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What | would really like to das to rewrite the message of our
classics with their penetrating clarity and insightb the basic

principles of a wholesome life in a new, young,oidatic
language.

Vijayalakshmi Pandit



Proem

A certain Western writer, Mrs. Gertrude Garatt, lelgpeaking on
Buddhism, once said: “It will not be possible et@say in regard to
Buddhism that it is worn out because it is rootpdrucertain fixed
principles that can never be altered”.

But it is a pity that even today some Western wgiten
Buddhism and their eastern followers seem to cend®diddhism to
be a cult suited for a dreamy people of a dark &ggher due to
their ignorance or to their prejudice they do net sthat the
doctrines of Buddhism have anticipated in a remalgkavay many
of the conclusions of modern science.

Buddhism is entirely divorced from blind belief asdperstition
and its naturalism and humanism have a vital mesgagur times,
an age of skepticism, of rapid revolutionary ideas.

It is true its philosophy seems too profound arificdilt even for
the intellectuals, yet its ethical principles aesy for any practical
man or woman both to understand, follow and algdyaf his or
her everyday life very successfully.

Here we are very glad to see Mr. H. G. A. van Zeyshing
forward to solve some problems in connection witidéhism and
remove some misunderstandings about it. The awbiw forth in
form of a booklet some of his Radio lectures, inialhhis skill
places him above most of present day exponents uafdBEsm.
Those who could not listen to his Radio lectured Wwe very
happy to have aopportunity to get them in a book form so that
they could read and re-read and make them foodtHeir
thoughts.

B.Knandamaitre&, Mahanayaka Thera.



Author’s Preface

All over the world, this twentieth century has sednready—perhaps
more than any other earlier century—such a corsimderamount
of rethinking in the different spheres of politicegligion and

philosophy, that many people have stopped thinkihggether, as
they are not able to keep pace with the rate ohging values,

which has usually resulted in a religious devabrati

A demoralising attitude is frequently experiencedtlae effect
of some uncontrollable catastrophe, when peopleeixpect the
end of the world to be near, or fatalistically sumder themselves to
the total collapse of economic and other values.

Has Buddhism—the basic Buddhism of the four Nobl&hs
with its chief three characteristics, its doctrioé karma and
rebirth, of dependent origination and cessation—Baddhism
still value in this present world, where even sbechtruth is sold
at competitive rates, and religion is being peddtedn door to
door as if it were toothpaste?

The fact that some people entertain this kind afbdds a
healthy sign, for it proves that they are stilvaland prepared
to kick, if it is worthwhile. But the challengeseaso many, that
one is almost sure to lose the battle on some &oother.

That was the challenge presented to me by a fioémaine of
many years, speaking on behalf of several fell@avdllers. The
challenges of modern society, of local and inteomai politics,
of ecanomic values, of advancing science, of ethical beha, of
modern philosophy, of psychological attitudes, amdeed
formidable challenges to outdated forms of religidbo we need
the introduction of pop music in church service?

Do we need to make religion at- tractive to ourthowho are just
bored? Should we make religion appealing enoughtfose who
want excitement? Do we want a reformed Buddhism?



| have taken up the challenge on behalf of Buddhmsanseries
of eight radio talks, delivered over the Nationahgce of the Sri
Lanka Broadcasting Corporation in January-Febrd®¥0. The
Director General of Broadcasting realised the intgrore of
continuity in such a series; and so it happened tthe series
became a weekly event. From April 1970 on, thedfies tavere
published fortnightly in the Radio Times with actitation of
32,000 copies. And still letters kept pouring inr fgreater
publicity.

Here is the answer, which was made possible by tomsato-
wards the printing costs, but mainly by the persongerest and
effort of my friend Tissa W. de S. Amarasekera, was also my
first challenger in this connection. Those who appate these talks
should be grateful to him and to all who contrilolite the success
of this publication.

The cover design depicts how:

Through the spaceless wastes of time and the baw@uations of
life the truth moves onwhether challenged from above or from
below.

H. G. A. Van Zeyst
HeeloyaBandarawela December 1970



The Challenge to Buddhism and itsStand in
Modern Society

Shortly after the second world war, the British &toasting
Corporation arranged for a series of broadcass tatkich involved
discussions which were not occupying the minds @bpte still

filled with urgent problems as a settling down affiemobilisation,
fitting into new jobs, creating jobs for youngstevbo had never
done a stroke of work apart from being drilled tdl, knaking

families and making houses for them, then findiolgo®ls for their
children; and jobs after schooling, after schoolthgm for a job,
etc.

The object was to make people think again in testher than
expedience, to analyse their problems, to hedmthind a way,
a means to reach the end, to reorganise valugsptide a re-
orientation, in simple words, to make a fresh start

Well, twenty-five years have passed and a fresht stas
made, a new generation was called into existendettas brave
new world has now grown up sufficiently to makevitsce heard,
and to compel others to listen to it. That is thallenge of our
time, a challenge which is felt in every spheres focial, the
political, the economic, the scientific, the cuétlyrthe moral, the
educational, the religioughe psychological, the philosophical,
even the sphere of planning for the future.

It is a challenge which | am going to take up ohdjtof Buddhism
during my next few talks, spread out over a cowpmeeks.



Can Buddhism Meet the Challenge of our Time?

Buddhism after all is more than 25 centuries old #rings in the
world have changed! Couldn‘t we do with a more ojuiate
outlook on life? For to-day let us discuss the lemgle to Buddhism
in the social sphere.

The social sphere is concerned with the mutuatiogia of men
or classes of men. In this sphere there are sponddlems, social
evils, social duties and rights, there are our aosuperiors and
inferiors, we have acquired social tastes withinwithout social
gatherings. All of these together have resultedam organised
society of which we form part, sometimes willinghyt more often
(speaking for the younger ones) as rebels.

Before going into some details of the advantaged an
drawbacks of society as we find it now in this setbalf of the
20th century, we should do well to find out the ibasea of
society, its development and need. When | refesomety, | do
not in particular refer to the so-called upper séss of a
community whose movements, entertainments and atbi@gs
are more or less conspicuous by their excessesiofes
exclusions and general lack of intellectual interedere |
understand by society the organised mode of liuing civilised
country. A nation may be called civilised, if ithheeached a fairly
advanced stage of development (not to be confusthdcwiture),
away from savage cruelty and rudeness, advancadechnical
skill (which may be mechanical art or handicraft)eix- press its
feelings and serve its needs. Such a civilised conitynor nation
will find it advantageous to exchange ideas andrimftion, to
learn and to teach, to expand and to consolidatskitls for the
benefit of its individuals and of the communitysashole.

And thus comes into being a mode of life, whichb&sed on
mutually agreed foundations, an organisation wisdhought to
be of benefit to each and all.



There may be no doubt in our minds, that we her8rirLanka
have preserved the essence of the Buddha's teaohiig purest
form; and that therefore we have the right to adeisiourselves as
the guardiansof the truth. In the Pali canonwe have presered
theertire setof doctrine as handeddown by the Therarada, the
only school among more than 25 sects which has survived
throughout the ages with an unbroken historyedegpt set of
monastic rules, a complete assembly of discouesesinparalleled
collection of poetry of the highest order, a systeflogic and
philosophy, a record of debates and disputes, a rohfolklore,
myths and traditions, anthologies of epigrams, seilshand advices,
which it will be difficult to match in any part dhe world, even in
this present century.

It is certainly something to be proud of as a moentn
greater than our ancient Dagobas in Anuradhapueatey than
the gigantic Buddha-statues in the rocks of Afgkiam, greater
than the mystic mountain-temple, the Barabudurava,Jgreater
than all that, because it is a living monument, ooty in the
sense of contemporary existence, but much moreeirs¢nse of
practicality, actuality and vitality. But as thosancient
monuments in stone had to face the onslaught o$e¢hsons, the
fierce attacks of unbelievers, the careless neg&aan of
sympathisers, so the doctrine of the Buddha has exgosed to
heretical views, sometimes stripped by speculatather times
adorned by devotion, and always weathering the ghgn
conditions prevailing at different times and dif#fet places. And
now again Buddhism is exposed to the challengeaxfam society,
society in a world of advanced science and teclyylceady even
to share our knowledge with that of other planets.

What is this challenge and can Buddhism take it up?

A challenge is not something to be evaded or igholeither
can we meet the present challenge with our eyesl fon the past.
This is no time for fear or anxiety, for if we camnmeet the
challenge, we are already dead. This is the timeadsert our
position in a new world with new values, with nevogpects, with



new vistas. And thus the question of our challengefWhat can
Buddhism offer to our society as we find it ingl20th century?” |
quote from Prof. J. D. Bernal, a Fellow of theyRoSociety, a
Professor of Physics and Chairman of the Scien#atvisory
Committee to the Ministry of work. | quote from “&hSocial
Responsibility, of Science”: “The most importanb jon the world
today is to ensure that all human beings have aocehaf full
development. This can be done only by a conscargsnised
effort under the direction of the people themselds superior can
be trusted. A new outlook and transformation oluealare needed
to effect these changes. The new values must incate the old
tradition, but also bring it into relation with m@&nt needs”.

Science has certainly altered the structure of espciThe
industrial revolution of the 19th century, whickvas brought
about by new methods in agriculture, new inventioims
manufacture, improved means of communication, dgezl quite
naturally the international commerce and tradeditento further
discoveries and conquests.

The feudal system lost its significance and wadacsa by a
capitalistic industrialism which we have not ouigro yet, but
which has encountered increasing challenges frenwibrkers thus
employed. They have formed their own society inderanions
which are now state-recognised and in certain mugts form the
state. The result of scientific progress is aldbde an increase in
the conveniences of life and a reduction of theldeate, resulting
in a tremendous growth of population which now ferenthreat to
the very society which gave it birth.

Thus we see a constant change in the pattern @tg@nd the
questions which cannot be side-stepped are: “W&h#ta place of
Buddhism in this changing society? Has Buddhisnmedrpced the
influence of feudalism, capitalism, industrialissgcialism? Can
Buddhism make its impact felt in our modern waytlohking and
living?” The answers will depend on the way Buddhiss
presented, as a religion, as a philosophy, as aWwéie.



As a religion, i.e., as a religious institution, dglhism has
certainly influenced the various forms of society iaspired by
changing world-conditions. It was the emperor Asokédno
recognised in Buddhism a tremendous force for #wfigation and
unification of his domains. His stress on rightemss dhamma
was not so much backed up by law, as by the ctibbveof filial
piety and reverence and loyalty.

The growth of heretical doctrines was not supprskat made
the subject of discussion for nine months at a cibwspecially
convened for the purpose. The emperor treatedutigests as his
children and there is no evidence of his exercisionggreign powers
in an autocratic way. His missionary zeal was nptedext for con-
quests of foreign lands, but was inspired by hecpdoving attitude
to spreadthe teating of ahirmsa He wasnotsomuch concerned
about the consolidation of his power. And that mh&te been a
very important contributory condition which mades hempire
collapse with his dynasty and personal sovereignty.

The subsequent change in society was not due tauk ih
Buddhism, but to the lack of Asoka’s successorgpplying the
Buddhist principles to their statecraft. Asoka was a philosopher-
statesman. His edicts do not mention any philogsodbctrine, not
eventheultimatedeliverancef Nibbana. Thedoctrineof rebirthis
referred to only incidentally in so far as the amnsence of good
actions will be happiness in this world and in tiie to come.
The deeper doctrine was certainly not his strongesit. And
thus weseehow the Buddhistteading of ahims g of kindnesgo all,

was usedto bring about a harmonious peaceful loving society

which would prosper without external conflict, waesven the
monarch was the kind-hearted patriarch, who pralidet only
law and order, but also shade-trees along the roadids at
regular intervals for drinking water and other cond, arranged
for with the sole intention that men could confattmeir lives to
the Dhamma.



We hear now-a-days much about the ideal welfatest And
we here in Sri Lanka are certainly getting mdranta fair share
of the comforts provided by the state: free edocafor all, free
medical service, free rice, subsidised rationslathcand foodstuffs,
duty-free imports of milk-foods for infants and alids, free meals
for certain categories of workers in public utiliservices, the
cheapest transport in the world. And still we grienth some of
these services are not quite adequate. Holidaypraraded for all
religious festivals, even though the vacation is made use of for
the reason it is granted.

Here again, it is not due to a fault in Buddhismt to the fact
that Buddhism has not become a part of our soegl Inot even
of our home-life, and certainly not of our indivaedu private life.
And here, perhaps, we have touched on the mosiatpaint of the
issue: What is society apart from the individual?

Society, be it as large as the entire human raceas small as
a newly married family—society is a collection oflividuals, just
as much as an individual is a collection of reaxdjoperceptions,
ideations and conscious actions with or without éissistance of
physical material. And these actions and reactmnsne and all
are conditioned, not so much by the past orH®y environment
as we are made to believe, but rather by our viewshe future.
Basically, nobody wants to live in the past, howegi®rious our
history was; nobody wants even a repetition of past; but we
all want to live in the future with satisfaction, witomfort, and
most of all, in security. It is this sense of ségyuwhich binds
people together, which makes the herd, the farthily group, the
party, the nation, the society. But, once withimattigroup, the
individual finds restrictions, because of the needccommodate
others. And so a conflict is born at the momentomplex is
made.

Instead of attempting to solve the conflicts whiahise in
society, conflicts of race, of religion, of indiwdl interests, by
means of adjustment, giving and taking of dutiedsl aights, it
would be simpler to investigate into the causehefcomplex which



caused the conflict. Grouping together, as we hsaen already,
became necessary as a result of a desire for sgcuich is
basically fear, grounded on suspicion. Althoughliwe in a society,
built for greater strength in mutual co-operatiar purpose of
security, we do not even trust the other fellowfear that he may
become too powerful and make use of society as rganoto
increase his personal authority.

Such fear is there, because each one of us wattsntdreased
power for the sake of increased security. Thuseeeh®w the whole
structure of society is built on fear. Those in powave got to the
top with the consent of the majority, and are iarfef losing that
power if they would lose the support of that veamg& majority.
And so they yield to demands which are not evesaeable. And
the masses, knowing that they have the power, becowre and
more demanding, till the tension reaches breakmgtpand either
the established authority is overthrown by anogessical power in
a revolutionary coup, or by the authority assumiutfigtatorial
powers under which no more demands can be mades isTtwhat
we see happening all over the world. For the sdkgratection of
society, for the sake of an undisturbed continuaricadinary daily
life, for the sake of peace within the society avith other groups
or nations, we provide the power of arms to a \wnall section of
people from among us. We train them in the artiliihly, and then
entrust them with our safety, our protection, oeage. But thethat
small section which has the control of power begmgeel its
own importance and, forgetting the purpose of thistence of
this power, they either refuse to surrender pdalilyc at the
demand of the majority which created them, or thbyse the
opportunity by entrenching themselves for their aecurity, or
they create a new setup according to their own yigithout
consultation, without mandate, without authority.

And thus, if effected, a change is produced whiab the nature
of a dialectic and which therefore can never attha purpose of
the agitation, because the change is attemptedh&mpurpose of
attainment, at war to end all war, agitation toadbta state of



balance, opposition to obtain peace, striving t@iobrest, power to
obtain security, which is but a safeguard of sgHiast others, but
which produces fear instead.

And so we are all building up a society of fear amdfear. It
is fear which paralyses action and causes more &ar are
afraid of another government, we are afraid of la@owar, of
racial hate, of failure and change of any type,abse our
security is threatened.

What is this security? Are our lives made secur@dssessions?
Are not the wealthiest among us equally subjecth#® absolute
insecurity of what happens after death? Are owrslimade secure
by fame or popularity? Have we not witnessed imonysthroughout
the world and during all ages, the fickleness dadimhconstancy of
public opinion, sometimes expressed by the balfoaro election,
other times by the bullet of a revolution, but afwauppressed by
the forgetfulness, the ingratitude, the arrogamosgion of those
who were nearest to us? Are our lives made seguvatbe? Do we
not have to rely on books and texts, said to beresacand
sometimes inspired, in order to believe what catweoproved about
a life to come?

