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Foreword

In the 1940’s the students of the University of Bayin
Colombo arranged for a three-days debate between
representatives of two great religions: Buddhismd an
Christianity. Their choice was the Rev. Clifford [¢én, M.A.,
the Vicar of Christ Church, Galle Facéplombo, and Bhikku
Dhammapla, a Buddhist monk from the Netherlands, a
convert from Catholicism.

The three days of the debate were fixed with a vgeek
interval, and the order of the speakers was dedigddt. It was
thus that Rev. Wilson opened the debate, whichherfitst day
would be limited to statements by the two opponeamtseach
ones own religion. This order would be reversedfdiewing
week, when each speaker would have the opportuoitsaise
questions about the statements made earlier. Theectve
answers would be given again seven days later, whea more
the order of speaking would be reversed.

Enthusiasm was great, and although some “homdidnwere
exchanged, there was never any acrimony, while as waid
after- wards, that a good time was had by all. Bhén a wish
was expressed to have the debate published, this made
impossible as the text of the three papers reaBdoy Clifford
Wilson were not made available.

Now, after almost 40 years those students have rgngpvand
old; but many still remember. And so it was suggedsb publish
the text of Bhikkhu Dhammapla’s addressesindependetty,
especially as from those texts it was quite clear thayw
Christianity was presented, and the way Buddhisms elgected
to.

The whereabouts of Rev. Wilson are not known to Biekkhu
Dhammaplais no more.

But the debate continues.
Henri van Zeyst



Outlines of Buddhism

Notes of the first addressby Bhikkhu Dhammapala

The most astounding statement ever made by agetigeacher,
and the most comprehensive statement of his tegctinthe same
time, was made by Gotama the Buddha, when he ‘8Afdether a
Tathagataarisesin this world or not, still all componenthingsare
transient, dissatisfactory and soulless.”

Not only are here summed up what we call the three
characteristic marks of which we shall speak im tlout also is
indicated a basic difference which makes Buddhitmds all by
itself, opposed to all other religions, namely aactang
independent of its teacheékVhether a Tathagataarisesor not

"  the three characteristicsremain the same. This places
Buddhism and the approach to Buddhism on a levakiwh
otherwise seems reserved for experimental scig¢te® we have
a religion which is not based on faith, not on atitit, not on
dogma, not on revelation, but on facts, the brigtals of naked
truth, as we see them in our daily lives. We aré asgked to
believe them, but we are asked to open our eyesesmdhem,
because they are “visible to anyone who is intefiij
(paccattam veditabbo viffuhi).

In this religion then we are not requested to accepthe
authority of somebody else something which we canno
substantiate for ourselves. In other words: Buddhssa religion
without faith. This does not mean that a Buddhistepts as real
only thatwhich he can grasp with his two hands.a¢ept many
things without personal experience. That we dorostt Though
it may be possible, it is not always practicable ttp and
experience every- thing for ourselves. Our schogheould not
mind if their course of study of geography includgetrip round
the world, especially under the free education sehdout it is not
practicable, though of course every one of thokeaboys, later
on if he happens to have too much money and naigimwork,



can embark upon the experiment and convince hinufethe
roundness of the world. This example shows theexkfice
between trust and faith. Both lack the basis ofspeal
experience, but trust is only a temporary reliamee¢he authority
of somebody else out of expedience, together \wghkhowledge
however that it can be experienced, though notjast

Faith, on the other hand, is the acceptance ofatitbority of
somebody else, of something which cannot be kndwaith indeed
precludes reason, for it is the acceptance of thlenawable. If
reason could approve of it, it would cease to lih.fédlence faith is
the acceptance of something which reason cannobep@f. And
it is that kind of faith which is entirely absenbin and strongly
condemned by the teaching of the Buddha.

But a certain amount of confidence will help thgibeer till he
can find his own way. That confidence, moreovendsso much a
trust in a teacher, but a trust in one’s own commense. For,
where faith has mystery and revelation as its dbjethere
confidence is required only with regard to the camrfacts of daily
life.

Daily life is a problem, is a struggle. And all iggbns and
philosophical systems, as well as all scientifid astrategic
exploits have ultimately but this single aim: tdveothe problem
of the struggle for life.

Buddhism is one of those systems; but Buddhisnsesftio shift
the problem to a plane where its pretended solutannot be
contradicted, because there it is beyond investigatand
experience.

Buddhism does not become supernatural in solviagpotbblems
of nature, but it shows in the experiences of déiig, the
struggle, its cause and its solution.



