December 12, 2010  Sunday class at the TBLC  

Joshua Cutler Ch. 3  of Aryadeva’s Four Hundred Stanzas.... 

Today we are back to chapter three. We had started this by reading the commentary in the back. There is a comment, instructions given by the Geshe who helped to translate this. There was a team that worked to translate this—Ruth Sonam and Geshe Sonam Rinchen. He added the explanation in the back of the chapter that starts on page 115. 

But, before we get started, Ruth also gives an introduction in the beginning and I thought to go over what she has to say. I thought it was important to remind ourselves of one thing that Buddha said. Basically, the teachings that the Buddha gave are sometimes contradictory and seemingly hard to understand for us. It’s like future lives and former lives—there are all these different teachings that the Buddha taught that the...there’s this idea of what are called the definitive teachings and the interpretable or provisional teachings. The provisional are those that don’t teach about the reality of dependent arising, this idea that things exist in dependence. [Asks a newcomer—Have you studied any Buddhism before? Response: I’m fresh]. Things seem to have their own existence, how they appear to us is that they seem to have some kind of independent existence. For instance, if you take a chair, a chair is obviously constructed out of wood and sometimes a leather seat and cushioning. It had to be put together—there are all these causes and conditions that had to come together. But once it is put together, it seems to us, without thinking about it, it appears to exist there on its own without needing any causes and conditions in the first place. But if we thought about it, it has a dependent existence. So there is a dissonance there—a cognitive dissonance. It seems very solid and self-contained. And that is the same way we feel about ourselves. There is some kind of concrete feeling we have about ourselves as being the same person who was sitting on our mother’s lap and now. We don’t have any idea that there are many causes and conditions coming together and traits formed over time. We have this idea of solidity. So then dependent arising is the reality of how things are, that there are many causes and conditions and we don’t have this kind of independent existence. Then we say they are empty of or lack this kind of independent existence that they seem to have. Ourselves and other people and objects and even our experiences—all seem to have some kind of self-contained entity there. 

So then this idea of dependent arising points out the contradiction between the way things appear and the way things are. You have to always be examining things and thinking about things—analyzing and questioning, “How are things? How do they exist?” So the Buddha has taught provisional teachings, where really there’s not this question of how things exist. It’s accepting how things are in our experience. And the other is where you are analyzing and questioning how they exist and those are the definitive teachings.

So whenever you analyze what the Buddha is saying you have to ask, is he saying it this way or that way. And he asked us to question him. Looking at page 69 in Jewelled Staircase:

The Buddha said...one of his essential pieces of advice is not to rely on the person, but on what the person teaches. That means not just to rely on Buddha because he is said to be the enlightened one and so his teaching must be correct. You do it the other way around. You examine whether the teachings are correct and then rely on the Buddha.

Monks and scholars should

Analyze my words well as one would analyze gold

Through melting, refining, and polishing,

And adopt them only then—

Not for the sake of showing me respect.

So, you have to approach the...almost with skepticism. But “skepticism” has this negative bend to it. You have to have an attitude of having to test it in your own experience and applying your own reason, logically analyze with reasons. “Melting” gold means seeing if it contradicts your direct experience. And “refining” means that you are subjecting it to your logical analysis with reason and it has to accord with proper inference or correct reason. And “polishing” means...there is a certain type of inference through belief, which means the teachings have to be consistent with former and later teachings. There has to be some kind of consistency the teacher is showing and this way you can understand it as a correct teaching. 

When you have this approach when the Buddha is teaching, then you have the ideal student also. This would be somebody who is what we call non-partisan. There is this one quality of the student of being non-partisan. It’s almost like a lack of bias. And it is explained here on page 76 of vol. 1 of the Great Treatise. There are actually 3 qualities and a list of different things you want to know. The Buddha gave lists and I’m just not telling you the whole list! This is one of the 4 reliances and there are 3 more. [The next] one is to rely on the meaning and not on the words. One is to rely on the definitive scriptures and not on those requiring interpretation. And then, finally, to rely on wisdom, some people like to say discriminating intelligence, and not on our ordinary intelligence.

And the student has these other qualities, which include being intelligent and diligent. But these are ideals, so it isn’t like if they don’t have them you can’t teach them. But it is good for us to know so that we can strive for them and become better students. Non-partisan is the one I am focusing on.