And yet, that is what we mean with societfyich forms
our background, our foundation, our protecting Isyal behind
which we hide and pretend to live economically, rigglly,
sensually, metaphorically, culturally, politically,materially,
intellectually, other-worldly. And without all thate feel lost, we
feel naked, we are nobody.

Yes, that is it: society makes me somebody. Andrder to
be somebody | become the slave of society. If laa@hristian or
a Muslim, |1 do not dare to deny the existence ofiGdthough I
do not have and cannot have any personal relaipnshh the
Absolute. If | am a Buddhist, | cannot afforddeny the tenets
of the Buddha’s doctrine that all things are impanent, although
all I want and seek is permanent security.



How does Buddhism then provide the security whihhie
foundation of our fear which has created society@pleat: the
answer will depend on the way Buddhism is presersda
religion, as a philosophy, as a way of life. If wentinue to
present Buddhism with all the frills of adornmenhigh were
perhaps fashionable in ages long ago, the teaditige Buddha
will be placed in the same category with the rodices of Asoka,
and be considered as worthy exhibitions in a musdaagether
with the laws of ancient Babylon and Assyria. BuBuddhism
Is to remain the living force it was in the timeit#f founder, we
have to analyse, understand and put into effecbaiséc tenets of
its philosophy as a way of life. For, if a philosypremains a
mere exercise of speculation, it may act as a sla@ampener, but it
will hardly be able to answer the challenge of madern society.
It is not enough to repeat through the sendergramdmitters of
the world’s systems of broadcasting (the modernvadgnt of
the ancient proclamations from the house-tops),ngayhat
society is rotten. For, there is no society apadmf the
individuals, that is you and I, who constitute stgi who have
made society and who are now bound by society.

It is the individual who has to grow up towards his
responsibilities, who has to wake up to his refaiop with others
in that society, who has to realise his inner nesmus his private
greeds, which form his motives for seeking the grton of his
securitywithin that same society which is now crushing lam
an individual, where the individual was replacedtbg feudal
system, and a slave was set free to become anseanvdull
dependence on his feudal master, where the serf/#m¢ master
became the slave of the machine and all indivitalas lost in
the union.

The solution is not in a classless society, bua iselfless one,
which can only come in the realisation of the Bualdidoctrine of
anatta There is no problem which cannot be solved thinotige
understanding of the cause of the conflict. Anceasry conflict is
caused by a complex, it is that complex which lmabd analysed



and dissolved. It is the complex of suppressedetecies against
experiences. It is the desire for the continuanwok security of an
ideal and permanent self against the experiencajnstg the
knowledge, against the actuality of impermanencoé,universal
change, of absolute non-self. And that realisatibnon-self is the
unique contribution of Buddhism to all times. It K&soka’s
application ofahimsa as it was the solution of the Buddha's
discipleswho attaired arahantship thereby, as it can be and will be
the dissolution of all our modern social problembjch are based
on the conflict of the individual who places hinfsak an entity
against others, who joins with others in the urobma greater entity
against other unions, politically, racially, sofyalbut always with
the same motive of acquiring security for his inmegi isolated self-
individuality, which is no more than a fictiondaeam, a delusion,
which can only be solved in the way of thinking alndng as
taught by the Buddha.



Buddhism and its Rolein Politics

Politics may be described as the science of tharastmation of
the public affairs of a society. And at first sightvould appear
that there can hardly be any common ground betwe=public
affairs of a community and the private affairs of iadividual.
And as religion is considered to be the concerarofndividual
to arrange the private affairs of his spirituak]ifthe parallel
course of the two movements seems to be so coniplatehey
never could or even should meet.

But the history of many ages in many lands showsthgs
contrary. The interference of political instituteoim the private lives
of individuals, as well as the influence of privatews on public
affairs has always been so strong that appardmlywo are wedded
and welded together in a way which even a divoresveen state
and church could not separate. The reason, of episgas we have
seen in the previous talk on the challenge of $pcithat there is
no society without the individual. And thus the palaffairs of the
state must be a reflection of the private affairshe individual.

In a nomadic society like that of the Hebrews duyrtheir
transition from slavery in Egypt to their tribal tdement in
Israel, their public affairs were entirely reguthtey their sacred
books, said to be supernaturally inspired and leded@ut, the
nature of a nation’s laws will change when theatribnd feudal
existence undergoes a change. We have seen thechkange in
Christian lands, when the devotion of the middlesalgd to such
abuses of spiritual power, that a reformation bexasctessary to
allow a more rational outlook to take over. Thdtcourse, led to
various schisms, when different views appeared ® b
irreconcilable. But, with our present greatly irased facilities of
communication and mutual understanding, there apptabe
growing up a rapprochement, i.e. a re-establishmeht
harmonious relations, which is often still very stfiial, but
which is nevertheless significant in its tendenng avillingness



to get together in order to understand one anotinerhich
process a certain amount of giving and taking isessary,
rounding off the sharp edges of division.

Has such an attempt been made also to bridge tHe gu
between the State and the Church?

Religious feelings, whatever their source of insgpan may be,
whatever may be their need and their value, arplgesgrained in
human nature. We are not concerned at this momdmther such
feelings are rational or inspired by fear, whetthey are emotional
or supernatural in origin, but we consider themfets. As people
are at present—not only in this part of the wobdt also in highly
developed countries—people feel the need of spiiify at least to
give themselves the satisfaction of rising occaasignabove the
dullness of the cares of material life. Thus, gitba fact of the
existence of religious emotions in the majorityidividuals, the
political ambitions of the governing body of a statannot afford
many times to overlook such a demand. Even wheh damands
have been officially ignored, they still had to toderated privately,
in a way as marriage-laws have not done away widstpution,
which is sometimes legally permitted to preventatge social
abuses. This provides us with a typical exampléh@# the two
courses of public and private lives could not bgtken parallel
lines. Even if the official policy of a state isidao be above
religious issues and does not support one denocimmatver
another, there still will have to be official @mference in cases of
dispute concerning various rights.

Essentially, of course, such rights are not difieréom the
rights of family property and individual possessipnvhich may
require a protection, which only the state can plewy law. And it
would not be feasible to have different sets of ta fit different
occasions. But the issue lies much deeper. It cosdhe structure
of the state which again depends on the naturendividual
characters. lItis, in the ultimate as well le immediate sense,
the individual who constitutes the state. It i®dlse individual who
makes the state, and it is the individual who fdates the policy of



the state. But, then what has happened is thattdte and the
policy, which were provided for the welfare of thedividual
primarily, now expect the individual to provide ftre welfare of
the state. Essentially, It is a case of a pati@mgto a doctor to
obtain relief in his illness, and giving his doctomplicit permission
to inflict a certain amount of restriction and eye&in on him for the
sake of his health, which is the greater good. Thusl hinges on
ends and means.

And that is the point where the teaching of the dhadcan help
us, and his teaching alone, just because it isan@taching of the
means to the end, even though the Noble Eightfalth Bppears to
leadto agoal,calledNirvana.

A policy, a body of laws or legal enactments, isma&ans
invented to regulate individual behaviour in a sbciwhere man
cannot live as an individual. And thus the illnessaccepted (not
merely treated as a fact), but accepted as a rigcessan essential
part of living. It is an admission that sane lyiis impossible. And
so, all laws are based on the principle of insa@gnsider, e.g. the
various manifestos of opposing political parties thg time an
election is round the corner, when the individuatev has the only
chance in four or five years to be an individualowtas the power
to make or to break a government in so-called deatieccountries.
His vote is solicited with many promises of gezatvelfare in
the comfort of living, in the exercise of rights, the provision of
health and education, all dressed up in the loglalucs of the needs
of the time. But, basically, they all promise tlaen® things, because
people want those things. They all promise freedoitie exercise
of religion, because everybody wants that for W aeligion. In
the modern socialist state, all parties work far thaterial uplift of
the underdog, the under-privileged, the poor, tlueker, because
they constitute the masses, and by means of tleethieyy hold the
key to power for the moment. But, if all have tlsaime goal in
view, what prevents them from amalgamating, fronting, or at
least from cooperating to bring those common idéatis effect?



But here the real opposition comes forward, becaasé one wants
to reach the end according to each one’s indivicdoathod. And
thus we differ in the means, even where we agréleerend. And as
we cannot unite in the means, we oppose with atleans, and the
end is not reached. Thus the separation of endsreachs leads to
chaos.

Politics, as | have said already, as a sciencalwifirastration of
public affairs, is a means, a method, a form ofcedure to attain
the end which can be put very broadly as the gse&i@ppiness of
the greatest number of people. And on this basgapared also a
certain amount of inconvenience which has to benddby a
minority for the sake of the welfare of the majpriln justification
of this attitude examples are shown from the agpbeience of
medicine where sometimes pain has to be inflictedhb surgeon
for the sake of a cure which is more important.e Tyeakness of
this argument is shown, however, in history, whiie principle is
always applied by those in power over those whe heo/say in the
matter. Even in the spiritual field we have witresfiow dissenters
have been burnt to death in order to save theilssibom eternal
hell-fire.

It is always a question of the means being adjukiezkrve the
end. And what the end is to be is determined bgdho power.
Very often, e.g. in the case of children who canbpetexpectedo
judge conditions of living, owing to their lack ahderstanding
and experience, the decision has to be made by matare
minds. But it does not follow that experience leatis
understanding, or that understanding grows with &gel thus,
although certain preventive measures will be neggsso
safeguard the inexperienced from their own impelsactivity
which could lead to their own destruction, all pbksprecaution
should be taken, even in the education of childtermake the
subject understand the necessity of restriction.



And so we return to the distinction between measends; and
to their separation. As long as things are donetHer purpose of
achievement, we are building up on the basis oflictinve prepare
for war so as to secure our peace. And that isantshe history of
human conflict, the struggle for life, for possessifor satisfaction.

The fact that it has been thought necessary to d@aw code
of law to regulate the various aspects of relatgmbetween the
members of society, between employer and empldyetyeen
husband and wife, between neighbouring propertiasd
ultimately between states and power-blocks, isadlyea sign that
relationship was not understood, that we need tbiecyp of
convention, tradition and actual legislation by #tate or by
religion, that we merely live together for the sakfegreater
security, that we have not outgrown the animal fiestinct, that
the foundation of our relationship and the basmsom of our
policy is nothing but mutual exploitation which weeto be kept
within workable limits by the administration of lawvhich is
politics.

Relationship as we know it has something of theuneabf an
illness. As long as there is no illness, we are awéare of health.
Similarly, relationship as a healthy contact betwipelividuals is so
natural that it is not known. The only relationskipich is known,
is that which makes its presence felt as ifmgt that is an
unhealthy contact, a conflict. Thus, relatiopsas we know it, is
a constant friction, a misfit which we try to adjughrough
political administration of social laws. What wdlaalationship,
then, is not relationship at all, but a constaritiyensifying
process of opposition, of exploitation, of fricti@nd conflict.
Although we have never understood the meaninglafioaship,
yet we try to regulate it through convention, ttext, moral law,
civil law, penal codes and political pressure.

Yet this relationship of friction has an extraomiy revealing
power; for, the heat of this friction is like a &ish temperature
which is not an illness in itself, but a symptom infection, of
disorderly functioning of glands; of interference the routine



working of the organs. So the contact in relatigmss felt only in
opposition, as a symptom of misunderstanding. Amslead of
trying to find out the cause of such friction, wenely avoid contact
whenever pasble, asin cortact is felt the experienceof friction
(phassa-pa@y a vdana).

But why should contact mean conflict? There appdarbe
something radically wrong in our way of approachif@ if all our
contacts should produce nothing but conflict.

The reason is to be found in the manner of appr@achcon-
tact. If contact is made in a spirit of oppositiah,exploitation, of
expectation of profit, there cannot be understagdbecause the
motive of the approach has already been establishextlvance;
it has become a means to the end. And thus, fromacb arises
feeling, andfrom feeling arisescraving (vedana-pacay atanh 3.

True relationship becomes impossible as long as baaid of
being contacted. When a person comes to see miepdance myself
at once on the alert, thinking: “What does he weh me?” | have
already closed my heart, even though | open for tmyndoor with
social politeness. And in the reverse case, whengwdo meet
some- body, are we not almost always doing so,rderoto get
something out of that contact? Whether it is thenemic profit
expected by a commercial traveller, or the senttalegratification
expected from an hour’s gossip, or the spirituafipexpected from
meditation or prayer in communication with the suadural—
essentially it is the same type of profit-seekinigials urged us to
establish this relation- ship, which is oppositrather than contact.
We all are constantly building these walls of geiftection which at
the same time isolate and prevent any sane andahatntact and
understanding. This isolation-policy, whether inivate or in
society, individual or racial, makes any kind ofrmal and healthy
relationship an impossibility, for we never try tenderstand
ourselves, nor our motives, and per- haps mositl efeanever try to
understand the other. Hence there can be no lavdarmony, no
unity in our relationship, which thereby becomespalicy of



egoism, suspicion and opposition, of disharmongflad and hate.

And with that kind of policy we try to protect amadminister
our society. Is it a wonder that we are living tve tedge of a
volcano which is always threatening to blow up aunole
structure, and which actually within our own lifeg has brought
untold misery and suffering twice over already, levha third
eruption appears to be not far off? And still we &lking of the
great lessons experience can teach us. Two wontd-fazve only
taught us to prepare for a third one.

What are we doing to understand our youngstersmnahonly
are drifting without leadership, but who are righguspicious of
any attempt to control them? They at least havdisesh the
futility of expectation, of reliance on others, efriving for
security. Twice over within twenty-five years, aald generation
of young people in several countries has been wgsedvhile
those who were too young to be sacrificed have giawn up in
disillusion, without faith, without religion, withd discipline.
And what has Buddhism to offer them? Have we ngthietter to
offer them than the hope of reincarnation, whenddams may
be even worse? Or a faiglimpse of the highest bliss, called
Nirvana, which nobody under- stands, which nobody can
describe, and which therefore does not hold amacidon?



Real contact in true relationship then is only gass if | am
prepared to come out of my fortress and go to nieetother to
understand him. Most people are always ready tchteghers, but
how few are ready to learn? Experts are sent teratbuntries to
teach the under-developed nations the technicalvkmmw; but is
there nothing that those experts can learn fromehmations which
had a perfected culture even centuries before thigédy developed
countries were discovered? Similarly, is it notgbke to sit down
in quiet thought at the feet of some elder, instehdousing the
feelings and cravings of others without providihgrh the means of
satisfaction? Not teaching, but learning is the il@gg of
understanding. But as long as every nation protistdf and its
commerce with all kinds of tariff-walls, import des, export
regulations, immigration laws, passports and vighsy isolate
themselves more and more, till they find that rtlseirplus in one
commodity will not buy them a sufficiency in ahet. And that is
the beginning of a new conflict.

All this seems so extraordinarily simple and seident, that
it is really more than surprising that people dot raxct
accordingly. But there is the fear to step out lnd fortress;
nobody wants to be the first, in fear that he mayth® only one.
And so we continue talking about disarmament and
international police-force at the same confereatdet while in
the home-countries the ammunition factories areglaivertime
work. It is fear which prevents under- standingd amithout
understanding we may sit side by side at the safrle,twe may
sleep together in the same bed, we may speak the Ismguage,
but there will be no contact, no communion.