Is life a struggle? Some self-contented people tragh: If life
is not a struggle, why then is life a constantvsig for greater
security, for power, for possessions, for enjoytdeiihe very fact
of man’s striving for greater happiness proves tingatisfactory
condition of life. Always people want more than egb. If man’s
needs, even his most extravagant wants, are &dfWith enough,
why then does he want more than enough? That wbainot
satisfy the need of the moment after enough has be&ined, may
satisfy in future a need which is still unborn. idttherefore this
sense of security which constantly upsets the balan

To obtain security, man strives for economic inae®nce,
which is necessarily accompanied by exploitation,ifidependence
of self will produce dependence of others. And ttingsstriving for
happiness produces disharmony. This is meant wh&uddhism it
is saidthatall componeh thingsare sorrav-fraugtt (sable sakhara
dukkra). The universaliy of this disharmow liesin the fleetingand
hence unstable nature of all things, which canffietr security un-
less constantly grasped at anew. For, possessmmtdgive that
absolute security, because they are perishables hs owing to
the impermanent nature of all things that man rsdd to continue
in his search for security. Conflict therefore ist nnherent in
transiency, for sorrow itself is transient too. Bue passing of
things which offer protection to ‘self’ causes tldégsharmony.
Conflict arises only when there is self-frustratiéss long then as
striving involves an action towards greater setitsiy,
disappointment is bound to follow. It is this ging which causes
the struggle for life; itis this disappointmemwtich constitutes the
problem of life, which is conflict.

Now what is the solution Buddhism has to offer?livVe in the
world, but not of the world, is an excellent piexfeadvice. But few
only can see any practical way thereto. Merelyetba man who
has craving for worldly things, to be detached ¢frem, is as futile
as telling a starving man not to be hungry. Budahitoes not offer
a remedy for removing the symptoms of the diselasiit cures the
disease itself by removing its cause.



What is the cause of this disharmony, of this stgwvhich
upsets the balance? It is the isolated positioertaik by the
‘self’. And it is this isolated position which isttacked and
denied in the teaching of the Buddha. The Buddhemedenied
the existence of individuals, but he viewed induatity as a
single, and hence incomplete, aspect of the whalegss of life.
When this aspect is lifted out of its environmeitd, intrinsic
nature of an interrelated process is necessardjurdied. And
that disharmony is conflicdukkhg. It is therefore not so much
the transiency of all things which causes sorrawt,the isolated
aspect of transiency. For, only in isolation of If'sethe
impermanent is felt as a loss, while in the un@erding of the
process of life as a whole, transiencyis meralgange. Itis thus
egoism which makes one suffer; and that is causedne’s
ignorance.

Naturally, therefore, understanding is shown assingreme
cure of all ill. It is in ignorance that we crawa the possession of
things which have no intrinsic value. It is in igance that we act
against our own nature. It is in ignorance thatpselong the
process and thereby intensify the conflict. Fasitn ignorance
that the ‘I’- concept is formed; and then it is mtained in
craving.

The concept of a ‘self’ as an individual entity,aspiritual sub-
stance, as a permanent soul, is the great delustuch forms the
basis of all conflict, of all opposition, of all sow. It is the
individuality of the process of action, which is st@ken for the
individuality of an actor. “Action there is, but raator of the deed”
(kamma atthi kammiko no vijjati

Here we are touching on two very important aspedtshe
teaching of the Buddha: The teaching of soullessn@asattg and
the doctrine of actionkbmmag, on which two fundamentals are
based the whole system of ethics and the teachirepoth.



What is conventionally called the mind is nothingt lmental
activity, i.e. sensations, perceptions, differamdres, and ideas.
Apart from these mental factors there is no meenéty, as there is
no river apart from the flowing water. The contiyuof action
deceives many into the belief in an underlying tase, called
soul. It is, of course, impossible for a Buddhestprove the non-
existence of a delusion.—The only thing we cangdtoichallenge
all proofs advanced in favour of the soul-idea.

Buddhism admits only the knowledge of phenomenackwhi
constantly change; and it denies the necessity etilzstance
underlying those phenomenal changes. Whatever theg
appear as identical in this process of changdwiaya identified
with action. Without action the ‘I' cannot be conel even, and
there is nothing else which deserves the desigmakioln the
same way as the matter of the body is reduced lative
qualities without substantiality: extension, cobesicaloricity,
oscillation—so the mind is even less substantiah ggocess of
thought, constantly arising and ceasing with evesw precept
and concept. With all this change and nothing hange, it is
impossible to admit anything of a permanent natimean actor
without action is as unthinkable as a father witrewhild, as a
flame without burning. It is the productive actiomhich
constitutes the actor, and apart from that actienet is none. It is
the continuity of the process of action which bsangbout in
many the delusion of an entity.