With respect to these three characteristics, “nonpartisan” means not to take sides. If you are partisan, you will be obstructed by your bias and will not recognize good qualities. Because of this, you will not discover the meaning of good teachings.

So, you won’t be able to distinguish what is good and what is bad. 

Then he quotes Bhavaviveka, one of the Buddhist commentators from India:

Through taking sides the mind is distressed,

Whereby you will never know peace.

“Taking sides” is to have attachment for your own religious system and hostility toward others’.

The way it is sounding now,  [when you are a good student], you aren’t biased, or prejudiced toward your own system.

Then he quotes another discourse of the Buddha where he says:

After giving up your own assertions, respect and abide in the texts of the abbot and master.

“Giving up your own assertions” means you have to not quickly form your own opinions. You have to reserve your own opinions for your analysis. “I’ll set that aside and try to analyze this teaching and see if I can come to a conclusion. But I cannot do this right away.” So the idea is you have to be open-minded and analyze what the Buddha said. Rather than saying I really want to believe the Buddha so he must be correct.

So, with that in mind, I thought we could look at Ruth Sonam’s introduction to this chapter. This is a chapter on “Abandoning Belief in Cleanness.”

Kathy: I have a problem with that! I’m a clean freak! (joking)

But you understand that things are dirty! For example, we get up in the morning and have to wash our face and brush our teeth and understand things need to be clean. If we truly believed in cleanness we wouldn’t do that. But what they are talking about in terms of “abandoning belief in cleanness” is that we are holding to a belief....it’s really not dealing with the reality of the situation. His Holiness would say that if we look at our bodies they are just machines for making excrement, one way. If our bodies aren’t excreting things that way, they are such that we get up in the morning and have to wash. And we often have that feeling like “I’m clean” but that’s not the way it is.

I’m going to tell you a story, it’s not to put down other people. We tend to think when we wash we are clean, but that is another problem. So in India a group of Brahmins was having a party and had rented this one area and everyone defecated wherever they wanted to outside. So they had this all night party and the next day they left. But the owner of the property was totally disgusted and sued the person in charge and made them come back and clean everything up. So the people who came back came and cleaned where they had gone, but they wouldn’t clean anyone else’s. So you can see how this misperception of cleanness works!

This introduction shows us what this chapter is about--Page 32 of the 400 Stanzas. Here what we are talking about is attachment or desire, as she calls it.

Desire for sensual pleasures is unlimited and inexhaustible; no matter what pleasures we enjoy or how long we indulge in them, our thirst will never be quenched.

The more we thirst for things the more we will increase our craving.

The only effect of sensuality is to increase craving. In demonstrating the undesirability of what we desire as well as the unwholesomeness of desirous states of mind, the third chapter focuses mainly on attachment to sexual pleasure and on the unclean nature of the body.

So that is the purpose, it is talking about internal, not external. We call them afflictions and they are created from ignorance, the chief one, and then attachment and hostility.

In doing so, discussion centers on women’s bodies and on men’s desire for women. To understand the reasons for this one must bear in mind that Aryadeva’s text and the subsequent commentaries on it were addressed to what was probably an exclusively male audience consisting almost entirely of monks trying to observe vows of celibacy. Since most human beings are not naturally celibate, one can assume that preoccupation with women’s bodies and sexual desire was a pertinent issue for them. One must also recall the status of women throughout recorded history, both in Indian society and most other societies, as possessions first of their fathers and then of their husbands. This enforced passivity, which deprived them of any effective rights within or control of the society in which they lived, left them with very limited means of exercising influence, among which was their sexual desirability. The almost exclusive emphasis on the uncleanness of women’s bodies is perhaps a reaction to this manipulative power, since the arguments concentrate primarily on establishing the undesirability of sexual contact with women rather than on the undesirability of a lustful state of mind. 

So she has thought a lot about this. She had to translate it and think about it deeply.

Since learning to apply the appropriate antidotes to disturbing states of mind is a lengthy process, beginners are usually advised to deal with disturbing attitudes and emotions temporarily by putting distance between themselves and whatever stimulates these states.   

Does everyone follow this so far? The idea is that, and it is true nowadays some places too, that women have very little power at all. So she is surmising, she’s had to analyze this, that they would have to rely on their sexual desirability and to keep men celibate, you’d have to keep them separate. So there is this emphasis on women’s bodies as a result.