Then, where to begin this mutual understandinghaut
which all policies are but structures of fear arefedce? We
must begin to understand relationship, or rather bhses of
relationship, not as we imagine that it shoulddexause that we
do not know. But let us begin to understand refedhip as we
know it, i.e. in conflict and opposition. Standaetl truths do
not give a solutionThe teading of non-Violence (ahimsa), of

an



loving kindness(metta), of compassion (karun @ remain but

empy words, as long as it is not understood that violence and
hatred are simple reactions which depend in th&mag entirely
upon the conditioning of the mind. This conditiagiof the mind
IS a process of rationalisation, which has giverddBusts the
opportunity of eating meat and fish with a cleansmence, as
long as they do not kill with their own hands, ias. long as they
can find somebody else to do the dirty job for thdmhas
produced such anomalies as the justified and kgghkilling of a
murderer; or defensive wars in which millions amergficed who
wanted nothing but peace, sacrificed for an ideagdeology, an
idol.

The world is living through violence in its differedegrees of
exploitation, economic cut-throat competition ardual warfare.
And any violent reaction thereto merely increades hate which
is prevailing everywhere. Now, instead of preachmog-violence,
shouldn’t we begin with trying to understand whyeréh is hate?
For, non-violence is an ideal, but hate is a fabiclv cannot be
argued away by talking about love. Hate is oppmsiti against the
other. Why am | against the other? Because mes@an obstacle to
my expansion. That means that it is not reallydtieer man who
is the cause of my ill-will, but that it is my desifor expansion
which produces the conflict. Or the process mayhgereverse: |
form an obstacle to the expansion of another; hetav@ remove
me and | object. Why do | resist? Because Itwarcontinue,
| want to progress, | want to expand, | want te lin security, | want
to be. Now | am at the moment not concerned wighdtiher man’s
feelings, his desire for expansion, his hate; bamltrying to solve
my own problem, which is the fact that | hate hih.is the
expression of this feeling of hate within me, whigh a self-
expression which makes me feel powerful and violenviolence |
feel myself stronger and, hence, more secure. athlnot stronger
physically, [try to be more clever, more cumniBut it is violence
all the same, which is my reaction to the desiran@mintain my



position, to preserve my possession, to continuatwham in life, in
name, in influence, in relations ... all of whichpolitics. | feel that
in myself | am nothing, but | hide that empty shalbconsciously
even for myself under the external show of actafinexpansion, of
power, of politics, which is opposition, violencedahate.

The daily questions: What has Buddhism to say ¢owbrkers?
What can Buddhism do in Viet-Nam? etc. are all atdef as a
question about a Buddhist mission to the moon.

In attempting to find a solution there, we are otmlying to
escape this one inescapable problem which is th#ictowithin
myself. All violence, hate and opposition have otie one
motive: the prevention of the truth becoming knowhe truth
that | amnot. The race to conquer space, which has resulted in a
magnificent, scientific victory, witnessed by adi,in actuality a
ridiculous although expensive child’s play for prgs, proving
superiority of manhood by scoring a first. Thathie spirit of all
competition, be it in sport, in business, or ineagral election.

Buddhism has no ready-made solution for an arneistiche
Middle-East, because Buddhism is not interested oih
Buddhism has no five-year plan for unemploymentabse an
honest worker who does not exploit others throughldriness,
will always find a job, although it may not be dtet top.
Buddhism has no answer to the periodical wavesao¥/ation in
various parts of the world, because we know treattis sufficient
for all if there is no hoarding, no cutting down mfoduction to
maintain high prices, no working for greed inste&dheed.

But Buddhism does know that the answer to all das only
be found in the individual who alone can change duook on
life from his self-centred egoism to the broadgream$s which can
embrace all, in equal love and compassion, if tiethe acceptance
and realisation of his no-self, which is the trtitlat | am not an
entity to be made secure, but that | am a waveléhe process of
the rolling-on of the river, which ultimately wilow down into
the sea, not forgotten or swallowed up, but in peath all, and
free from all.



Are EconomicValues Relevant?

We may put the question in a different way: Is Baddhism a
religion with a moral code for renunciation, in whiproperty
has no place? The implication is that Buddhismas for the
world, but only for the monastery. And of courgeisi easy to
show (in the texts as handed down the centurigs¢@d@ominance
of references to the monastic life. One of thedloellections or
Pitakas is exclusively dedicated to monastic raediscipline,
the Vinaya. The collection of philosophic treatisethe
Abhidhamma, is frequently so scholastic that itsdoet appear to
have any relation to the day- to-day life of a laymin an
organised society where production and distributioh a
country’s resources are of prime importance. HRmathe
collection of discourses in the Sutta Pitaka, altjffocontaining
some admonitions for lay-people, are mostly adeckdsy the
Buddha to his monks, either in assembly or indiglju

Without losing ourselves in the various theories pafitical
economy and schemes for the re-distribution of theall of which
are means of organisation of society with a viewgofing the
greatest possible happiness, comfort and secuwitthé greatest
number of people, we should look into the matterenclosely in
order to determine the nature, the purpose an@dt¢hemplishment

of property.



What is property and what have we made of it?

Property in the true sense is that which is prdpesne, that
which belongs to one not merely as possession,abubne’s
nature. Thus, combustibility is the property oftaar gases, but
gas is not the property of the cylinder which corgdt. Similarly,
man’s property is his manhood and not his wealthowledge
and experience are the property of an individuat, lis books
and instruments are not. That which is proper te’®mature
cannot be lost without destruction of that natufEus,
knowledge can only be lost by the loss of one’sonall and
intellectual nature. Forgetting is not a loss obwiedge, but a
temporary impediment which prevents the sub-constyo
stored-up knowledge and experience becoming availdinus, |
do not have property, but | am that; just as wdts¥s not have
wetness, but is wet.

What actually happens through the misunderstanalinige |-
process is this: As the “I” fears discontinuity,daas it cannot
have anything proper to its nature to continuenda process of
delusion, it has made property in order to contithexein. It is
indeed property in the accepted sense which makes‘It,
which names the “I”, which protects the “I”. Thd=et“l” lives in
its possessions, and is its possessions. It dods haee
possessions, but the possessions have it. Withoatree which
is the past, without an ideal which is the futusgthout a title
which is a label to be known by now, without bediefhich are
investments which give spiritual security, withquissessions
which give psychological security, the “I” simply inot.

Property in itself, therefore, has no significaniet it becomes
the field in which the “I” has taken roots and wdetr can grow.
For, property can be enlarged. Property gives emite and power;
and that makes the “I” grow. It is the wrong valaatin which
people imagine to have property instead of beimgy tbroperty, i.e.
being what they truly are, which is the chief hemlte preventing
them to realise the truth. For, in the consideratb possessions as

property,



the “I” is expanded to include the material objecise speaks and
thinks of “my” house, etc.; and thus, through idicdtion with the
material world the spiritual life becomes matesad.

This has been recognised in its effect, althoughimdts cause,
by all religious founders and reformers, by alrgpal leaders, who
(all of them) have advocated a life of renunciatt@remedy. Most
of them meant an actual separation from the mateodd, though
a few also emphasised that unless possessivenetd®e adea of
“mine” is renounced, the mere physical breakingfiafn the world
would be insufficient, so long as the world of “@inremains
within.

Property can be of many kinds. Most people posdess wife,
unless they are so modern as to live together Heredye of the
world, but actually allow each other to go theirroway, in which
case we cannot call them husband and wife. Peapdsegs their
servants and exploit them, as they possess ang hntecle to be
made use of to the fullest extent and returned whenonger
required. People possess their children to makie thene continue
to live in them; and hence they frame their livessiystems of
education, in organised religions, so that they rbaythe true
picture of their parents. People have made prppdrtheir name
and title, as much as of their house, land, car lzantk-balance.
People possess their ideas and their beliefs, atidtiae help of
them they live self-contentedly in a world all bétr own.

Now, this idea of ownership cannot be merely giugnas one
might relinquish some object, because the idedassubject, the
“I”; and without those properties—extensions thoughy be and
unreal—the “I” feels stripped and lost. Moreovére tgiving up of
possessions may establish a new kind of ownergiigppwnership
of virtue, and the “I” becomes spiritually rich af@mous in its
physical renunciation and poverty. Thus, even pgvean become
property.

Then, how are we going to deal with property? Tdugstion
has been the focussing point of all economic cemees as well as
of political currents. Some would give the fulldisierty to private



enterprise, thereby encouraging competition for theke of

increasing the country’s Income and general pragre®©thers,
while making a fine distinction between privatedapersonal
property, will condemn the former and permit théeela There are
the capitalistic and the communistic views ofgandy. There is the
natural view that what | make myself is mine, #mel supernatural
view that | am only the caretaker of whatridy God’s. But

as we have seen already several times when dealih other

problems, our approach is in the wrong directianth&t we do not
even touch the real problem. For, here the proligenot how much
or how little |1 should be allowed to possess, biywdo | want

property at all? If | understand that, the questabout “how
much?” might lose all meaning, perhaps.

As already pointed out, the different kinds of mdp, my wife,
my car, my faith, my title, all are means of exgieg myself, of
giving myself that sense of security without whedh continuity is
painful. What we really want, therefore, is @puity in security;
all the other things are means thereto. The eldsir continuity
in security is not an actually present need, bysychologically
created need, the fulfilment of which can onlyihethe future, or
rather, which can never be fulfilled, because lllshaver desire
discontinuity and insecurity as means of self-esgien.

Needs we have. Food and clothing and shelter aengal for
physical existence; hence they are present ne@&tss present is
not necessarily limited to this very hour. He wharts ploughing
the field only when he feels hungry, will have dlief starvation
long before he can reap the harvest. Thus, workintbe summer
in order to have food in the winter is still thetural care for an
essential, present need. This is never a problemnit is our rational
nature itself which stimulates this urge. But whature does not
do is to give a psychological value to the matenaéds of the
body and its senses. Then, a physical need is niaide a
psychological greed through the spirit of acquisitiess.



The Buddha does not refuse to look at the immed@atesical
problems of daily life. On the contrary, he hasegithem a pdrity
over all else. Eka nama kim? Whatis No. 1? Sable satta
‘alaratitthika All beings exist on food. Food for sustenancef
the body; thought for sustenance of the mind. He delaye one
occasion the delivery of a public discourse to é&abhungry man
to befed; for no concentration of mind is possible oneampty
stomach. He advised the layman Sigala to open agsav
account with 25% of his earnings to provide for tingee when he
would not be able to earn any more. But he cestalid not want
him to encumber himself with possessions which wdnirhd him
with the attachmentdf clinging andpride to the conceitwhich says
“I am” (asmi-nana).

It is not possible to draw a general line betweeedhand greed,
between physical satisfaction and psychologicalisttiyeness, for
that depends on each one’s understanding of him$akre are
physical needs which are inborn, so to say, likeribed for food;
and there are physical needs which we have crehyedur
psychological greed, such as smoking, without wiscime people
cannot actually do their work. Further, the urgetfee satisfaction
of some physical need will be stronger in some fihaothers. And
it is this exactly which causes so many social |emols. Each one,
therefore, will have to find out for himself, whetmeed drives him
or greed. To discriminate between the two is soy wdifficult,
because we have formed the habit of hiding our meatives even
for ourselves. Self- knowledge then again holds kbg to the
solution of the property problem.

Why do | want property? Whether the motive be needreed,
| want property to be secure. Satisfaction of airdegives me
momentary security. The satisfaction of the montkr@s not leave
anything to cling to, and thus it cannot make ‘thiegrow; but
the “I” becomes firmly established if | can procurigs
continued security; for only then is expansion gass In other
words, in seeking satisfaction of a need thereoislithought, as
the problem is the immediate, and that problemoisesl in the



present. But psychological greed is not an immedgbblem, but
rather one of continuance, and it contains, theegfmothing but the
“I"-thought. It is a continuous problem which cannme solved,
because it is not the object of satisfaction whechesired, but the
continuance of the “I” through that object, thrbutat satisfaction.
And so the procurement of that object has not sbtiie problem of
continued greed.

Thus, the problem has shifted from property th@ question
of why does the “I” want to continue in pssty? The answer
is obvious! Because the “I” is its property. Theotwannot be
separated. Just as wetness cannot be separatedvatan without
freezing or evaporating the water, in which caseseases to be
water, so property cannot be separated from thevittiout making
the “I” cease. Here we see then the trick the mglaying on
itself. The “I” makes property in acquisitivenessnd property
makes the “I” in continued security. Without “I” maroperty, and
without property no “I”. Then who wants propertyot the “I”, for
the “I” is the property; and apart from the prdgethere is no
“I”.

This whole play has been set up to delude the maindentify
itself with something which is non-existent. Thuancmind
deceive itself. But, as soon as the mind understahd real
character of this play, as soon as it can lookuphothe game,
the game is up, and the mind is free. In separdtiegtwo, the
“I” can crave for property, it can pretend to hgreperty and to
continue through property. But what can be obtairesd also be
lost. And therefore, property needs protection, clvhmeans
opposition and conflict.



In understanding, however, such separation is igiples as
the “I” is seen as the property. Then there is noblem of
acquisitive- ness, neither of protection; for wisproper to it
cannot be lost. Without the need for protectionrehwill be
neither opposition noconflict. “Happy indeed we live”, said the
Buddha, “we that call nothing our own, feeders ow, jlike the
bright gods”.

But, why then should the mind thus deceive it&glf setting
up this puppet regime of a deluded “I"? Becausentied is after
sensate values. It identifies itself with pleasiga®nsations, while
it rejects the unpleasant ones. As pleasurableasens are not
always available, it preserves the memory of sxgeeences of the
past. Thus, while the mind links up the differerp&riences with
which it has identified itself for the sake of gfiaation, a series is
formed, which gives the impression of continuitypugh in reality
they are all dead experiences of the past. Butlithisg in happy
remembrances is satisfying when nothing else idabla; and thus
continuity is sought. The “I” being a process ofud&n, having
nothing of its own to continue, begins to acquireperty in order
to continue therein.

Now, what can be done to un-deceive the mind? Birsll, we
have to become aware of the working of the minéntlof the
meaning of property, the nature of the “I”, andimdtely of the
value of sensate experiences. An experience hgsvahle for the
moment that it lasts; and the mind does not reqoicee, for at
every moment there is a fresh experience availadelong as it
does not distinguish between pleasurable and rnessplable ones,
rejecting the latter while retaining the firsttife mind is pliable and
alert, there is no need of identifying itself wihy.

' Dhp. v. 200



Then there will be no psychological memory lefthieh is the
cause of the “I’-delusion. If the “I” is not bornrgperty has no
meaning, for there cannot be the sense of “mingsn&/ithout the
“I” there is, therefore, no method for un-deceivihg mind, but in
simple awareness of what is happening, the procasscontinue
without developing into a problem. As a rolling m¢ogathers no
mMoss, so the ever-renewed process of thought cgnretise to the
misconception of a permanent “I” with all its prebis and
conflicts. Then there can be no desire for selftgotbon through
a name, a belief, or through property.

Renunciation of possessions in Buddhism is not tgtded as a
monastic vow of poverty. Want is never a virtue;cén easily
become a vice, for out of need arises greed. Blgmpossessions
are seen as means of self-extension and securitpnflict, they
will be shunned by a wise man as objects of contatian. Then,
renunciation will be a purification and an emantigna It is the
feeling of inner poverty which makes us search ftdfilment in
relationship and in property. And that poverty-sgio is due to the
impermanent nature of all things, of the mind adl \ae of the
senses of the body. Instead of trying to understamqgermanence
and our relation to it, we merely search for peremme; and not
finding it anywhere, the mind creates it througlke th’-delusion
which in isolation creates the idea of propertywimich to continue
in security.