If the soul is believed to be a substratum whicmams the
same, while it supports changing phenomena witiahnot exist
in themselves, it may be asked, what is it thbat changes? If
the soul itself is subject to change, it cannodisinguished from
phenomena, and its existence becomes entirely fiumes.

Thus the Buddhist doctrine of soullessness dehieskistence
of an individual entity, but does not reject indiwvality of
action.



There may be many individual processes, as so maess, which
can be distinguished from each other, though withiemselves
they contain nothing of a permanent nature. Thenpimena are
constantly changing expressions of activities, Whepring up as
reactions to an ever-changing environment. It isstbnly in the
frame-work of the environment that individual aatican be
understood.

This individual action within the framework of sati
environment is called karma. This shows at oncedthgble aspect
of adion. As individual action karmais volitional (cetara); but it
does not arise spontaneously, for its arising is depenhden
tendencies of character which are formed and inflad by
physical, educational, social and economic conastidr hus it is at
the same time action and reaction. As reactios & product of the
past to which all actions of the past have contedduheir share.
Such is the nature of a process: it is active endhpresent, but its
activity is dependent on past conditions. This donets make of
karma an inexorable deity of destiny. For, as pestditions
influence present action, so present action canifynoéendencies,
inherited from the past.

In all there are sixteen kinds of karma, which sarppmodify,
or even destroy existing tendencies. Some actiomsnamediately
effective, others become like stored-up energydaeleased when
the occasion demands, while others again remainrebnt
inoperative, owing to lack of opportunity. And #tlis may be for
better or for worse.

Thus the law of karma is not a strict law of caasel effect,
but rather of conditionality. Influenced by tendmscfrom the past
actions are forces which try to reproduce themselVeithout this
reproductive tendency there would be no purposadtibn at all.
Actions which are volitional, i.e. karmic actiorege performed for
the sale of the result (vipakd. Naturally, therefore,the resultwill
be of the same kind as the action, which produted This fact
of reproductivity, which is nothing but the processrebirth, is
the inherent quality of all volitional action, amides not require a



soul for its continuous process. For, this reprdidads not a giving
birth to offspring, but a process of becoming. Tdw does not
remain together with its effect, but it has becothe reaction.
Hence, the reborn effect is not the same and nathan fia ca so,
na @ aio.) For, it is not the individual who has gone over into
the new life, neither is the effect entirely di#at and independent
from its originating action. In a process theseno individuality
as an entityrfa ca s, but the continuity of becoming cannot be
ascriledto arnybody elseeither(na a aro).

Rebirth, therefore, is not of persons, but of awjonvhich will
reproduce themselves according to their own naflines, a good
action (kusala kammg will produce a good effect (kusala vipakd, if
the circumstances offer the opportunity. Environtabmfluences
account certainly for many of the differences whvel observe in
individuals. Not only racial and climatic condit®mmark their
presence at birth and before, but also the econoamditions, later
on further influenced by education. It could easity demonstrated
that the height and weight of those born in povéstiess than of
those who are socially more comfortable, whichlhsiously due to
pre-natal malnutrition.

There are other differences between individuals ctvhare
accounted for by the so-called laws of hereditidhafeatures,
deformities, and even illnesses, are handed dowm generation to
generation. And this is as far as science can gotw explain the
situation in terms of general laws.

But all this explaining leads us rather away frdma teal facts.
Let us concentrate on some particular differenceihvwe can
see repeated after a certain interval and fromaHatv is drawn
up with classified results in ratio of (say) theeone. And the
thing has been scientifically explained. But do kmew why it
happened? Has our explanation increased our uaddisg or
has it merely framed the problem confronting us?



Even if one would be prepared to accept that anitigt as well
as lunacy may be inherited, because are imbeddethen48
chromosomes which are contained in the germ-celerew the
determination of sex at the moment of conceptioexglained by
the information that the union of a sperm having-ehromosome
with an ovum will produce a male-child, while anckromosome
would have produced a girl—this does not at alll@&xphow, and
still less why, the Y got in before the X, or vieersa. The question
which science does not explain is: why should #iedf the sperm
vibrate so as to conduct it to the ovum along theitgl tract? Why
should the sperm ultimately pierce the ovum at @@ “how” we
know but what about the “why”?

Science explains the effects, but can say nothogitethe cause.
That part is left to philosophy, religion and splation.

Speculation is a gamble; it is not rational to #red, and
hence it accepts chance. But chance can neithacdepted, nor
rejected. It is outside the scope of experimend, @an therefore
neither be proved, nor disproved. Thus speculatams not solve
the problem by recurring to chance.

