting question. I was going to ask you if you think there's a relationship also between the lymphatic system and the channels. I have no idea. Does the lymphatic channels, are they described in Tibetan medicine? 

[01:57:07.65] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:57:26.03] TRANSLATOR: There is a term that is usually translated, at least roughly, for "lymph." And it's [TIBETAN] in Tibetan. But then there's a real question of how closely does that correspond to the modern scientific term. 

[01:57:34.63] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] When we are thinking seriously, then obviously, you see the brain. There's some movement there. Definitely, absolutely. So you see at that same time, you see any movement here? [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:57:55.51] At that place, at that round, there is some movement? 

[01:57:59.47] FRANCISCO VARELA: No. I see what you-- I think I understand your question. We can have a device, and you will see some pictures tomorrow from Cliff of the brain. And we can say at this moment there is this activity in the brain. Now, the equivalent to see the immune system would not be fixed on the thymus or the bone marrow. It would have to be an image of the entire body, with all of the clones circulating and noticing how they slightly increase, expand in number, or are reduced in number, name, imagery. That's a very different kind of instrument. 

[01:58:36.57] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:58:39.52] TRANSLATOR: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[01:58:47.07] TRANSLATOR: You said there were two producers. Just two? The bone marrow and-- 

[01:58:50.47] FRANCISCO VARELA: The bone marrow and the thymus, B-cells and T-cells. But remember that the actual functioning of the immune system is in terms of the coming together of the interaction of these clones or groups of cells, and the fact that they get activated or suppressed. So we would have to devise an instrument to see that. In principle, there is no problem that should be doable. There's no, in principle, an obstacle there. It's only technologically very hard, and we don't have it today. 

[01:59:21.60] But you could imagine to have a picture of the brain and a picture of the immune system together. That would be a great experiment when we have this machine, which we don't have at this point. But the experiment is absolutely right. 

[01:59:39.27] TRANSLATOR: His Holiness' point was that when you were thinking about something, there are some activities going on in the brain. Were there any, at a similar time-- at the same time, some kind of corresponding activities in the immune system? 

[01:59:53.76] FRANCISCO VARELA: That was my understanding of the question. And the answer was to me that yes, there would be, but not localized in the thymus, which just produces the cells or the spleen, but rather in the entire system which is circulating. Therefore, you would have to have an image of all the cells in the entire circulating system and their activation or suppression. See? 

[02:00:16.52] TRANSLATOR: Corresponding to the activities in the brain? 

[02:00:18.70] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes, exactly at the same time. So you have two images, one of the brain, one of the immune system. But since it is a distributed system, you need a different kind of instrument to look at it. The brain is easier to look at that way. 

[02:00:31.42] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:00:57.72] TRANSLATOR: We have these varied types of cells, T-cells, B-cells and so forth. Can these not only be produced by one's own thymus, but can these be taken in by the food that one takes? 

[02:01:05.70] FRANCISCO VARELA: No. No, these are cells that are only produced in your organs. And if you try to take my thymus and give it to you, it doesn't work at all. In fact, it's a big problem. Some people have problems with their thymus, and you cannot replace it. And these are cells that have to be produced by your body. 

[02:01:26.04] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:01:34.11] TRANSLATOR: Within the heart you can do business. That is, you can exchange it one way or the other. The thymus seems to be very much-- 

[02:01:39.20] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, the bone marrow is the same. 

[02:01:41.72] PARTICIPANT: Francisco, I think it might be helpful to point out that, again, to reemphasize that our knowledge of the immune system in the framework of psychoneuroimmunology is very new. And there is much more that we do not know than what we do know. 

[02:01:57.95] FRANCISCO VARELA: Absolutely. 

[02:01:59.13] PARTICIPANT: Dan Brown is going to talk some about ways in which emotions and stress has effects that have been measured on certain types of immune function, immune system, cells. For instance, it's often observed that when somebody's spouse, husband, or wife dies, certain kinds of lymphocytes can be suppressed, lose their activity for a period of time related to grieving, to loss, to the emotional loss. 