But, if we try to understand impermanence, whaivgosee? In
impermanence there is no security, it is true; why should we
want security, if there is nothing to make securé@r, in
impermanence there is no being in static existehcg, only a
process of becoming which is to be born every mdnagain. In
impermanence every moment has the ecstasy of aliseavery, of
a fresh beginning. Who has not felt in his lifeywnand then, the
desire to begin all over again, to forget all #thosistakes and make
a fresh beginning from the start? That joy we cavelall of us, not
once or twice, but every moment of the day, bynliviully in every



experience without clinging to it in identificatiohy living with the
spirit of adventure, without attachment or repuisiovithout
opposition in relationship, without projecting oeirgees through
property, but with complete awareness, fully awékity alert, fully
sensitive. Then we do not ask from life, becauseargeliving. We
do not believe, because we know. We do not feated, because
we are one in love and understanding. And if inerathnding we
can let that “I” go, and with it its acquisiéness, its
attachments to name, fame and property, its clqgpnbeliefs and
particular friendships, then we shall feel the di@® of the man
who recovering from a long illness is able to walkain without
crutches. “A man is rich in proportion to the thsnige can afford to
let alone”. That is freedom; that is bliss!

And so, Buddhism can not only face the challengewftime,
as a steward, entrusted with the management ofsmaal property,
but also provide the proper answers to those graestions which
dominate life in the world, life in society, life ithe factory, life in
the family, life in the monastery, life in solitudé-or the challenge
is always within; the economy of living is not jueat administration
of resources, but a judicious handling of the situtrawhich has
become a problem through misunderstanding, whichbezome a
conflict in self-searching security, and which higssolution in the
understanding of one’s nature as one’s only prgpert

If that is understood, the past cannot haunt ys arore with
its regrets, the future cannot allure us with itenpises; but that
little moment of the present, that precious islaidtime in the
oceanof San sara, holds all the joys of creationand fulfilment,
which cannot grow old, which cannot be stolen, which camlecay
or corrupt, just because each moment is a new diloss new
vision, a new experience, in which the “I” haspiace, in which
property iIs meaningless, just because it is theelated and
absolute freedoranddeliveranceof Nibbana.



The Basis of Science

It is not only in this twentieth century, bdtom the moment
that man maintained that everything that can bebthmbmust be
doubted, from the time that observation and expemimwere
substituted for ancient speculation, that is frowm time of the birth
of materialism and the subsequent upsurge of sejefnom that
time on has natural science challenged supernatiigion, has
human intellect challenged superhuman inspiratas, free thought
challenged dogmatic faith. And so in this serieshaee to face the
issue once again: Can Buddhism meet in our timehiadenge of
science?

In our present time, the challenge of science isnsch more
forceful than the challenge made by the experimantthods of
Francis Bacon in the 16th century, who did muchkrée the human
mind from misconception. It was a natural follow-tipough the
breach, forced by the natural science of men likapetnicus,
Galileo and Kepler. Giordano Bruno was excommueitaand
burnt alive; Galileo preferred to live for sciencBut he was
compelled to dis- avow his former opinions and made formal
submission to dogmatic faith, so as to preservaring and life in
the service of scientific thought. They were grémfive men, for
not only did they have to face an enormously péwend united
opposition, but their convictions were based or timperfect
results of experiments with undeveloped and almoside
instruments, many of which were far below the lesfemost of our
children’s toys.

The discovery of radio-activity and that of nuclesrergy have
increased man’s power to far beyond this eartlowatlg him to
land on far off planets with split-precision of enand direction with
remote control, across distances which remain beyaur
imagination, although we live in the midst of them.



And together with these discoveries have grown our
knowledge and understanding of the phenomena imrhesrse
around us; and the application of that knowledge beught
about great changes in our ways of living, from cmorirated
coconut cream to synthetic textiles, with lightwasws and water
brought on tap into our bed- rooms, with refrigematand
electric cooking becoming part of an average hooiselwith
radio and television for the home, computers fog thffice,
amplifiers for the church, and international trateeing reduced
from weeks and months to a couple of hours. Une ablcope
with it all, we have to take so much for grantedtttwe fail to
realise the enormous amount of labour involved Iveirt
production, all of which is directed by the humainan

The progress made in medical sciences has redheedeiath-
rate, has made it possible to perform operationsrgans, the mere
touch of which would earlier have been the cadssedain death.
It has given relief to incurable diseases and katred to normal
function a human organism with artificial comporsent

The repercussions in other fields of thought weoé stow in
showing themselves. Materialistic  philosophies cetap
successfully with idealistic systems of thoughtd athe ancient
religions have be- gun to feel the need of a rehexfa reformation
of ancient dogmas, of a revaluation of spiritudatienship; for, to
meet the challenge of science one cannot anyetorgdy on blind
faith, particularly in view of the fact that tlancient faiths have
provided us in the past with pictures of world+atgewhich are not
only out of line with modern concepts, based ormpeglence
rather than belief, but are almost an insult to hhenan intellect
with their absurd rep- resentations, bordering alfubinations. And
so, when we have to discard those fancied viewkepast, of the
origin, of creation, we cannot rely on those samarces for their
predictions of the future, of the end of the woidd,eternity. Yet,
those are the very things religions are dealingp,vakclusively and
essentially, and it is on those grounds that retigicannot meet the
challenge of science.



If we take certain texts as an essential basis, ¢éen Buddhism
might not be able to face the onslaught of scientliought and
fact. For, in Buddhism too, we come across text&hviilescribe
cosmic events in terms which show a preferencefiébion over
fact. But fortunately, in Buddhism we are newveldtthat those
flights of imagination form an essential parttloé doctrine of the
Buddha. Books of prophecy as the Anagataamsa, cortain as
much pious imagery as the Book of Revelation, the Apgese, in
their descriptions of Ketumati and the heavenly uSalem,
respectively. Streets of gold will have no valuéew gold becomes
cheaper than tar; and so all those descriptionst@rbe taken
relatively and not scientifically.

Of course, the Buddha did not teach science, hbuadopted
a most scientific method; and the conclusions adiat by that
method fully meet the conclusions of the most adedrtheories of
modern science. And it is in that sense that Bugidhcan with
confidence meet the challenge of our time, thelehgé of modern
science.

Let us see a few examples.

First of all, the scientific method. It has beewwed that an
accumulation of information can never lead to kremige and
under- standing. The fact (even if repeated a twodisimes with
identical effects) that water boils at a tempemnir 100 degrees
Celsius, does not prove that it is essentiallyfeaojt depends on
the atmospheric pressure. The higher the altittice,rarer the
atmosphere, thdéighter the pressure, and the result is that one
cannot boil an egg in the open air on top of then&layas.

Information does not lead to knowledge of the ttyjge: this
is called induction. The fact that all my ancestbave died is no
proof that | shall die, even though it is most Ifjkenost probable
and so certain that | would not like to bet on toatrary.

Knowledge can come only through analysis, through
understanding the causes, the conditions, the measby an event
takes place. For then only we know that, if thosaditions are
repeated, the same results will take place.



This is called deduction, which comes through asia)\the only
scientific method of investigating the nature, twmposition, the
working of an event. Only through analysis and d¢ida can we
arrive at sound, systematic and accurate conclsision

This is the method adopted by the Buddha, whicheshhis
teaching the name of Vibhajjavada, the teachingnafysis. E.g.,
man dies, not because his ancestors have diedhebatse he is
born. For, whatever arises, will cease; whatevecasposed,
will decompse; and so, whatever is born, will die (sablke
sankhar aan-icca).

The Buddha, and many others including ourselvege aund
out the fact of suffering, so much so that we sd¢enspend our
whole life and all our energy on the pursuit ofietl physical
medicine, mental comfort, spiritual consolation,vastment,
pension, and insurance-schemes, belief, prayersaodfice. But,
whereas we try to overcome suffering by pursuingtemal and
spiritual relief whenever there is a depressionggmerience of ill-
health or financial difficulty all of which amountst most to a
suppression or an escape, the Buddha alone gdée toot-cause
of the disease. This he has put extremely conciadiys four Noble
Truths, and with slight expansion in his doctrink dependent
origination paticca- samuppadg. Therehe found not just a fact,
that there is suffering, but in analysing the cause he found that
everything isdukkha (sabbesankhar a dukkh &, not becausemy
toothade is painful, not becausethe death of my child is
sorrowful, not because the loss of my job issoay financial
embarrassment, not because the promotion due tanchagiven to
another is felt as a social rebuff, but becausenoéssential conflict
between the fact of universal impermanence andlésere for my
individual permanence. The analysis of the confll@ws its nature,
its basis, its essence; and therein lies its cwamely the dissolution
of the misconception of individuality, the imposkip of
permanence in a process, the unsubstantialitya aainflict.

This scientific and analytic approach by the Buddlas been
applied by him in every sphere of investigation.t Mmly were
molecules seen by him as composites of forces witeabstance,



but those very forces of atomic energy were andlgsethe positive
and negative forces of attraction and repulsioncalfesion and
solidity, which maintain the magnetic field in eljoiium and
prevent the splitting of the atom when left unadiesh At the same
time, these opposing forces, just because thegyaramic, keep on
shifting and are as it were manoeuvring for striatpgsitions. Such
movements of energy and change in conditions aladiaes bring
about the heat of friction which is the phenometmibe observed
in action.

But it is not only matter which has been analys®d the four
primary elementary qualities, showing thereby theiementary
tendencies of love and hate; it is not only mattich has thus
been analysed into events or phenomena withouidberrence of a
sub- stance or noumenon; but is also matter shewremg capable
of evolution and involution, without creation. h& Buddhist
theory of evolution does not only go much beyonadvida's famed
theory of the evolution of species, which stillyea room for the
primordial creation of the principal genera, butlides even the
law of conservation of matter and energy in itsaffianalysis of
matter as energy.



Like science, and unlike other religions, Buddhissn not
interested in the beginning of a creation, in tkistence of a creator
before the beginning, in the existence of eterifaltb-come. For,
such are not practical speculations and have nongean factual
existence as an experimental event with conflictiagta and
problematic incompatibilities. Life is seen as yanptom of a
disease and is not sublimated as a preparatogg $ta a higher
life, supernatural existence, life everlasting. Tliésease is
diagnosed as a mental conflict, a schizophreniengit of a
disintegrating personality, attempting to hold cergetually to an
ever-changing pattern, placing its ego in the eeofra whirlpool
which can only drag it down, building up its defeacthrough
property, name and fame, never finding a solutioecause only
seeking itself, trying to escageom aduality into the ideal, the
recurringround of Sansara,wheregreater effort merely leads to
greater confusion and self-delusion.

In order to understand this process, the mind &yaerd in its
differert layers of sulconscious reactions (vedanad, semi-
consciousperceptions (salifi @, subliminal ideations (sankhara),
and formal conceptsof consciousnesgviiiii apa). And nowherein
this processis encountered a permanent soul, an abiding endity,
continuous self, as the bearer of those phenomésa too, life is
seen as an evolution from conditions which aris @gase. And the
individualistic misconception of life is seen as attempt to arrest
this evolution, to remain as a static ego in theesoof existence,
inexorably swallowed up and perpetually resistimdnich is the
conflict of dukkha

This conflict is the only basis of Buddhism, as Bwedha said:
dukkhdi-ceva paninapemi dukkhassaca nirodhan: “One thing
only do | teach, woe and how its end to reach”. It is tnly
observable symptom on which experimental sciencevwaark. No
speculation on life after death, no theory aboathiaginning of the
world, no conjecture about the continued existesicthe Buddha.
Here is only the solid recognition of the fact ainflict, and its
cause in misconception; and then, of course, msedy in right



perception.To seethings asthey are (yatha-bhuta-fii ana-dassana
gives the detached view of the pursuit of science for the sake
science.

In Buddhism, even the so-called good life is nob&pursued
for the purpose of achievement, of attainment,eafching a goal.
For, all that would involve a search for self-dgiiaéition which
becomes impossible in the realisation of no-self.

An act should not be a mere reaction either; bpedect act
must be a pure act, i.e. an act without the admextd purpose, or
of response; it must flow forth from direct undarsling and
comprehension. Not knowing what truth is, it wiveal itself
when all negations which are the false are seetalse and
untruth. The realisation of the truth is a scieatdiscovery in the
fullest sense of uncovering what was covered upbélefs and
desires, by speculations and self-projections, Bed and self-
delusion. That is why Buddhism can always accept drallenge
from science, for Buddhism is scientific in its bss, its approach,
its methods; scientific in its deductions, in itgjexts, in its aim;
scientific in its ontology, in its psychology, itsiethics.

The evil in the world exists only in the confliagirmind of the
ignorant. It is in ignorance that evil is conceiydabrn and
reborn. No supreme God is held responsible forllaraianced
mind, for a disease-ridden body, for a hateful oésjon, or a
lustful character. Neither can these deviationsftbe norm be
attributed to individual acts, as individuals amrb with such
deficiencies and abnormalities. And yet, a sciengftitude will
look out for a natural cause, which therefore nhaste existed
before birth. And so the twin theories of karmal aebirth are
the natural outcome from the observable maldistiobuwf health
and opportunity from birth. But the Buddhist doa&riof rebirth
remains subject to that of non-entity, no-substanoesoul; and
thus there is no transmigration of a soul from ligelife till
ultimate reunion with the source of life is attaineBut there is
action; and action is reborn asacgon. That is karma and



vipaka Rebirth is newr that of an individual, because in the
ultimate sense there is no individuality as a pemeng
transmigrating soul or entity.

The most recent successes in medical surgery with
transplantation of vital organs, culminating in hdeansplants,
have brought into focus once again a point of djgace between
science and various religious systems. Whereasdast religions
the heart has been considered the vital pointfef iin so far as
the extinction of life coincides with the stoppaglethe heart-
beat, we now find that in modern surgery the headctually
removed and the heart of another person, receetigaked, put
in its place. This has given rise to conflictinglplems about
clinical death. In the process of this operatiaréhare two hearts
which have stopped functioning, and therefore,ehsrould be
two deaths. The two hearts are ex- changed andperson
revives with the other man’s heart. And so the [@awbis: if the
heart is the seat of life and residence of the,sebtb is the
person revived? Is he the owner of the heartlesty bath the
foreign heart, or the original owner of that heastv living in a
new body? For Buddhism there does not exist suploblem,
for, as in science, the heart is just an organ vaéntain
functions. Likewise there are other organs whiahalso vital in
the sense that life is not possible without theochSis the liver
which removes all the poison from the body and euthwhich
the entire system would be poisoned beyond redemp8o are
the lungs which provide the oxygen to the bloodhwut which
no organ can survive, etc. Now, the replacememwinef organ or
even of several does not constitute a change iegsbence of the
physical constitution, in a way similar to a re@aent of parts
in a motor vehicle. It is exactly because theraasindividual
entity, substance or soul, that those changes do affect
essentially the characteristic structure of thecess. In fact, in
the structure of the living body, human or not,lsteplacements
are taking place all the time, when cells die anel r@placed,
forming new tissues, new organs, etc. It is thection of



nutrition, through which decay is set off by growtin
Buddhism, the heart is one of the 32 parts of tmesical body,
helping in its particular function the continuatiohthe process
called life. And thus, Buddhism has been prepacethéet this
particular challenge for the last 25 centuries iniththe
limitations of human memory and history.

There is no conflict with existing doctrines of ke and
rebirth, and hence not even a challenge, which mitve
become a problem. An individual is a process oioactand his
vital organs are only impermanent instruments tghowhich
this process continues. And if the instrument weans even if
all the instruments of the human body wear oull, thiere is no
problem, as action will find other instruments whieill respond
through reaction, which is rebirth.

This rebirth of action without an actor is takintage all the
time. But only when a reaction is produced tie moral field,
do we speak of karma, which carries the factornbérition and
volition (cetand). It is this intertional reshapingof action which
is called rebirth in Buddhism, which is a re-becomirighe impetus
to further activity. Each deed therefore, carrigfwv its own action
all the tendencies, inclinations and disinclinasiowhich gave the
impression, the impulse, the propelling force frbra past into the
present. And so, the present will be carried om itite future,
enriched by its actual experience of the momendg|ased by its
own movement in the new life, till the dawn of urgtanding will
dispel all ignorance and delusion as regards thereaof this
process without self. For, with the realisatiorthef void of this self-
deluded process, the process cannot proceed. bigbevery of the
false there is truth. In the disclosure of ignoenthere is
enlightenment. In the cessation of becoming there is the
deliveranceof Nibbana.