Although reviling women’s bodies and behavior may act as an incentive to do this and may to some extent counteract lust, it could also have the unwanted effect of provoking antipathy to women.  

It could mean that there would be some hostility toward women.

Since Aryadeva was a practitioner of the Great Vehicle and therefore motivated by love and compassion for all living beings, one can rest assured that this was certainly not his intention.

This is actually a book about developing love for all beings, which begins with becoming aware of and controlling certain problems that occur and that interfere with your developing love and compassion to all. And a major one is a bias where you don’t have love and compassion for all, but only for those you like. So you’re trying to level the playing field.

However, one wonders why the uncleanness of the male body is not stressed to the same extent, since contemplation of the true nature of one’s own body can also effectively counteract sexual desire. In any case we must be wary of superimposing modern values and sensibilities on the text but instead draw from it what is relevant and view it within a historical context.

So that is the key. When we are analyzing this next verses in the chapter, you have to view it in its historical context, like she is proposing. What the situation was in terms of power. And he was seeking to give guidelines for those who were trying to be celibate. But I don’t think it was intended just for monks. This is my own analysis, but Aryadeva’s 400 is a supplement to Nagarjuna’s text—that is, Nagarjuna was his teacher. This [text] was the Precious Garland and that was composed for a king. And there is very similar advice there, and yet the king isn’t seeking to be celibate. He’s seeking to not be so lustful that he gets himself and the kingdom into trouble. Like we have many stories in our own culture of kings getting into trouble because they couldn’t keep their lust under wraps. So this is advice for keeping people faithful to one another. So, for example, Carter said “I have lust in my heart.” That’s okay but you can’t go out and act on it! You see right away the negative aspect of extreme desire—it will ruin your relationships. Adultery is one of the 10 non-virtues. And so you have to avoid it, along with the other non-virtues of the body—killing and stealing. There are four of speech—lying, divisive speech, offensive speech, and senseless speech. Then also with the mind, there is avoiding covetousness (wanting things), and then malice and wrong views. “Wrong views” is, like, to say “There is no sense in having ethics. It would be fine to not follow any of the other 9.” That would be a wrong view. So, I can see that it would be helpful to a non-celibate and it helps us to understand how to reason with ourselves if we find ourselves desiring or lusting after another person, especially if we are married or in a relationship—remaining faithful is the idea. So it can be relevant to our own experience in that way. It’s not like Buddhism is relevant only to monks. In fact, the founder of our center here, he was actually not a monk. And Bakshi was very supportive of relationships and gave us advice. He was very lay oriented even though he was a monk from age six but later [became a lay practitioner]. So our orientation is to remaining faithful in our relationships with our partners. Is that the current term? That includes everyone!

So then we can move on:

Aryadeva points out that none of the reasons we use to justify our desire, such as the other’s attractive appearance, good qualities or behavior, are valid reasons. Moreover we often feel embarrassed when we recall how shamelessly we acted when we were younger. How can the obsessive state of mind associated with desire be called pleasurable? If desire itself were pleasurable we wouldn’t feel compelled to satisfy it. On the contrary, it is like an itchy rash—scratching it brings temporary relief, but only aggravates it in the long run. Infatuation makes us act in ways we would normally find humiliating and causes unreasonable jealousy.

So the way to control is thinking about the negative consequences. So the chapter is dealing with this unreasonable state of mind and trying to est. how it is an irrational state of mind.

To counteract our misconceptions about the body, we must consider how it has come into being through unclean causes and produces unclean substances. Nothing can alter this unclean nature, no matter what artifice we employ.
So that is this idea I was explaining. We have misconceptions about cleanness.

If it is possible to rid oneself of desire for other’s bodies, how can we claim that the body really is clean? When we become aware of the defects of what is desired, desire for it ceases.
She’s just sort of summarizing what he is saying/his arguments. I’d like to add one more thing to her conclusion there, where she talks about viewing it in historical context. I think we need to view this chapter in the context of Buddhism as a whole...not just the attitude here...the attitude of the uncleanness of the women’s body. Men’s bodies are unclean too. Where men have been it’s often just so dirty!