[02:02:39.13] It has been observed that some people who have been taught meditation can have different kinds of cells change in ways that in the experiment, it seems like a good experiment. But we don't understand what that means in terms of the ultimate state of the immune system as it relates to health or to healing at this point. But the suggestion is there that what goes on in the mind would have consequences in a relatively rapid way on the immune system, and that similarly, as Francisco was pointing out, there would be feedback, messages from the immune system back to the brain and the mind, and therefore, on a lot of different levels. 

[02:03:29.85] This has some practical consequences. 

[02:03:32.53] LEE YEARLY: One more thing about the links that you didn't mention this morning, and it's controversial. But in the brain, the brain has neurons. The brain also has glial cells. 

[02:03:46.01] FRANCISCO VARELA: The astrocytes, though. 

[02:03:46.93] LEE YEARLY: And astrocytes. And some people think that there are many more glial cells that make up the composition of the brain than the neurons. 

[02:03:55.79] PARTICIPANT: Could you explain glial? 

[02:03:56.85] LEE YEARLY: Well, for many years we haven't known what glial cells are. They just make up a big amount of the brain mass. Well, it turns out that the surface of glial cells have a lot of the same receptors as the white blood cells. And some people have even had the idea that maybe those glial cells are not so much part of the brain mass, but under certain conditions, they can actually leave the brain and become part of the white blood cells in the body, and that sometimes the white blood cells that circulate in the body can go into the brain and become dormant-- hibernate like a bear. 

[02:04:35.33] And this notion of the immune system is being in motion and circulating, and the brain is being fixed, that may be a false view. There may be a real interchange between the cells, because at least some of the cells in the brain, the glial cells, are very similar and may actually be different manifestations of the same basic cell. 

[02:04:56.29] PARTICIPANT: Has that been demonstrated? 

[02:04:58.11] FRANCISCO VARELA: As he said, it's controversial. 

[02:04:59.87] LEE YEARLY: Controversial. 

[02:05:00.37] PARTICIPANT: Very interesting evidence. 

[02:05:01.97] TRANSLATOR: So there could be even a more intimate relationship between the neural system and the immune system. 

[02:05:06.23] FRANCISCO VARELA: Not just messengers, chemical messengers, but cellular messages back and forth. 

[02:05:10.85] TRANSLATOR: Extremely intimate. 

[02:05:13.41] FRANCISCO VARELA: But I think this is a very important point that these little things we do know, this is very new to homonids. And that's why, for example, your experiment, "well, let's look at the brain and look at the immune system at the same time," is the obvious experiment to do. We can't because it's far too new, all of it. So one has to be very modest in what from the Western science point of view, we can say is very general and very unspecific. You cannot be very precise at this point. 

[02:05:48.62] This is the thing that medicine, so far, has been very unable to really treat autoimmunity in any way that is satisfactory. There are some drugs that can be used, but they're not very satisfactory. And mostly, medicine is quite unable to really treat autoimmunity. 

[02:06:07.42] PARTICIPANT: Could you specify what those drugs do and why they don't work? 

[02:06:10.64] FRANCISCO VARELA: Well, partly, the problem-- 

[02:06:13.34] PARTICIPANT: But finish the question. And that is, even if there are any which work at all, the question actually was, these are injected into the body. Do they act directly upon the immune system or do they act indirectly upon it via the neural system? 

[02:06:27.92] FRANCISCO VARELA: As far as we know, it's directly towards the immune system. But typically, drugs that would actually essentially mutilate a part of the immune system so that it would be very, very much suppressed. It is like when people give a new so-called neuroleptics to schizophrenics. These are drugs that really suppress radically many functions of the brain. And the people don't have delirium, but they are not very functional either. This is a similar treatment for the autoimmune, is that you inject drugs that have very dramatic effects on the immune system of different kinds. 

[02:07:00.60] For example, you wipe out the T-helper cells or things of that sort, very dramatic maneuvers. And therefore, yes, they can control the condition to some extent, but they have very dramatic effects. It's not a very good treatment. 

[02:07:14.90] TRANSLATOR: You did mention the case of being able to introduce something into the body to make the lymphocytes more social. Remember you spoke of the asocial. 

[02:07:23.56] FRANCISCO VARELA: Yes, but that is not a drug. What you inject there is more lymphocytes and more antibodies. And the experiment is simple. It runs like this. Because they are not drugs. See? What you inject is that you have these sick mice. You have normal mice. Then you take a little bit of blood from the normal mice, and you, by some maneuvers, you extract that part of the immune system that is mostly in conversation with these muscle receptors. You extract that and you inject it into the sick mice. 