Can We Rise Above Morality?

In religious circles it is often believed that mumnfusion could
be avoided in preventing a total disintegrationnadrality, if
scientists would stick to their electrons and smalihat human
beings do not fit into mathematical equations. adther hand,
those who have supreme faith in material progrest that
systems of morality are too much of a brake, aad éxpediency
should be the sole guidance and motive for humaoradt is
strange to note that both these extremes tend rioregthe
individual by submitting him to the institution afhich he forms
part, either the church with its predetermined rhpriaciples, or
the party or state which can only think collectwef the greater
good of the majority, and which, therefore, canyagpprove of
actions which are expedient. An so, although in tnmespects
there is neither co-operation nor understandingvben the
material and spiritual power-blocks, yet they wdbree in
principle that it is better, that it is more expadi if one man were
to die for his people.

| think that both are wrong in formulating theirimmiples of
discipline or virtue, and then sacrifice the indual for the sake
of upholding those principles. It is the collectiadtitude taking
precedence over individual existence. But, if mgravould be a
virtue at all, it should be freed both from utitin fetters as
well as from dogmatic chains. For, where is virtué,it is forced
either by law or by fear?

And here, Buddhism is facing a double challengeunmodern
time, not only from the dogmatically establishedngiples of
idealistic religions, but also from the totalitarigrinciples of a
materialistic society. The Buddha in his time hadight the rigid
caste grouping of society, based on sacred texdstradlitions, a
fight which has not brought total victory in a wbnivhich is still
riddled, in East and West, by its castes and céasseces and
colours, political theories and ideologies.



In appearance we have made progress, for, an dudilial-
though born in a certain environment, is not bound it
inexorably. In theory at least he can make himgel from the
religion of his parents, from the patronage of $ugiety, from
the country of his birth. In fact, how few theres avho dare to
make use of the opportunity when offered, to makkean break,
a fresh start, a truly new rebirth? And yet, thppartunity is
offered every time when there is a challenge. Ardhave seen
during these last few talks, how our present tirmefull of
challenge, that is of opportunity for awakeningy; febirth, for
freedom.

In our present time we are facing the challenga obmplete
breakdown of morality, a total disregard for auiypra final
disintegration of values. And in meeting this ceadle, it is no
good to turn up with new values, greater authaaitg superior
morality. But we must bring to bear our understagdand apply
our whole being to this question of a breakdown.

First of all, when we speak of a breakdown, we meeaollapse,
a failure, a prostration, of an accepted standdrtemaviour, of
economy, of power. But that is not meeting a cingie it is a
condemnation, an opposition, a rejection, evenredfovestigation,
before enquiry or understanding. How can we meehallenge, if
we do not understand? So, what is value? What asviiue of
authority? And what is the authority of moralityhéh the next
question would be: Why do we want any of them? pedhaps a
final question: Is the collapse of a thing whiclegdanot work a real
breakdown? So, what?

Value is the quality an object has, which make#tifor ex-
change. That is called its surrender value ochmgsing power. It
is an appraisal in respect of something else. Hhgewof banknotes
lies in the fact that we can purchase goods wigmthThis example
shows that value is not necessarily somethingnisitriin the object,
but is a quality given to it either intentionally by circumstances.
The value of gold is only circumstantial, due t® iarity. If there
would be more gold than silver in the world, théueaof these two



precious metals would be inverted. The rarity ofaaticle can be
due to its scarcity in general, or to an extraadindemand which
the market cannot satisfy. But if there would lmedemand, even
the rarest article would lose its value. The regotaof the supply
according to the demand has produced all the dsnivith which
we are so familiar from time to time, control oftqmd, textiles,
food, paper, etc., which become necessary occdlsiphacause in
his demands man has no self-control. Thus, valagniays based on
desire, demand. Economic values and spiritual ddsanly differ
in degree.

We seek values in all our possessions—whether ltleegbjects
of sentimental value as old letters, or living tielas, friends and
family, or spiritual acquisitions, such as virtuedamerit—we seek
them only for their quality of exchangeability. Wibld letters we
can revive happy moments of the past, because aseqme only
sentimentally pleasing letters, the nasty ones e tp at once.
Books can be reread whenever we want them, ancehteeg prove
to be our best friends. In family-relationship week mostly self-
gratification, while in virtue and meritorious amts we try to secure
our future life.

But, as we established already that values do eloing to the
object or to the action intrinsically, but are supgosed, it willbe
clear now that valuation is entirely subjective.eTbld letters
have only value to me and to my sentiments. Mytiia | love,
because they are mine; for, though | may sympathidesome-
body else’s loss, | do not feel the same sorrowlasn the loss
is my own. But there is a general reluctance tdyafhps fact of
subjectivity also to spiritual values; and yetwg are sincere, we
shall have to admit that the principle of utilimism is the
deciding factor in morality. It does not pay to mherr somebody
else, for, if the police catches me, | shall bedeahin this life,
while the law ofkarma or retribution, or the justice of God
(according to the different interpretations of di#nt religions)
will see to the effect in a life-to-come. And thue make a virtue
out of necessity and call that non-violence. Asnsdmwever, as



the moral stigma is removed from violence andrjlias in an
international war, then even murder becomes aejiraind we
call it patriotism.

Thus, it all depends on the demand, i.e. on ourr@der an
effect, whether and to what extent we value dmm@a®r an object
or a person. Even so-called absolute value is,oofse, entirely
psychological, for it is a standard conceived by Human mind.
And from this it follows immediately that this va&aucannot be
absolute. It may be logical and psychological, ibutannot be
absolutely onto- logical; for, value is always tela and hence can
never be absolute. Moral order which is based @uernatural
order is but the expression of man’s ignorance attire; for only
ignorance of nature can postulate a super-natuiehwib beyond
conception. Co-operation with such a supernatulah jpy fitting
oneself into this supernatural order, would be assupernatural
motive of morality, morality with a purpose, i.ehet purchasing
power of morality.

Another form in which the so-called ideal, abselualue can
be moulded, may be the authority of a principleck, owing to
its abstract nature, assumes supernatural attsibtiteus, a moral
world-order, or Kant’s categorical imperative, oet¢sche’s super-
man, or Karl Marx’ dialectical history of human éwion, or
thenew order of totalitarianism, may become the steshdar the
absolute value on which all other values depend.

It is a universally observable fact that the moogv@r a man
possesses the less he will feel the need of moramnd, vice
versa morality will be preached by those who do notédve
weapon of power at their disposal. Those who arae of their
greater strength will easily indulge in war andgeeution, be it for
political, religious or economic reasons. Thus,yhaiars have
been waged under the direct inspiration of proplhstdloyses
and Mohammed, or with the direct sanction of tharch-
authorities, as the crusades and the holy inqoisitBut for those
who lack that power is given the refuge of the candment:
“Thou shalt not kill”.



This shows that there are different kinds of mdyalfor the
strong ones: Might is right; and for the weak oriélsssed are those
who suffer persecution. The nobility of suffering éxtolled by
those who suffer, and morality is preached to tlmaverless.
Morality is the weapon against those in power, #nég morality
has become an instrument of hate without whichetheould be
black despair for the subjected masses. This désirmorality is,
then, essentially nothing but a desire for poweiglitain which the
only means at the disposal of the weak is to bedgoBut to be
good in order to be strong is a purposeful actamch shows that
goodness may be abandoned as soon as power isembtaind that
indeed we see happen in the history of the wortduphout all
ages. In misery man turns to God in prayer, hesdmnance in
sack-cloth and ashes to obtain forgiveness fosinis, and preaches
to others to follow that example. But, when firmdgtablished in
power, man assumes authority and even divinity, lives on the
emulation and flattery  of his subjects and makesself the
centre of a new cult.

All our concepts and generalisations about moralherefore,
are like paper money, which for the time and undertain
conditions may and does represent value, purchake,vbut no
more. Our ideas of morality have no value in thduese but
serve as a means to obtain something higher. Tintlse same way
as monetary values fluctuate according to the dpgons of
demand and supply at the exchange, so moral valkessinstable
and subject to change according to the mental qarared the ideal
standard of absolute value which they claim toesent.

Even so, although denying the existence of a peemtan
standard of morality and refusing to give it anabte value, yet
| do not want to minimise the usefulness of the esaWvhat is
useful, however, is not necessarily good, excepigges from the
viewpoint of its end. When morality as utilitariam is
considered good, it is but putting it in differeetms, that the
end justifies the means: End good, all good!



Usefulness has its value, as long as the meansnaire
confused with the ends. But here already | haveawtradict
myself, for the confusion is exactly caused byasafing the
means from the end. Whatever action we perforri,ig done
with the purpose of achieving something, or ofiaitey a goal,
that action itself loses thereby its own significaras it becomes
a means towards an end. Then the end is differem the
present action which is reduced to a mere instranteebe cast
aside as soon as the goal is reached, or as sabprases to be
incapable of leading thereto. There is nothing dimp@able in
this attitude as long as we are dealing with malteralues. To
drive a nail in a wall | need a hammer, but as sa®h find out
that a wooden hammer is inefficient for driving atal nail into
a hard wall I will throw it off. Or when a metal imaner has done
the job, even then the hammer is put aside, &snb longer
wanted. When, however, it comes to psychologichlesawe are
not so quick in understanding.

Psychologically we perform many actions we clealdynot per-
form for their own intrinsic value. Many peopee prepared to
put up with a great deal of inconvenience and igemiality,
uninteresting office work, the routine of which negskman more
like a machine, hard manual labour the strain ofctvhmakes
man more like a slave. It is true certain immedia¢eds of food
and clothing require immediate attention, and kit necessitate
immediate action which can hardly be called purpdsaction, as
man is driven to them by sheer necessity; they w@ther
spontaneous reactions. Just as when my housefiie drwill throw
water even on my books—an immediate reaction tditegbut not
to the saving of the books. In an emergency tiereo time for
deliberate action; the crisis makes us so keaniraediate action
is taken with only the cause of the crisis in viewst the possible
consequences. Thus the thought that may possibiy 51y books
by soaking them with water simply does not ariggugh that
would have been the first thought under any otlreumstances.



The performance of an action as a means to obtaiartin
result makes that action incomplete, for it is petformed for its
own sake; it has only value in so far as it candgpabout the desired
effect. If, on the other hand, an action is perfednibecause of its
own necessity, i.e. without a purpose beyond, it m@ a complete
action, the means to its own end. With its comgteit will not
have projected itself and thus it cannot becomecthalition for
“rebirth”.

Now, moral actions are never of this kind, for migrgood is
skilful (kusalg and morally bad is unskilfulakusalg. If this
skilfulness of an act is well understood, we cantbe usefulness of
morality and at the same time its valuelessnesseber paradoxical
this may sound.

One of the useful aspects of morality is that tteai of good-
ness has given man for his life a moral value, Wiifequently has
prevented him from perishing in the current of;litehas given him
strength in his weakness, a backbone in his fighiret his lower
nature, an ideal for his striving. But has this rbed any real
assistance to him? To feel courageous, becausemaynes to be
backed by a superior force, is only self-deception,this feeling
has not given additional strength; and as soonha&s feeling
departs, the subsequent dejection and sense dfatraa will be
worse than the original knowledge of one’s weakness

Good and evil, morality and immorality, strength dan
weakness, are only relative values, and there tising evil or
weak in itself. But society and moral theology hdabelled
certain actions, which now stand condemned betoeeeyes of
the world. It is that condemnation by public opmicor the
punishment by a divine judge, which is feared; thad feeling of
fear gives the necessary stimulus to act bravely.

But can an act which is motivated by fear eveblmve? Can
a man who will only act when stimulated be call¢brsg? Thus
morality has not given any true assistance, utnitaginary help
has drugged the mind and left it weaker than before



And so, seeing that values are only subjective eaidtive,
seeing that authority is but a means to an ided| eseeing that
morality is but a weapon in the hands of the weakntake
themselves feel strong, we must also see llgaentire structure
which tries to control man’s action is absolutelithout
foundation, without inner strength, without basienpiples. One
should, therefore, not be surprised at the faibfréhe teaching of
morality when facing actual life. One should rathersurprised that
the collapse has not occurred much earlier, and dbie people
still have some ideals left.

As it is always the case, the approach has beeongw We
begin with a set of principles, like rules of graamnbut when we
find that a language is not spoken according torthes, we first
condemn the usage as slang; and when slang has tcostay, it
is allowed as a poor relation and an exceptiorhértile. But the
rule remains. The validity of the rule, the validof its authority
iS never questioned, is never understood, therefdoeit is with
moral principles. They have not given us the kmamgke of good
and evil, but they have made good and evil. Difiereligions have
different sets of moral rules, e.g. allowing bigamy polyandry,
for one but not for another. The state can appatgrirequisition,
acquire without compensation, but an individual wa to jail for a
similar act. Homicide and murder are legally conded) except for
the judiciary who have the power to apply capitahishment. Is it
possible under the circumstances not to be confukset surprising
that students become rebels, that individuals tagdaw into their
own hands?

It is not a reformation in religion, nor a revohui against the
state which can take up this challenge; for thely avily substitute
the existing rules by a new set, and thereby dulstdisorder by
chaos.

But the challenge can be met by a new approach, not
idealistic, but realistic. We want values, and ambw we have
been pro- viding values, as we provide lollipopsctaldren:
spiritual values, encashable in a future life; exoit values,



realisable in a reformed society; cultural valymeduced in stage-
set and music; viable values in better living ctinds. But do we
ever ask ourselves the question, the basic questierprototype
of all further problems: Why do | want values?tlaat because |
am afraid to be without values? Who am | withoubresmic
security, without social status, without intellegtugrading,
without spiritual future? Is not the entire struetof self made up
of those values, which we now know to be subjecfive. not
realistic) and relative (i.e. not intrinsic), vatugvhich have a
purchasing power for the ego? And what is thenstd value of
that Ego?

It is at this ultimate destination of our enquitlgat Buddhism,
and Buddhism alone, can take up the challenge otime and of
all times. For, in Buddhism alone we find the pesblbared to its
deepest foundations in its basic teachingquudtta The problem of
authority as that of morality, is the search fog #stablishment of
the self on a permanent footing, the search foetlelasting soul in
the process of change, of evolution and involutibms that search
for the permanent in the stream of impermanencelwbaused the
conflict, which is experienced as suffering andreet grief and
dissatisfaction, frustration and despair. It is gsarch for the “I”
which cannot be imagined even without values.

And so, with the realisation that there is no saibs¢ under-
lying the changing phenomena, no entity of mindrafam the
fleeting thoughts, no real existence of a soul umelah the
changing conditions of becoming and ceasing—wi#t thalisation
of the void of conflict fukkhe anattaceases all effort of escape, of
control, of search; for the answer to the challetiges not lie in the
ideal, but in the actual.

When all values are seen in their true worthlessné®y will
cease to mesmerise. Then action will be done irutigerstanding
of the need of such action, not for the purposeswfard or virtue.
And in the understanding of need, there will be tlessation of
greed. And that is the end of morality.



The Absence of Religion

Religion is usually understood as a system of faitkd worship.
But, whereas most systems of religion are foundedndividual
revelations of a supernatural origin, we also spefala natural
religion, which is a human recognition of a supenan controlling
power, entitled to obedience by its very power.

A power of supernatural origin, claiming absolutdmission
to its laws, would obviously have to manifest itsyer in order
to establish its authority. The contact of the soptiral with the
natural is called revelation, which is a disclosafevhat would
normally remain hidden. Supernatural religions wvdglaim to
have received such revelations and also claim sapaal
interventions, called miracles, as proofs of suevelation and
authority.