There are three steps here to keep in mind. The attitudes towards women changes over time. You start with this idea of needing to level the playing field, rather than thinking some are wonderful and then the ones who hurt you or your friends aren’t. So that’s the first step—developing an unbiased mind. So that’s where this fits into the transformation of becoming an altruistic person. Once you have no more bias, you can generate this attitude and when we have it, we view all beings as our relatives. In former lifetimes, we have come to be related to all beings because we have had beginningless former lives since beginningless time. From beginningless time up to now we have been reborn and had a close relationship of mother or relative with each of them. So all beings at one time or another have been our mother, many times. So then there is this attitude of viewing all beings as close, with affection. Once you have this impartiality, you have a basis of affection. There naturally arises an affectionate love, and then from that compassion. So “great love” or “great compassion” are based on that—they don’t leave out even one being. 

So that is a new attitude towards women—that all beings are our mothers. An equal attitude towards all beings.

Then there is an advanced teaching where the status of women is much higher than that of men in the sense of rules of conduct. One of the rules is that you cannot despise women in Secret Mantra. This is an advanced practice. Once one develops this kind of love and compassion and (what I was talking about earlier) the wisdom that knows dependent arising, you can practice mantra teachings. And one of them is that you cannot despise women and the status of women is rather elevated in other ways as well. So if you put it in that context of those three stages, then you see this chapter over a bigger perspective as well. 

On the other hand, we could just think of it as talking about men. That’s what Bakshi would advise us to do.

So that is all the introduction I wanted to give.

But here we are talking about abandoning belief in cleanness on page101. Are there any questions at this transition point?

Karen: You mentioned that there is a difference between the way things appear and the way things are. Is that a contradiction, or do we, through awareness, get to a deeper knowledge. Something concerns me about the word contradiction. Is it a contradiction, or do we just get a greater awareness.

The thing about appearances is that they are always going to appear that way. Even when you have direct perception.....[once you have realized emptiness] the way it changes the way you look at things is that you see them as magician’s illusions, even though they still—yourself and objects—appear to have independent existence. Even though you know they don’t exist in that way at all and what is appearing to you is totally false, it still comes to you . It’s like your eyes are affected or something like that. The way it is explained is that it is like someone threw a spell on you. You really believe that your sense are working, but someone has thrown a spell on you and you are in this hypnotic states where you are experiencing things and time has gone by. But actually no time has gone by at all. We are just like that. Everything appears to us like that magician’s illusion. It’s totally separate from your senses and it is internal...it’s just like in a dream. You think you are really experiencing all these things. You wake up and remember all these sensory experiences like you really went through them....but you didn’t!  So when you become aware of how things do really exist, it doesn’t mean that they stop appearing to exist in their own right. If any of us turned around and looked at the person beside us, they don’t seem to need anything else for their existence...they are just right there. It’s a false appearance. You can become aware of how the actually exist, but appearances don’t change until WAY ON UP the ladder of Buddhist evolution toward becoming a Buddha. I think it is the 7th stage bodhisattva who overcomes appearances. So what do they see? Dependent arising directly all the time. So, to answer your question. Yes, it will end, but WAY on down the line in terms of our spiritual enlightenment.

So here we have abandoning belief in cleanness.  The outline calls it, on 309, “Explaining the means to abandon erroneous belief in cleanness by considering the unclean nature of cyclic existence.” So this is what Ruth was talking about—how we got into this situation because of unclean circumstances. We are caught in a web of causality, under the power of our former actions. We think of ourselves as independent—I can do whatever we want. But we are like the fall leaves in the wind, but we don’t think like that. We think, “Oh, I’m going to go to NYC tonight.” We don’t see the web of causality—causes and conditions that go into our going to NYC. 

This gives us a big problem in that we generate desire, hostility, pride, and so forth based on that mistaken perception of things as having independent existence. I’m telling you what the Buddha taught, but you have to bring it into your own experience. It’s my job to give a clear presentation of what the Buddha said, and then it is your job to analyze, “Does this really get me into trouble all the time?”  We want something and cant give it up, we get angry. These get us into trouble and that is why were are here. That’s why we’re not advanced and ready to become Buddhas, because we are trapped here, bound into samsara. We are seeking to get free of the bonds of the afflictions—the three poisons. Some call them negative, destructive emotions. In Tibetan it’s just one word, nyon mongs. 

So we are considering the unclean nature of cyclic existence. And the first one is “Refuting that pleasure is experienced through satisfaction from savoring attractive objects.” 