[02:08:01.82] So what you inject into the circulation is a new pool of candidate antibodies and cells that can actually interact. Where there was very little connectivity, you put more connectivity. So these are not drugs. These are just parts of a normal immune system. 

[02:08:21.78] TRANSLATOR: You gave the impression person before, though, that the only kind of lymphocytes that would be accepted were ones that were produced by one's own thymus. 

[02:08:29.08] FRANCISCO VARELA: No, I didn't say-- I didn't say they were "accepted," that you couldn't get them from outside. You don't normally eat them, nor could you transplant the whole thymus. You can have a certain amount of lymphocytes from somebody else into your system, simply because they will die very quickly. But this injection produces a change in connectivity that is learned by the local system. So yes, there are limits to how much you can inject, but a little bit is OK. 

[02:08:58.47] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:09:16.23] TRANSLATOR: In terms of the malfunctioning of the two types of cells, the T and B-cells, does a malfunction originate in the T-cells that they get disturbed, and then it has impact on the B-cells? Or it can the B-cells be disturbed without-- 

[02:09:28.11] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:09:33.35] TRANSLATOR: That's right. 

[02:09:34.07] FRANCISCO VARELA: B cell revoked. Your Holiness, part of the difficulty in answering this question and what we've been talking here is that autoimmunity is a class of diseases. They're all different. They don't have the same symptoms, or they don't have apparently the same causes. By and large, when you have autoimmunity, there seems to be disturbances mostly at the B-cell level, but it is not always the case. One important example of T-cell malfunction is AIDS. 

[02:10:07.29] AIDS Is a classical case of T-cell malfunction, where the Bs are fine. It's the sergeants that revolt. 

[02:10:14.41] [LAUGHTER] 

[02:10:17.63] So you have both. You can have both, any part of the system that gets deregulated. But part of the difficulty in answering your question is that all of these different autoimmune diseases have slight differences and some peculiarities. It's like the difference between, say, manic depressives and delirious schizophrenics. They're similar mental conditions, but we don't know exactly why this and not that, and different parts of the brain can be more involved. It's not very clear. 

[02:10:49.72] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:10:55.19] TRANSLATOR: How is it that the immune system is disturbed in the case of AIDS? 

[02:10:59.15] FRANCISCO VARELA: In the case of AIDS, the most accepted story, I think, is that you have the AIDS virus that is introduced into your system. Then it gets inside of some of these T-cells. The problem being that the virus makes the T-cell-- sorry. The outside of the virus looks very much like one of the receptors in the T-cell. Remember the receptors? 

[02:11:32.09] DALAI LAMA: Yes. 

[02:11:32.79] FRANCISCO VARELA: It looks very much like it. So what happens is that you have many of these viruses and the system starts responding to the virus, but it also kills its own T-cells because they resemble each other. So you kill the T-cells, you decapitate the whole system, and the immune system just falls apart. So it is an autoimmunity because essentially, it's a little more complicated in that the basic line is that the virus appears as if it is a T-cell. But there are too many of them that make the system respond. 

[02:12:06.71] LEE YEARLY: Francisco, people don't die of the AIDS virus. People die of other infections. Because what happens is when the T-cells get destroyed, if they get below a critical number so there aren't enough left, they don't know how to control or regulate the rest of the system. So the B-cells are still of functioning, but they don't know what to do, so they don't know how to fight off other infections. So people die. 

[02:12:32.04] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:12:36.24] FRANCISCO VARELA: All the sergeants are dead. The soldiers were wired. But it is one of the immunity, you see, because the system kills its own T-cells. But it is the most perverse autoimmunity because it's autoimmunity against immunity. So although, it's a little more complicated than that because there are not very many viruses that are necessary to produce this condition. And that is a great puzzle. Why is it that you have just very little viruses can start this whole process? So it's always little twirls. 

[02:13:16.44] DALAI LAMA: [SPEAKING TIBETAN] 

[02:13:18.92] TRANSLATOR: That's it. 

[02:13:21.40] FRANCISCO VARELA: Wonderful discussion. Thank you, Your Holiness. 