Natural religion claims to possess knowledge of the
supernatural through the application of the natunaiman
intellect, reason and understanding, providingdagarguments
and formal deductions in support of its claims efationship
with the absolute. There are metaphysical prootsaagation and
change, physical proofs of motion and purpose, hjn@ofs of
the necessity of ethics and the consensus of applpaegarding
good and evil. Arguments have also been devisguordee the
existence of a supernatural absolute a priori and eategorical
necessity.

It will be fairly obvious that most of this doestnmonstitute a
challenge to Buddhism, apart from saying that Busidhis not a
religion.



To define religion, not as an institution but asoacept, will
be as difficult as to reconcile the various kinBisr a sceptic
religion will constitute but a bundle of scruplekieh impede the
free exercise of human faculties. Materialists khoih religion as
an illusion at the best, or rather as a drugjngiant, opium. For
a faithful believer, religion is an inwardly cleamg force, or his
relation to the supernatural belief in spiritual ings.
Rabindranath Tagore spoke of religion as an attémpgconcile
the contradiction between the brute nature of mad his
transcendental nature, an attempt to remove atienarwhich
prevent the unity of love, and which obstruct tidfiliment of
life.

Religions cannot really be discussed, for they gun@vths of
thought. To understand a phenomenon it must be seeihe
environment which produced it and which influendedt is against
its own background that anything or fact shouldjlmdged in all
fair- ness. Apart from that background, things Itssr perspective
and assume distorted proportions. Lifted out ofrteavironment,
cut away from the conditions which produced thethfeats lose
their actuality and become infertile speculatioHgnce, religions
cannot be discussed as isolated facts, but mustdsm and
understood as growths of thought.

Religion, then, is a mental growth. If growth itld, religion
will be crude. The fact in itself is not blamewuwortfor the poverty
of the effect. One does not blame a baby, ifsheat six feet tall
and not ten stones in weight. The weakness of délhg s a fact we
have to put up with, and which no argument can awee. It has
simply to be outgrown. But, to outgrow is not tleane as to grow
up. When a small growth grows up, it becomes agbayvth. This
fact of its greater size may point to deeper rdois,not necessarily
to better fruits. A man must outgrow his childhoed, otherwise
he will remain his whole life an oversized baby,own up
physically, but mentally underdeveloped.



Man, being bound by the laws of nature, binds hifrsdl
more to that environment by laws of morality. Foature is
neither moral nor immoral. The distinction betwegomod and
evil is not to be found in nature itself, thoughraligions teach
morality as man’s chief duty. Thus, if religion taken as a
system of morality, we can embrace all religionstaising with
one purpose, though the means differ, and thougletid is not
understood by all in the same way.

Morality, then, being the backbone of religion, theestion now
becomes: Is the need of morality a natural tendeacyniversal
inclination towards rest and equilibrium? Is it assary to have an
organised morality when natural functioning of telaship breaks
down? Why is there an occasional breakdown?

The need to satisfy the primary wants for protettior food,
for warmth, is rightly considered innate, for itsveraving under
its different aspects which gave birth to the née: Striving for
satisfaction is thus the natural tendency of alt tives. And be-
cause the primary wants are the same in all ragéh, only
slight variations due to differences in climatee thatural law
will be the same in all nations and races, at laasiamentally.
It is to this natural law, common to all, that m@&acts. And as
man’s nature is fundamentally the same everywhemight be
expected that his reactions to that natural law algo not be
greatly different. “The reaction of the individuab his
environment” would be an acceptable definitionaligion, as it
explains the origin of religion, as well as the ianities and
differences of religions. The stronger a man’s tieacto his
environment becomes, the more it proves that Iseibgect to it;
for, a reaction is only an attempt to become fi&ben there is
yielding, there is assimilation and absorption. Ahdt is the
freedom from the law, because then there is no mopesition or
problem or conflict.



Where then arises the conflict which results i3 tl@iaction, this
struggle for life? It arises in man himself, whovides his
intellectual process and his emotional process. whithever part
dominates, that will be his method of reaction dmsl bent of
religion. But if one would not separate the twogasses, but if one
would under- stand one’s emotions as reactions, rmight also
react intellectually to those emotions, by undewditag them as
reactions. Then there will be full assimilatiornyialding to nature’s
law. And that would be the end of “religion”.

Though morality must find its foundation in the assary nature
of things—and the supernatural, therefore, hasimgtto do with
real religion—it is the unexplained nature whiclvedirst rise to
faith. To a man with intelligence there are no raisus things,
only things he does not understand. But to a mathowi
intelligence, the things he does not understanarbecmystifying

and the cause of fear. As the Buddha %safiVheresoever fear
arises, it arises in the fool, not in the wise mamnd thus, for the
unintelligent the distinction between the known d@hd unknown
becomes also the distinction between the naturad &me
supernatural. No-body has seen the beginning of wloeld,
therefore faith says that such beginning must ke dieation by
some supernatural creator. The unknown causes ddfiraha
phenomena, such as an earthquake, sun-eclipsetnitigh
pestilential diseases, are made into supernatuweadt® which man
cannot control, which he therefore naturally feamsd which he
hopes to placate by irrational means as prayessaadfice. It is the
natural birth of religion as an outgrowth of felfan’s reaction to
his environment becomes his religion. When thatrenment is not
known, or not understood, his religion is ondeafr. And so is his
morality. But with the elimination of superstitiofisar will come a
spontaneous denial of the supernatural, leavingra morality for
morals sake and not instigated by a wish for rewardear of
punishment.
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| shall not deal here with those forms of bigotndanarrow
mindedness which have turned the practice of mignto a
private bargain between man and his god, in whiahsi&action
the priest as a broker gets the better of bothssidch
cankerous growths do not form a serious challeaggutddhism,
as they cannot truly be said to form part of adigi@n. But the
use of rituals with their suggestion of the mydtitams of
placation of the unknown forces in the universe basn so
roundly condemned by the Buddlas,to be namedas a serious
obstacle(sanyojana) on the pathto perfection. Psychologically,
they are dictated by a sense of guilt which underthe fact of
misadventure. Thus, undesirable effects are atemnpd be
warded off by prayers, charms and sacrifices. Cenées and
rituals should, however, not be lightly set asislehildren’s play,
for they have grown out of fear and superstitiarsense of guilt,
an inferiority complex, the result of ignorance, a
misunderstanding of the mutual play of forces iture around
man with the forces within him. As man has credtisdyods as a
result of that fear, the mere destruction of tem@ad churches
will not suffice to destroy man’s ignorance andrfddan may
destroy his idols and then turn to new gods witlv mames, a
totalitarian state, social convention or publicropin, which may
be reincarnations of the old ones, reborn in mal@sire for
power, for security, for continuance, although attyuthey are
creations of fear, fear to be alone, fear to b&aeut support, fear
to be a non-entity.

By religion in the true sense, i.e. not geunatural system
of dogmas, but a natural system of thinking anthgjy we must
understand a world-conception which can serve gsidge through
that world, to individuals who live in that worldaot as isolated
entities but as social beings with mutual rightsl aluties. Even
those rights and duties should not be understoodndisidual
possessions, but as relations in and to the whioésed on
cooperation and interdependence. Religion must Ipeireiple, a
norm, which regulates our conduct intelligently; nadidy based on



reason. It



Is this double aspect which is essential to refigiwhich will
prevent natural laws to be explained as superratwents. It
must be knowledge with a practical application. Bst the
application must be always based on a new undelis@gof an
always new problem, from moment to moment, the nafm
religion cannot be a standard for all individuatsadl times.
Knowledge which cannot be made practical is vaecafation
which develops pride and conceit. Practice withaudwledge is
blind faith and superstition. But when the univeise@nderstood
as natural, and life in the universe (be it inElial, emotional or
passionate) as subject to the same natural laesetigion must
also remain natural: morality will be natural arid Will be good
and rational. If religion is thus defined as a guidrough life in a
normal way, (and that is the reason why the Budchiked his
teaching the Norm, the Dhamma), the difference betw
religions will depend on their outlook on, and &eit conception
of life.

Seen from this angle, Buddhism can face the maalfesiges
from religions, old and new. All religions claim sthow the way
to the truth. Their founders have discovered th¢hirthey say,
and their words, though simple in themselves, apamed by
their disciples. Yet, though the truth has thusnbdiscovered,
the way shown and the method explained, truthfiteshains as
far away from us as ever, it remains a mysterywbich many
have sought a solution in vain, and the quest foickvhas been
abandoned by many more. Religions as such, thaasis
organisations, have failed to substantiate theintd of showing
the way to the truth. In most people, as in molgimns, the
quest for truth, for realisation, emancipation,igintenment, has
taken a positive form. That means, they are ainaing striving
with purposeful agitation to attain a state of petiobn which
they know of only in their imagination or on thetlarity of
others. Truth becomes an ideal, made by the ingdalidimself,
before he starts on his self-imposed té&skdiscover what he



himself has hidden, and what he imagines to berthike and which
he adores as his god.

Religion, thus, becomes a questioning as to theamidhthe goal
of life. In this questioning lies the initial migka and the ultimate
failure of the search. The goal is set in advaarel life must be
directed towards that aim. Thereby life is maddiail, unnatural
and bound to become a mechanical reaction, evem wpgitual
values are involved. For, whether a desire forlast@l reward, or
fear for punishment forms the background of magralsuch virtue
is not a true deed performed for goodness sakealbrection of
selfishness. It is action chosen with a purposefarats own value
or necessity.

The true value of an action is not in its futuréeef but in its
present need. And hence, an action performed witrpose in
the future is not an integral action. Only the ustending of a
present need can make an action complete. That meest be
both felt and understood to produce a true actioone of the
two is missing, it will naturally result in an enmtal satisfaction
or intellectual speculation neither of which is quete in
actuality, being wanted to satisfy only one aspddife. If the
goal of our striving,

i.e. truth, is known, that means we are in pageasof the truth
and searching becomes impossible. If that goabisknown, even
then striving is impossible, for we would not ev&now the
direction in which to begin or continue the searndfe would not
even know what we are looking for. Thus, all ouivstg is finally
not for the attainment of truth, but is a seamhd shelter to find
their comfort, consolation, an escape. We try toepate the veil
which hides the future, to build up securities oming lives. To
support us in our perplexity we search the pgstnieans of our
memory, in order to form a standard of livingnathod wherewith
to guide our conduct. Such a standard is thougtietamecessary,
because religions have become organisations, fgrrgnoups of
individuals, striving with the same means for tlzense end. And
in order thatall can be grouped together, a standard-morality, a



model-faith, an ideal religion becomes necessaoyaftfain this
ideal the individual has to be effaced. And heraikreligions
will stress the need of subordination of the s&ff.individual’s
religion then seems to be an absurdity. And ye#, rigligious
need will always be a problem, a conflict betweanralividual
nature and a suspected super-nature. Revealetbnsligill try
to solve this problem with reflections on the pasteation,
original sin, redemption, resurrection, re-incaiomat etc., which
lead to the inevitable speculations on the futlife:after death,
soul-theories, heavens and hells, etc. This seagdhni the past
and in the future according to a certain standard riever be a
search for truth. For, truth is ever present, évirg; it cannot be
found elsewhere, neither in books, nor with teagheor through
rites and rituals.

The long history of the human race is dominatedhiy belief
in and servitude to the supernatural. The specoustiof the
primitive man on the nature of the strange foraesiad him have
been replaced by theological arguments. But, thoogture has
been explained by science, still supernature idihglits ground in
superstition, when lack of knowledge gives risde@r. The idol of
roughly hewn stone has made room for the spiriGofl, but the
fear which created the one as the other remainsahe through-
out. The unknown nature remains the line of divisbetween the
two camps of Materialism and ldealism into whichilggophers
have divided themselves.

The unknown inspires fear not only in children.idtthe un-
known which is responsible for the herd-instinagbtighout man’s
life, and which makes him feel uneasy when alonéady or in
thought. Man is indeed a social animal, and hisdn®r comfort
and consolation in companionship has penetratethbrgal as well
as his physical cosmos. For, also in his wayhotfking man fears
to be alone and in the dark. Thus his differengmls systems and
organisations are merely reflections of this priveit need for
shelter, an expression of his fear.



If this, then, is the challenge which other religgocan offer,
Buddhism need not waver one moment, for it is dyaits
refusal to cater for fear, its denial of the supdéural, its
deviation from the path of inspiration, its disinetion of
organisational activity, which not only make it sdaapart from
all other institutions, but which constitute its rastgest
characteristics.

Thus, the differences with Buddhism are to be foumds
goal, its methods, its origin, its purpose, itsvstg, its morals,
its approach, its solution, and in the ultimatehtrun fact, there
is hardly any contact, any point of comparison leetmw
supernatural religions and Buddhism, except for fthet that
Buddhism is a way of life.

Let us take these points one by one, briefly.

The origin of Buddhism does not lie with its foundéhe
Buddha, for there have been many Buddhas in the thase will
be many in the future. The origin of Buddhism does lie in
revelation, but in the fact of conflict within tieiman mind. In a
world of events of unsatisfactory values, we dosesk values in
other spheres, for we do not seek happiness it trind truth
is to be found in facts. Well, the first fact whistrikes us is that
we want better conditions of living, greater setyuof existence,
freedom from restrictions. We want what we do navd) we
aspire for heaven, because we live on earth we Hopéehe
eternal, because we live in time; we expect evemgsbliss,
because we live in constant conflict; we searchttierabsolute,
because we only know the relative; we grope for idheal,
because we do not know thereal.

This life of escape knows many forms, and religisrone of
them. Buddhism refuses to escape from the actual,tlerefore
makes this very conflict its foundation. The go&lBuddhism is
not to escape from conflict, for that would merelnstitute an-
other problem elsewhere. We want to sdhis problem, which is



the conflict between fact and desire. But to s@wveroblem we
must understand it. We cannot rely on somebody telsslve

our problems, for these problems are of our owningakAnd so
we search for the nature and the cause of theicoritl is no

super- natural conflict, for it is within ourselyeand so we
cannot expect a supernatural solution either. Taoeflict is

between the fact that all things (including we elrss) are
transitory and do not give, therefore, any stabkdfor security.
Yet, security of continuance is the basic idealladar desires and
striving. And this opposition between the fact @nsitoriness
and the want of security is the essence and theeazfiall friction

in life, all struggle for existence all strivingrf@ternity.

As the goal of Buddhism is the solution of this ftich the
method has to be towards the dissolution of theseaof this
conflict. The conflict is caused by the fact of nmgpermanence,
which causes a friction with my ideal of continueané&nd in the
face of the universal fact that there is no corgtimae of any abiding
entity, soul, substance, self or ego, it mustréaised that this
friction is only  a conflict of ideas, of ideolpgnot of actuality,
because there is no permanent self. With the bdeak: of the
ideal, the fact remains without conflict. The nuoeth used for
attaining this goal which is the cessation ohftict, is not
supernatural, but psychological. Through psychdysisthe root
of the problem is exposed, and there we find aadgll The
knowledge of this fallacy as false, that is theh, the truth of the
fact that there is no “I”, and therefore no cantfl

The method, used in Buddhism, to make this indiaidu
discovery—which is not in the nature of a revelationor
inspiration, and which does not necessitate a sapanal
intervention of grace, predestination or miracle-tie method of
analysis. We must take a firm stand on facts aridseeto be
distracted by ideals. Ideals are existing only ur eninds. Of
course, the interpretation of facts is also miratky but we have a
sure psychological guideline in this mind-work, redyn the
disagreeable. The mind has the tendency of buildmghe self in



continued security, for without that there is nothto live for. And
so, when in our self-analysis we come across sonpalatable
facts, the tendency will be to ignore them. Welisiexactly there
that we have some indication of the correct dicectiThis following
up of the unpleasant, rather than being doped séthsatisfaction,
has given sometimes the impression that Buddhispessimistic,
that we are preoccupied with and even obsessedrbg phobia, for
which our psychiatrists have not invented a terin /Be contrary is
true: as Buddhists we are not afraid of the unpleasve do not run
away from conflict, neither do we find a masodhistelight in
suffering. But, whether a fact is acceptable or, va¢ should
investigate it; and if our first reaction is orfer@jection, that is also
one of the surest signs that we are on the rigltkirbecause the
selfish mind is inclined to reject what does nobyide support,
growth and security.