This outline directs our attention to what the main points are. So the first verse is “Refuting satisfaction through completely enjoying the objects one craves” So the idea is that there cannot be any satisfaction with craving.
When we refer to “belief in cleanness”...it’s not like religious belief but a misconception that there is some kind of cleanness. We think there IS such a thing as cleanness. Like Kathy, you work hard for it every day!...We all do!

So, on 101: the author is coming up with a hypothetical question:

Assertion: Thought the body’s nature is suffering, it gains pleasure from satisfaction through the experience of attractive objects. Thus the use of such objects is appropriate.

We are satisfied through experiencing what we want. When we get something we want, we are satisfied. If we got that car we really wanted, we wouldn’t need any other cars...or anything more! Or the computer!

Answer:

Regardless of the amount of time,

Concerning objects there is no limit.

Your exertion for the body’s sake

Is, like a bad physician’s, useless.

Then the commentator—usually these verses are too terse, so you have to go to the commentator to understand what is being talked about. And what is essential here, is that you are refuting that there is any satisfaction from craving.

Having enjoyed things fully during one’s youth and then amassed wealth, it does not follow that one will later turn to religious practice when free from attachment to such things. Regardless of the amount of time spent, be it eons, one will not come to an end of the objects one craves by reaching their limit, for there is none. 

You would just crave more is the idea. Sometimes I think that you spend all your youth following what you want to do and get, then you’d be satisfied and then you could turn your mind to other things at the end of your life. But it’s not true.

Though a bad physician who is incapable of healing gives treatment, his efforts are fruitless. 

It is like the following analogy: A monkey wearing a leopard skin is a source of constant anxiety to other monkeys. [Just as they cannot tell how long this anxiety will last, those who  make use of sensual objects cannot set a limit regarding how much is needed to satisfy them.

That’s actually an explanation from Chandrakirti. It’s just missing a bracket there [at the end of the paragraph]. So it is constant anxiety. The monkeys cannot see...if I had this much then everything would be perfect. Jeffrey Hopkins used to say, “If I just had this then everything would be fine.” He’d talk about his craving for a new TV. “If I just had that TV everything would be okay.” But it doesn’t work out that way. And then it is constant. So then there is another assertion here:

Assertion: [Just as thirst disappears after drinking sufficient water], those who are satisfied by sensual pleasure will not crave things.

So this is like a response, and on 309 it says: “An analogy [showing how] rather than becoming free from desire, it increases in proportion to use of the things one craves.” So here on 52:

Just as the craving for earth

Does not stop in those that subsist on it,

Similarly, longing for sensual pleasure

Grows in people as they indulge.
This is the idea of increase.

An earthworm never stops craving the earth on which it subsists. Similarly human beings indulging in the things they crave are not only not satisfied by them, their longing for sensual pleasure keeps growing. [Indulgence in sensual pleasure makes desire stronger because it nurtures the seed. How can people swept away on a tide of desire experience satisfaction? They are like deer tormented by thirst.
So, nurturing the seed. What would be the seed to desire?  Seed means the main cause of desire, which is you are increasing your ignorance—your belief in it having independent existence becomes stronger and stronger the more you crave. You are strengthening your ignorance. You can also call it unawareness—you are not aware of your lack of awareness of how things are operating. Actually, ignorance isn’t just not knowing, but that you are misconceiving something. Mis-knowledge is the actual translation but no one knows what that means. It is a mistaken knowledge or misconception.

In a dry stony place, with the sun beating down on them from a cloudless sky, thirsty deer see the mirage of a river and thinking they have found water, run toward it eagerly. But their thirst, far from being quenched, will only increase. Similarly, how can those who do not realize that sensual pleasures are like a mirage, but think of them as real and seek them, overcome disturbing attitudes?
So you have to think of them as a mirage. And then you wouldn’t pursue them in that way.

Are there any questions at this point? Another analogy is in drinking salt water. You don’t start drinking the ocean because you just get thirsty. So the idea here is you don’t pursue desire for the objects of our senses because you will increase your desire for them.

Natalie: I think it is interesting that ignorance is intensified by indulging in your desires. Also of course 

you think you are going to be satisfied, but then you’re not. You have a piece of chocolate cake today, you want another piece tomorrow. But I’m curious about the ignorance.