If then chance is not admitted, a cause must besrsh&nd here
again the philosophy of Buddhism and the dogma®lajion part.
For religion believes in an external cause, calkedi. But that is a
statement which cannot be proved logically and ndifieally.

As Buddhists and rationalists we not only remaigamvinced
by such great statements, but find it most incoimgnsible that
such a perfect creator, who is said to have omeip® as his tool
and love as his motive, that he should produce suderable
effects, defective even to the low standard of mdou viewpoint. A
perfect watch-maker, but his clocks do not go!

Rejecting then, of necessity, an external causeagmitting
the need of some cause, we must therefore accepitemmal
cause. That means, things act each in its owncpéati way
because that way of acting makes it that partictharg. If it
would act diferently, it would not be that any more. If storesid
fly, they would not be stones. A stone falls beeaiis internal



composition makes it heavier than air, and not bseasome
external cause like an omnipotent creator throvaewn.

Applying all this to the fact of birth, or ratheomception, the
explanation of the physical contact between twoividdals
appears simple enough. But why should there haen laay
contact, if not for a particular tendency in thése to contact
one another rather than seeking contact elsewhere?

So the differences in individuals, which cannot &ak
explained by environment, and heredity, find thesason of
existence in them- selves. But can a thing be ws cause?
Certainly not! The cause must exist before thectffiegically.
Therefore, as the differences appear to have bemed by
scientists up to the very doorstep of conceptioa,must place
the cause—and that is here the internal cause—defor
conception. Thus, a being must exist even befasehbrn, before
it has been conceived which shows the logical retge®f a
previous life the rational proof of the doctrinedathe fact of
rebirth.

But as long as we try to understand rebirth asptssing of
something into something else, we are thinking hef Hindu
theory of the transmigration of a soul. Buddhismwaver, is the
doctrine of soullessness. And even its teachingebfrth does
not admit of the passing on an individual. It i® trebirth of
actions with all tendencies of reproduction.

It is again on this doctrine of a soulless rebirtte. a rebirth
not of persons but of actions, that is based Buddhist concept
of morality. Where only actions produce their natugffects, and
where there is no actor to reap the fruits of kg tabour, there the
motives of morality become entirely selfless. Ansgerformed for
the sake of obtaining merit or bliss are basedetiitsbness. Actions
performed because they are commanded are baseelfishress.
Neither of them are acts of true morality. But adBhist practises,



without being commanded to so, acts of morality cuhhis

reason tells him are necessary for peaceful limngociety. He
practises them without reference to himself, ompwing that a
good act will produce a good effect, without wongyiwhere that
may be, and who may reap the fruit thereof. Heree&rlows of
no prayer or sacrifice, of no appeasement or rgpeet A good
act means for him a skillful ackisala kammgabecause of its
desirable effect. That means to be good for goxlrsekke. Hie
code of morality is based on nature, on the neadsights and
duties of living in society.

Very consistently in this philosophic outlook ofelithe highest
bliss of Nirvanait notconsideredchsa rewardfor goaod life. A good
life may find a remuneration in one of the heaveviach, however,
areimpermanety justasary otherform of life. Theblissof Nirvan
a, however, may be attained in this life itselaihuman form, for
it is the realisation of the delusion of the isethtelf-idea. When
thus all conceit and self-delusion have vanishaeh the basis of
all conflict has been removed and the problem efsinuggle for
life has been resolved. And that indeed is bliggesme.



The Inconsistence ofChristianity

Bhikkhu Dhammapala’s secondaddressin the debate

It was certainly a great surprise to most of usgnvlast timeve
were told that one “can be a Christian, even if peger has heard
of the ten commandments or of the Sermon of theriffo@rhe only
possible explanation | can think of, is that anyavigo leads a
naturally good life is by nature a Christian. dtstrangethat we
Buddhists make the same claim, that anyone whoaisissrom
doing evil, who does the right thing, and purifieis mind, isa
follower of the Buddha. Except for the two persdred of the
Founders we have here at least something in commetart with.
But now the difficulty arises, when one has to fil his census-
paper. Is a person who lives a good moral life eting to theso-
called natural law as well as according to the Rwoiatch law,
without worrying in the least about religious dognma philosophic
viewpoints, is such a person, who is as good aitlifdidas a dogis
he a Christian or a Buddhist? It is clear, that mpires mor¢han
morality to call oneself either Christian or Budsifzi One must
have conviction. And to have conviction one musbwnrat least
something: at least one must know the object ofsofath, the
purpose of one’s morality. And therefore my reverepponent
rightly pointed out, that it was a principle in @tianity “to attempt
to give an answer to the problems of life. Wheng&fther? Why?”