And so, it is hardly possible to speak of the psgoof
Buddhism, unless it be that of self-knowledge. Wenot visualise
a purpose of life, for that would be idealising.h&v life is
understood as a basic conflict between facts amdlsdin every
sphere, we should not ignore the facts and rum aféals. If life is a
conflict, it is a disease which must have been edusy some
unnatural action which has produced this upsetaiane. Life is not
the goal of living, but as a conflict it is a sytom. According to
Buddhism we are born into this life as a resulteaflier karmic
activity, i.e. actions with craving, with self-peajting tendencies.
And so, there is no purpose in cultivating thig,livhich is conflict
in essence and effect, but our attention must bevito the cause
of this symptom. We do not cultivate a stomach-abléwe should
find out the cause thereof. And if the cause isddato a certain
indigestible food, the only remedy is abstentioowever palatable
that food is.



And thus, in self-analysis we should find the cason of this
“self”. In a non-idealistic approach we should fitite bare facts
underlying the symptoms of this life of conflich &attention to facts
as they are, and in awareness of events as they,ose should
under- stand the conditional relationship with oshan this same
life. In wunderstanding the hollowness of our idealthe
meaninglessness of our social behaviour, the hédmedga of
unintelligent religious observances, the dangeculiivating ideals
even though they pretend to be a striving for pide—in that
understanding of actuality lies the solution 8fcur problems.
For, in the understanding of the actuality of +seif is removed the
prime factor of all conflict. In the realisation dfis ultimate truth
lies the emancipation from all religions.



Philosophy Reconsidered

Philosophy is a study of the most general causgsriaciples of
things, especially dealing with ultimate reality.

Although most religions will have some philosopleanings,
philosophy pure and simple has no leaning towardgioglias a
system of faith and worship. The reason is thalopbphy has
the human intellect as its basis of research, vasenmmost
religions claim a supernatural origin of inspiratioevelation and
destination.

Buddhism as an ethical way of life with a methoddacipline,
practice of virtue and mind-control, with a doc&inf death and
rebirth, has certainly many of the makings of relig but has no
share with the supernatural aspects thereof. Asrdsgits outlook
on life, it has all the aspects of a philosophyreHeve find the
practical aspects of philosophy in its logic of ther Noble Truths
and the doctrine of dependent origination; anchéatural ethics of
the Noble Eightfold Path, mental culture and meidila The
theoretical aspects of philosophy are found in Biugld in its
ontology of the characteristics of impermanenceiasdbstantiality
of all phenomena, and in its psychology of the fobof conflict,
which constitutes its special metaphysics.

From time immemorial, i.e. from the time even befdhe
Buddha, till this present century, people have bepeaculating,
theorising and moralising. Many of those thinkerad htheir
convinced followers who formed themselves into @ost of
thought, reflecting the main tenets of their masterews. These
views were, of course, many times conflicting. Stmes pupils
developed the teaching of their master, with tlseiltehat they can
be placed in groups and finally separated into tm@n camps,
more or less in the way of political parties, fonguia coalition and
an opposition. As it is the case with all oppositidthe left will
challenge the right, andce versa



This has happened also during the long ages ohidtery of
thought when the superiority of the mind was cheged by the
expediencies of material life. And so there will dechallenge of
philosophy, whatever may be the camp to which ateees.

Buddhism is placed in a slightly more difficult ptosn, as the
Buddha has always firmly refused to align himsethveither side,
which represent either the extreme of materialismof idealism.
Thus, Buddhism as a philosophy has to face a dociddlenge
from both extremes.

The division into these two main camps has origidan the
abstract viewing of existence, either from the ptglsor the mental
point of view. Certainly, a human being can be seeaction; and
such action will be a physical action, inspiredéynental action;
but that mental action itself may be the outcome pbisical
conditions. And so, whenever the stress is on thesipal side of
life, such school is classed as materialism. Ané@mwever the mind
is treated as an independent entity, such schoatldassed as
idealism. Both are attempts to explain the ultan@ature and the
causes of the phenomena of the, universe. Andose tphenomena
fall easily into the two groups of physical and/gscal nature, it
has been almost unavoidable that the many philosogpystems
have also lined themselves up, together with tleatgdivision of
matter and mind.

Many names were given to those various schoolsrd#pg on
the special distinctions within each group. Ftrough all attempt
to grapple with the problem of knowledge, they $®mewledge
either subjectively or objectively, thereby isahatithe subject from
external objects. It is dualism in its most genéoain which lies at
the root of most systems, although they give pyiand superiority
either to matter or to mind.

During the time of the Buddha, i.e. during the 6dntury be-
fore Christ, an lonian group of thinkers were spaiing on the
ultimate nature of the composition of all thingsheV attributed
divine intelligence to the material substance & tmiverse, thus
seeking the absolute in matter. Subsequent Elebdalsed upon



being and non-being quite logically as oppositag; kvhere non-
being was nothing, being for them was the absolut is during

this same period that we hear in India of the exis¢ of the two
great divisions of thinkers, the Eternalists anel Annihilationists.

The Eternalists regarded bodily shape, sensatenegption, mental
differentiation, or consciousness as the self,her gelf as having
those qualities, or being in those qualities, osthqualities being in
the self, making thereby twenty different specolasi which, how-
ever, agree in this point that the whole of theesxpental world,

material or mental, external or internal, is degent on the self.
For those idealists, said Dr. Paul Dahlke, “actyak obliged to

adjust itself and form itself after the concept”.

Eternalism was professed by the Vajjiputtakas ahd t
Sammitiyas, who brandied off from the orthodox Therarada
already in the 4th century B.C., i.e. hardly 100 years after t
death of the Buddha. They are the Puggalavadifstavadins,
the believers in the existence of a personal erdityimmortal
soul, or perduring vital principle, in other wortlsey are the
animists.

Opposing them, but by doing so falling into the ewsth
extreme, are the Annihilationists. They too beletwe self, but
that self would not survive its present life, bt dnnihilated at
death (ccheda-dithi ). The Annihilationists’ view is stated in
the Atthasalinito consider matter, or sensation, or perception, or
mental formations, or consciousness, as self, witharefore
ceases and perishes with them.
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But the Buddha’s standpoint has never been witieeitorm of
speculation. He formulated his middle path, avadiooth the
idealism of the Eternalists and the materialism tife
Annihilationists. His stand, however, did not et further
speculation. Idealistic speculation survived nolypbut reigned
supreme with dogmatic faith for more than 2000 gesince the
Buddha accepted its challenge. Only in théh I@&ntury after
Christ it was the development of natural scienceclwhmade
observation and experiment take the place of ahapaculation
and idealism. Then materialism became the keyniotieooight with
Bacon’s Empiricism, followed by the criticism of ®aalism and a
replacement of Monotheism with Spinoza’'s Pantheidrigid
materialism is found in Hobbes’ Nominalism and Lesk
Sensationalism, although com- promises were thoumltt by
Leibnitz in his intellectual idealism, by Berkelay his objective
idealism, by Hume in his sceptical idealism. Bugtlonly led to the
reactions of the German idealists, Kant, Fichtehe8img, Hegel,
with their transcendental, subjective, absolute lagital idealism,
respectively.

The reaction to this tidal wave of speculation beriGan
idealists came with more speculation in the empitad by
Comte’s Positivism, Mill’s Utilitarianism and Spesrts synthetic
Evolution- ism. Karl Marx, Haeckel and Nietzschésequently left
their mark not only on the field of philosophic sp&tion, but
profoundly influenced the world politics of Lenin’Bialectical
Materialism and of Hitler's National Socialism. uitionism,
Existentialism and Transcendental Evolutionism ogérdgson,
Kierkegaard and Teilhard de Chardin, respectiveiing us up to
our present age, in which we find the teachinghef Buddha still
being challenged, but not conquered. For, wherergphilosophic
and religious systems required modification, refation and even
justification, Buddhism has meained basically unaltered,
characteristically based on facts and actuality.



Philosophers on the whole—and the Buddha was nepsxn—
are men who are sick of the meaninglessness ofTlifey are tired
of a constant struggle of life which does not |¢adictory. Some-
times this tiredness gets a tinge of despair, t ag@$ Iin the case
of Schopenhauer, but other times it became a atentd react, a
challenge to defy, a rousing call to grapple with problem which
has so far refused to yield its solution. Their kgoare a protest
against the futility of existence within the chawddiving. But after
more than 2000 years of philosophy we are not weugh wiser,
and not a step nearer a solution; for life is dillconfusion, a
perplexity, which appears so meaningless and wilyehis so
persistent, that ages of search have not foundkegewhich could
perhaps open the door which may lead to freedomletnah the
light of understanding. And in the meantime, ligeslipping away
with the impudence of a confidence trickster whafter having
persuaded us to entrust to him our most valuatsgssions, slips
away, leaving nothing behind.

Yet, the true philosopher continues to dream ot #ey, the
philosophers’ stone which can turn base metalsgotd, chaos into
order, conflict into peace, a key, a stone, a smpbl like a pair of
pliers perhaps, that will give us a grip on life.

The temptation of the first men, according to tlaegorical
story in the Bible, was a suggestion to eat from fhrbidden fruit
in order to become like God. Man’s experiencehaf world, then
as now, is basically an experience of limitatiomhich tempts him
to reach beyond, to climb the highest mountaingdaquer outer
space. And man is always willing to struggle wiis hmitations,
because we all want freedom, because we all fedréel by our
limitations, even though we do not immediatelylismathe nature
of our bonds. The scaling of Mount Everest, theakireg of the
sound-barrier, the conquest of the moon, have ediged that
sense of restriction.



Artists and thinkers alike, that is those who wanexpress
their emotions and their thoughts, feel themselvapped in
their own limitations; and they want to free theimee from the
basic weakness of society, from the inherent cdmdtians of
existence, in order to escape from the pendingcanicin defeat
of human values, to emancipate themselves fromsthentific
slavery, which reduces man to a machine.

All forms of art, impressionist and expressiongi, forms of
thought, idealistic and materialistic, experientest frustrating
sense of limitation. Man’s deepest problem is hiklof freedom.
But, although he wants that freedom, its need lmsbacome an
absolute necessity for living, as the air we breat@enturies of
submission to conditions beyond our physical cdrtieve dulled
the mind to such an extent that life in prison segmeferable, be-
cause it provides an immediate security. Men haik themselves
personalities and have isolated themselves in idhdialities, in the
same way and for the same reason as they havdhmiithouses, to
protect themselves from the world, from the insggwf existence,
from the friction which is life. And then they aferced to live in
them, and become prisoners. They exist, but ddivet

Thus, human life will always be futile, for life ived only at
half pressure, either emotionally, or intellectyalleither
idealistically or materialistically, as an Etersalior as an
Annihilationist.

Normally inhibited by the requirements of the bothe body
drags us down. Centuries of discipline, educasocjal customs
and taboos have put on all the brakes, and thenemginnot pull
away to be free. Whereas such discipline aimseatditraining
of energy without understanding its source eventotal
understanding with intellect and emotion might pdev the
correct connections, regulate the outlets, physicaid
sentimental, so that there would be no conflicivitii, no desire
for supremacy of one over the other, no frictiobwsen need and
greed. But as long as seeing, hearing and livingalsitual, the
senses will be dulled, and existence will drag brough its



monotonous round, neither in satisfaction nor ssdiution, not
even aware of the basic error which has been aategs the
foundation of all systems of thought. For, the agoof
questioning everything is a pain which may not drin
improvement, which, after all, is very relative. tByuestioning
certainly deepens; and increasing depth may leadouthe
foundation, the basis of existence, which is net $hme as its
purpose, which has always been the object of tlestdor truth.

When the heat generated by a fire is too low, it mever make
the water in the kettle boil. Similarly, when theyphological
pressure of consciousness is too low, i.e. when filume of
awareness is not bright enough, there will never that
characteristic heat which alone can result in tikelasion of
enlightenment. Mere argument, logical reasoningtellectual
discussion, is not enough to produce that totabltgon which will
affect one’s entire life, emotionally as well aseilectually. When
there is a leakage of energy, there cannot bedugtduilding up of
this pressure. Knowledge of suffering as an ackadgément of a
fact may merely lead to the search for an escapehwh a leak and
dissipation of energy. Only when it is realisedt #nerything, every
complex, is conflict, because the root of it istle nature of the
complex, of the seeker, of the escapist himsedin thnd only then
can the conflict build up a pressure akin to despaigreat that all
attempts of escape are seen as futile, and théiatonfist be faced.
Then only can there be the explosion of the canfiicsuicide of the
deluded “I". As said the Bodhisatta in his laseldn the eve of his
enlightenment: “Let my flesh and blood dry up, eatthan from
this seat | will stir until I have attained thatpseme and absolute
insight”.

It was the discovery of this basic error which beeathe
foundation, the characteristic, the essence of Boeldha's
philosophy. It is more than an attempt to expldie ultimate
nature and causesf the phenomena of the universe, of the
phenomenon of man. For, Buddhism takes indeed @e plaique,
because it does not side with any school or grdupe ultimate



reality of the phenomena in this universe—and thaefc
phenomenon round which all others centre is theseff~—is
according to Buddhism neither a materialistic dltya nor an
idealistic duality, not even an individualistic tyni

Perhaps closest to the Buddha's philosophy has cOomte
with his Positivism, for he too rejects materialismd its absolute
causality, as well as idealism with its postulatendependence for
an absolute being. According to him the task o$itt/ism was
to see the connection between empirical factssified either as
static relations when simultaneously occurring, a& dynamic
occurrences when there is successive interconmecticelationship
which in the Patthanais referredto as co-nascencegsahajata)
and mutual interdegendence (anfiamé&ina), or as cortiguity
(anantam) and continuity gamanantary respectively.

But Comte does not attempt to show the reason Wwhget
should be any connection at all, and how the iet¢lbbserves
these links. “Science has nothing to do with fpetciples”, he
said; “such principles are involuntarily in the haimmind, and
are not debatable”. Later, Comte stressed morenamck the
subjective side of knowledge, regarding knowledgemf
sociological and biological viewpoints, assertimgtiknowledge is
determined by nature. Thus, knowledge arises asisfaction of
a subjective mind. And that brings him again netr&uddhism,
where it is said thatolition (cetana) is an essetial factorin ary
though.

Further development by Taine and Huxley resulted doctrine
of Phenomenalism, admitting only a succession @npmena. It
could not make itself completely free, however,nfraghe “I"-
concept, which was seen by them, not as a careeg substance or
entity, it is true, but as a collection of qualitief the nature of a
light-beam, which has no individual existence, pet retains its
individuality as a permanent possibility of eveiess.



And here, of course, the Buddha’'s philosophy is elyid
divergent. Here we have no speculation on possds)i but a
doctrine of actuality. Knowledge is empirical; lwihatever is based
on observation and experiment is still subjectisabject to the
conditions under which the experiment is testegheddent on the
knowledge which interprets the results of the expent, and liable
to correction when the experiment is repeated unuame perfect
conditions. Such knowledge, therefore, will alwdyes imperfect,
being induced from incomplete data.