Josh: I was going to approach it that way. If you see the mechanics then you understand that ignorance is being increased by indulging your desires, right? Ignorance involves misconceiving things in a certain way—as having some kind of independent existence. But the things themselves exist. We are talking about misconceiving HOW they exist. It isn’t that they don’t exist at all. We are making some kind of fundamental error in terms of how they exist. We are not aware of all of these things around us and ourselves as constantly in a state of evolution—or de-evolution in the Buddhist sense/if you look it from a perspective of impermanence. This is where emptiness and impermanence come together. A chair is in constantly changing and once created, is disintegrating. Various causes and conditions are coming together to perpetuate its existence from one moment to the next. But then from one moment to the next, there are different causes and conditions that come together...and it is 3 different moments of a chair. But we think it is the same chair. We don’t see it’s momentary nature, that it is in constant flux. It is under these causes and conditions all the time. It is in a constant state of dependent arising. But then we project on top of it a sense of constancy. We think it has a constant appearance. And that is sort of what we are talking about with dependent arising. But it is also saying we are seeing it as having an existence independent from those causes and conditions. It doesn’t seem to need anything for its existence. It’s like when you buy a car. If you didn’t think you had everything right there, you wouldn’t buy it. It seems self-contained. But if you knew all the causes and conditions going in to keeping it, and it is disintegrating (even though you do such a great job of keeping it up)....so the idea here is that we are projecting, superimposing a form of existence it doesn’t have at all. We are superimposing independence on this dependently existent phenomena. 

And then there is “improper mental activity” that goes on (tshul shin ma yin pa’i yid la byed pa) It projects on that car an inherent attractiveness. It seems to just on its own be inherently attractive—like EVERYONE who saw it would think the same way. So that’s based upon this first mistaken thinking that it has some kind of independent existence. Once you think it has these features of attractiveness or unattractiveness inherent to it...then you increase it with your attachment to it, you get this increased distortion. We do this because of our own ignorance and inability to control the situation. I like to think of things as mechanical. So if you go backwards, if you are on the craving part, you are only going to be increasing what is at the base of it, too. It is said that at the base of all the afflictions, the destructive emotions and cognitive states—there are different states of mind—that at the basis of this is improper mental activity of attractiveness that exceeds what is actually there. We think, “everyone should see this movie” and “I’m going to tell all my friends.” And then you get disappointed. If you want to read more about this, you can look at Final Exposition of Wisdom, page 246. 

It is good to keep this in mind. This is at the basis. And then later on we get into all the various arguments regarding thinking that craving is going to bring you any happiness. Here it’s saying, the more you indulge it, the worse it gets. So that is why in Buddhism it’s everything in moderation. You cannot give it up all at once—you’ll tie yourself up and make yourself unhappy. So with Bakshi, at the end of the day he’d tell us stories or we’d watch TV or play chess. You have to have something to enjoy... but in moderation. Instead of pursuing it thinking you are going to fulfill your desires, you are trying to keep yourself on an even keel and then pull back slowly. You understand if you indulge in it, it gets worse. So you are trying to even the playing field and have an impartial, balanced attitude.

Karen: There was discussion that the problem with continual desire for pleasure...What about desire for learning. Lets say you accomplish something and it is very satisfying. Wouldn’t it be an antidote if you think, “I hope others will have this experience as well.” Maybe there is a parallel in sensuality as well... to calm the desire of the moment.

Josh:  The problem with using the word desire is that this leads to questions about desire for liberation or learning. There are good desires and bad desires. So then I use “attachment”...but there are problems with that term as well. But it is basically that desire/attachment is an extreme state of mind. So you are saying why can’t we counteract it by thinking of others’ welfare. If you are thinking about good desires, yes. But if you are thinking about others’ having the opportunity to see movies, eat popcorn...Doing anything with the intent to benefit others is going to be different. But your intention is so much different from lust, where you are just fulfilling your own needs. If you are doing it already for the sake of others without disturbing your own mind...Doing for others is not based on ignorance. It’s not based on the destructive cause we were talking about. It’s based on valid cognition. So it isn’t based on a distorted state of mind. Doing for others actually brings you happiness. As opposed to the unreasonable defense of following your own lust, there is the defense of bringing happiness to others. So if you are talking about that, then yes. But if you are talking about indulging in your own desires and saying “may others get it too” then  no. 

Here we are talking about, well I’ll indulge all my desires now, until I’m 62. And then I’ll give it up. But when you get there it won’t even occur to you to give up your desires!