But, as a doctrine of actuality Buddhism is intézds not in the
unknown reality which has no relationship with tfenging world
of events, but in the events themselves, that ihemr action upon
the human mind and in the mind’s reaction therétod in that
doctrine of actuality there is no place for spetiola on the
possible, on the ideal, on the absolute, but oofyafvareness, i.e.
observation of the reaction to events. In the am@sse of actuality
lies the solution of all problems, because all fFots and conflicts
arise only in actuality. And so we find the Buddhasing his
philosophy, not on speculation of an idea, an alsplnot on
conjectures of value and utility, not on opiniorstime and space,
but on the actual impact in the human mind ofirdeand
frustration, of love and hate, of friction and datf

In his four Noble Truths he lays the basis of hoetdne on
the universal fact of conflict which is the essahtharacteristic
of all struggle for existence. And there also heegithe basic
cause of the friction which causes the conflicteihin his
doctrine of de- pendent origination he bares ttiogadations of
all human conflict and traces their origin to thenmary error
which has been ignored throughout the centuriesetior which
places a misunderstanding of individuality at tlestce of all
philosophic thought. This greatest psychologicatdvery of all
times, the doctrine of non-entity, he then develapsall its
aspects and applications, into a doctrine of adyuavhich is
karma, a doctrine of natural ethics which is rébat action and
reaction, a doctrine of logic which is not rigidusality but



conditionality, a doctrine of psychology of an wmdual without
entity, a doctrine of ontology of a world of eveatsa process of
evolution and involution without creation, a doo&i of
eschatology without a purpose or a goal, but whiehds
logically, emotionally and intellectually to the ssation of all
becoming, the suicide of that misconceived “selfhich is the
ultimate release arnemancipatiorof Nibbana.



Applied Psychology

Actually there is no challenge from the part of gggylogy. It is
perhaps the other way round. It is Buddhism wh&chnia strong
position to challenge certain claims or suggestiorgle in the
name of psychology during the last fifty years,gach or similar
approaches were already made by the Buddha 25rmenago.
And it is therefore a fitting conclusion of thisries of challenges
to consider the position of Buddhism and psychologhere
Buddhism now takes the lead and proves its age-long
superiority.

Both Buddhism and psychology are mainly concernétl the
normal (and sometimes abnormal) reactions of livamgl rational
beings to the various changes in their environmdine chief
interest of Buddhism being its investigation inte torigin and cure
of internal, human conflict, called dukkha, brings line with that
modern branch or psychology, which is psychopatpoknd which
deals with deviations from the normal, with disomte behaviour
caused by mental illness, and with suggestivertreat to bring the
abnormal back to normal.

Psychopathology is dependent on psychology, beciausaws
on its principles, which have been established balysis and
experiment. Then we have further the science oétrinent of
psycho- pathological cases, which is called psychiand which, as
a branch of medical practice, is concerned withtteatment and
cure of mental disorders. In the science and stoidynedicine
there are, of course, the parallel studies of tleyband its
disorders, called physiology and pathology, respelgt dealing
with the physical organs and their diseases.



Buddhism does not neglect the body, but acceptgtsition
that many physical disorders find their origin imliaordered mind,
such as gastric ulcers being caused by mental ywearyous skin-
ailments being symptoms of a mind in distress, apiteptic fits
being the result of mental insecurity causing hyateAnd so,
Buddhism may be said to be the earliest systensyéipatry or the
treatment of psychopathological cases, for Buddhsexclusively
devoted to the mental process in its normal andombal
functioning, to the rectification of such abnormiab by means of
analysis and research into the causes and comrjbabnditions,
and to the solution of the mental problems causitg
psychological conflict. All this is done on the Isasf psychological
analysis through logical deduction from biologidatts.

Thought is not a mere product of the brain, asibikecreted
by the liver. For, although some very complicatedcglations
can be worked much quicker and with absolute acyuby a
computer, while the human mental process is munivesl and
subject to dis- traction and hence liable to makstakes, the
point is that the computer itself is a product aofintan
intelligence, and it can pro- vide solutions on dlaga fed into it,
again by human intelligence. So, the brain toonky @n organ
through which thought works; it is but one in adochain of
operators which keep the process of thought gding not,
however, a thought working with the brain-machibet it is
thought at the end of a process, beginning in #leabiour of
matter, observed in the senses, responded to nceen,
formulated in a concept, and finally grasped at in
consciousness—it is at the end of this fivefoldgess of grasping
by thought that the picture is complete with thesistance of
objective material for contact, of sense-organféaling, of the
nervous reawmnary system for perception, of formulative and
selective ideation for concepts and comprehenswareness for
understanding.



Only by being based on factual behaviour can pdggyobe
appreciated as a science, for, human behavioureasxpression
of emotion can provide the scientific data for gsed, without
which no science can progress. This method was krtowthe
Buddha, who based his sixfold analysis of charaotegreed,
hate, delusion and their opposites, on the empiecalence of
human behaviour, on man’s way of walking and slegpi
dressing and eating, his interests and antipatfies.individual
IS seen as a functioning organism, but the inteletaken in as
the sixth organ, thereby salvaging man from beadyuced to a
reactionary mechanism. And according to his behayiaohich
shows his character, he is advised to select Ipig tof mental
concentration or meditation. Thus, a man with atfllis
temperament, which is shown by his dance-like vmajkihis
fondness for smart appearance, his pleasant atidrithg talk,
would be ill-advised to meditate on loving kindneshich might
only increase his passions.

The question has been asked, how behaviourism eamalle
compatible with the facts of hallucination. Hereaexgwe find the
answer in Buddhism, where we are taught that thefch
hallucination or delusion of self as an entity oulsis the very
basis of all behaviour, be it in lust, hate or igmxe. For, all
behaviour whichis self-expression, self-expansion, and hence self-
delusion, is entirelyshaped by that basic misconception of a
separate, isolated, independent entity, which @ igolation
creates opposition, struggle and conflict. Thuspehaviour
which is not based on this self- hallucination wbuabt be an
attempt at self-expansion and expression, but wbelc direct
answer to an immediate challenge to action, a respbased on
the understanding of the necessity of action, witharojection
into a possible future result.



In sleep, this self-consciousness, which contrelsalviour while
awake is mostly absent, except perhaps for strag-formations
which tend to conform even unconsciously. It isikeep, therefore,
that dreams are to a great extent free from seegttictions and
inhibitions. And so it is to dreams that psychgfi turn for
revelation of the unconscious, that is of the tprecess of the
individual, the reality hidden under the actualifyhat is also the
essence of Buddhist philosophy, which even in titgcal doctrines
is more a psychology than a religion.

Now these biological facts may be quite normalha sense
of conforming to accepted standards. Thus, theipalypain of
an expectant mother in childbirth is consideredmwady although
it is not improbable that most of such pains aresed by an
abnormal deviation from natural living by the hungrecies in
the animal kingdom. Buddhism does not advocaterarsen to
the ancestral type, which at any rate would takenasy millions
of years of involution as it has taken to evolvéiime. And thus,
many facts of existence may be taken as normdiansense of
standardised. But this rule of standardisation Ehawt be
carried too far, to the point of abnormality becogithe standard
of normal life, especially when the acceptancenoge standards
would involve such serious conflicts which threateno
disorganise the rational flow of existence. Chagdamshions in
dress appear periodically and have been found texpesssions
of the attitude of a younger generation, usuallypni&d revolt
against existing conditions for which the old-fasted are held
responsible. A certain amount of exhibition- ismnist only
understandable, but is even necessary, as is #tetaadvertise a
new product to familiarise the unacquainted andviercome the
anticipated resistance of orthodoxy and consematiBhey may
even seek expression in anti-social practices, hinay vary
from car-stealing to sexual offences. But then tlaeg not
committed for the purpose of the immediate effeat. not for
the purpose of getting a car or sexual satisfacfitvey may be
comparatively trivial indecencies scribbled on allwar even



homosexuality. But the reason of those commitmeists
elsewhere. Thegre forms of perversion, which again is a form of
rebellion. Young people are not sexually frustrateat they resent
domination. The mere sight of a policeman on themmas may
result in a riot among the students. There is pnovocation, there
is nothing personal in their outburst, but thereeaction against
authority, because authority stands for domination.

Domination in an excessive degree, such as Hittiaineering
influence over his youth movement, may find its rseuin a very
small way in a domineering parent, to escape fwdmm youths
get together in gangs. But there they must hdweir teader too,
one with strength of character, perhaps, and vati qualities of
leadership. But those are rare, and so frequehdyleader is a
bully and a very poor substitute for a domineeriather. Then,
leadership becomes established by fear, and #ak wember in
a gang loses his self-confidence and is frightentxsubservience
and obedience by the leader and other membernseofjang. If
an individual tries to break away from such infloenhe becomes
obviously anti-social and is liable to commit crenggainst society,
though not for personal gain.

But we should not stop at this explanation of sy, but
examine their causes. Why do some try to break with
convention? And why do others cling to traditionRisTis the
type of psycho- analysis which was formulated i tsaching of
the Buddha 25 centuries before Freud began to fatmihis
theories. And those theories have been followedeamarged,
deepened, contradicted, reversed, and still they based on
sources of evidence which frequently do not go hedydinical
data. It is on data obtained in the course of nadigamination
of individual patients that doctors have basedrtdefinitions,
which actually do not go beyond theories of inductiReports
of patients and of their progress under stimulati@we been
reduced to general evidence, which certainly hhea bwn merit
and value, but remain for all that a quite in- mié¢int basis for a
truly scientific theory. The result is a widesergence of opinion



in some of the major issues, growing out into sthachich are
opposed to one another in their conclusions, as aglin their
methods.

Experimental methods are always difficult and somes
impossible. For, it would not be ethically correcttest one’s
hypothesis regarding the cause of a mental abemralby
inducing a similar cause in a normal being, indélkpectation of
learning whether a similar abnormal mental stataldvarise as a
result of that inducement.

But certain observations are so general in thewnrence that a
working hypothesis could be established. And tlilean the basis
of such working hypothesis further observations amalysed and
found to be in agreement, the case can be convarts a law.
For instance, one may wish to enquire into thearead a certain
behaviour, or why a person reacts in a peculiar. \Bshaviour,
which is a reaction to environment, may then explauch of the
background of such reaction, if generalisations fanend to be
constant. Or one may approach the problem fromother side:
what would the natural or rational or logical reactbe under
definite conditions or influence? If then the facirroborate the
predicted results of the analysis, it would haveaggr scientific
significance, it being a case of deduction rathan induction.

Let us take an example: Greed reflects a psychmbgieed.
This conclusion is based on the following findingkich we need
not develop into greater details, as they areequittvious even to
an untrained mind.

. There would be no greed, if there were no needbo#ls belong to
the same category of want, which is essentially dbsence of
something.

. Sometimes greed persists after a physical neebdes satisfied. A
person is thirsty and he drinks till satisfied; dbere remains a
desire for drink, which is now no more a physicaetessity, and
which, therefore, represents a psychological need.



3. Therefore, greed is a desire for the satisfactiamnmsychological
need.

This analysis of greed, however, would not teaclary much,
unless we can learn the reasons of this seardhdosatisfaction of
a psychological need. What need can there be éomtind to wish
for satisfaction, once the physical need has bagésfisd? Now we
are not concerned any more about any particulairedef®r
satisfaction which is only in the mind, but withetipsychological
question: Why should a desire in the mind perdtst @ahat desire in
the body has been satisfied? It is obviously tessasome other
kind of desire which is essentially mental, and chhtherefore
cannot be drinking or smoking or any other sensisfaation. Still,
it is a desire to continue that action. The satiséa, therefore, is
not derived from the actual performance of thatoactbut from its
continuance. And thus, the psychological motivegoged is the
satisfaction derived from the experience of cordtran. Whereas
the bodily senses are satisfied with the fulfilmehtheir physical
needs, the mind will not be satisfied with anythiless than
continuation. Why should that be?

We have observed already earlier that there woelddogreed, if
there were no need. Then we saw that the physeadl fiormed
some basidor the arising of greed,as it is said in the paticca-

samuppadathe doctrine of dependent origination, “in degemce
on contact arises sensation, in dependence on teensaises
craving”.

Now we have moved from the physical into the psjafioal
sphere, but even here the same thesis holds gthaie would be
no greed, if there would be no need. And so, thechpdogical
desire or greed for continuance is based on thd okeontinuance,
which here is also psychological. One can onlyrdeshat one does
not possess. And therefore, if there is a destreéndicates the
absence of the object of desire. If then the mixgkeaences greed
for continuance, based on the need for continuaioegan mean



only two things:

. the mind has no continuance, and

. the mind must have continuance to exist; its veigtence
depends on continuance.

This is indeed a conflict, a psychological problersg
fundamental that all other problems can be reduoetthis simple
formula. It is no longer a question of satisfactiohthe pleasurable
to be accepted and the disagreeable to be rejeghech is all very
elementary to be found in any textbook on psycholétgre it is the
most vital question of existence itself, the essemitexistence, not
the mere form of existence.

The mind, that is thegg must continue in order to exist. But
in action, that is in actuality, there is no conation, but only
reaction. Continuance is a stay, a maintenance,uratidn
involving time, the present persisting into theufet Without
that uninterrupted sequence in time, there carobhadividuality.
And without individuality there is no ego, no s&lf substance, no
entity, no soul, no “I”, no God. And that is indet position of
Buddhism, in its most distinguished doctrine andaditely
unique teaching ofanattg further than which no system of
psychology has ever gone, or indeed ever can go.

And this is our challenge in our modern time,ira all times,
a challenge to philosophy to provide a substanagenlying the
phenomena, a challenge to religion to prove thetemce of an
everlasting soul, a challenge to morality to fingpermanent basis
for its ethics, a challenge to economy to estaldisiding security, a
challenge to science to produce an entity in tloegss of change,
a challenge to any brand of politics to constitoteer without
authority, a challenge to modern society to proddesscape which
is a solution to the every-day problem of conflict



Yet, all this can be found in this teaching of Bweddha, which
is perfect in its origin, perfect in its developmeperfect in its
application.

In psychoanalysis the mental process is shown ta teeefion
of sensations(vedana), a percegtion of reactions (sahi @, a
conceptionof ideas (sankhara), all of them forms of capturing
the object needed for continuation of the “I”, whichkhern in self-
consciousness(viniia a). It is in understandig that this
processof grasping is nothing but a process (which hasefioee no
perdu rance, no essence, no reality) that the psog®y continue
without grasping.

It is a basic tenet of psychiatry that in the foatnoh of a
problem lies its solution. In re-living an incomgdeexperience, that
event can be understood; and thus the proldeseolved. We
all have experienced this incompleteness in livinich makes us
dream in wish-fulfilment, when the process of thngkis loosened
without inhibition, when the animal nature throwdf dats
civilisation, when social conventions are discardEdey are only
symptoms, showing the root-causes of the diseaseunfulfilled
desire, the hunger for self-expression, the greemntinue, without
which there is no meaning in life.

But, the experience to live without self is nevéempted; for
fear prevents a total release of habitual inhihitioTo be without
a background of the past, without a security fer filture, means
for most of us fear in the present, which preverstdo analyse the
situation to find out whether there is any causeféar at all. Fear
is always at the bottom of every conflict. It isfevhich prevents us
to discharge the explosive energy which can blastd to freedom.
It is fear which prevents us to abandon the vabfete past, even
when they seem useless. It is fear which prevestfo step out
into the, unknown future, because we prefer therknstrife to the
insecurity of the unknown.



And yet we know that the present security is but tbf a
deluded and egoistic isolation, which in its praces$ isolation is
building up a defence in opposition, the causeudfher strife and
conflict.

And so, with the full understanding, which is coeipension,
that this ego is but a camouflage to protect tlaissless desire
for continuation of the impermanent, a shield, nabre than a
shadow, to protect that insane projection of atividual process
of action and reaction, a disguise and a covermgfuhe void of an
empty process—with this complete comprehension reatisation
it becomes impossible to build up resistance, tonfan opposition,
to, live in isolation. Thus, the teaching oéthBuddha that all
is void of self, demolishes the foundation of #mire strong hold
of self-delusion, and then in the absence of atkelfe is no more
conflict, but the ending of strife, the cessatiéth@coming, whichs
Nirvana.
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