It is a pity that these particular questions fit iloin the
frame- work of the Christian religion, as it wagexnded to us.
For it was made abundantly clear to us, that dhngy is a
religion of faith. “Christianity is not a philosophit was said,
“but a religion for which no scientific proof cae lgiven”.

Not so long ego in this same hall we heard the &rect a
leading Catholic College in Colombo say that held@qurove the
existence of God “logically and scientifically”. Bwhen he tried to
do so, his logic did not prove to be as sound asrasithematics.



My present reverend opponent in this debate is masel admits
that “he cannot give a scientific proof for thetkrwof the religion
of Christianity.”

Thus we are told here as it were in one breath: nfoatput
the question Why? (It is a principle of Christigmit.. but don’t
expect to get an answer. It is difficult to quarah one who not
only refuses to give a fight, but who is even preddto gamble
his life without proof, because he believes in tineth of
Christianity.” But | am facing here more than aidetr in
Christianity. He is a lover of Christ, a passionateer indeed, an
“all-outer” as he calls it. He might have said amkelf what
Saint Paul said: “For me to live is Christ, andde is gain.
And who will not respect such sacred feelings? Whiis
passionate love his claims on behalf of Christ,eniampressive
and eloquent. He claimed Sri Lanka, India, Englaaden
Holland! Next time he will be crying for the moon!

But to settle those claims one has to provide sewdence. My
reverend opponent, however, has chosen the wisatt lge has
followed the advice of saint Paul to the Ephesian&Take the
shield, of faith, wherewith ye shall be ableqteench all the fiery
darts  of the wicked.” For in his faith he is ggailable, but also
unapproachable. His fortress of faith is a striggthwate one. No
one else can be admitted, because its fortificateme his personal
feelings. Everyone is free to think what he likasd as long as that
thinking remains confined to one’s private life, mwe has a right to
object. But when those feelings and thoughts tdilee gshape of
missionary activity, intended for the conversiontbé infidels, |
think the heathens of the University of Ceylon vinist on being
offered something more substantial than the inremlirigs of
somebody else.

1 Philipp: 1, 21
2 VI, 16.



And | think it is their perfect right to ask for mancing proof, for

guarantee, before they too gamble away their yolives and

intellects, which form the hope for the emancipatid this country.

The scribes and Pharisees too felt that as tight,rfand they said:
Master, we would see a sign from thee. But Jessswened and said
unto them: An evil and adulterous generation séekéer a sign;
and there shall no sign be given to it, but then sa§ Jonah the
prophet. For as Jonah was three days and thretsnigthe belly of

the whale so shall the Son of man be three dayshaed nights in
the bowels of the earth”

Here then is a sign given to us, the only sign whgmwe may test
the veracity of the teaching of Christ. And thet tedls miserably,

because however much we may try to stretch our imaéign, the
time which lapsed between the burial of Jesus atayrevening
and his supposed resurrection on Sunday early mgprigs not more
than two nights and one day. And thus this proptégs only sign”
which has been given to us, has clearly not be#ilidd. If then
such solemn words of Jesus himself do not beasehkof truth, on
what else can we rely? Can we still further quite Gospel and
base our faith on it? Or was it a mistake of Sadatthew that he
did not hear properly when it was said? Or wasét translator’s
fault? Whatever may be said to us, the practicalstion arises as
far as revelation is concerned: What is it that ave going to
accept? The Bible? Which version? Rome or Cauntgfb And
are we going to take that as a whole in toto, @& wae going
to

3Matthew: XlI, 38-40.



make a selection? If the Bible is the inspired wofdsod, i.e. of
an infallible God, it must and should mean just inhaays. If one
part be allegorical, may not other parts be comsmiso? Are we
free to decide for ourselves which is the word obddGmost
convenient to us? As Bernard Shaw puts it in histSkan:

joan:| hear voices telling me what to do. They come fiGod.

robert: They come from your imagination.
joan: Of course. That is how the messages of Gotedo us.

Religious inspiration is not essentially differemom the
inspiration of an artist or an inventor. And we nsay with Lin
Yutang:

“Everything that we think God has in mind necedgatoceeds
from our own mind; it is what we imagine to be ind3 mind.”

Christianity, like several other religions, has fidel its
teacher; and Saint Paul was the founder of that 8ult did not
Jesus claim for himself divine sonship?

Our position should be made very clear here. Oay and must
have a very high esteem for the person of Jespgrsonality of
such outstanding virtues as are rarely met witkthia world. One
should also have a very high esteem for his nobtgrithe. But one
should not put words in his holy mouth. He neveemded to say
nor explain his words to suit us. His teachingxreamely simple;
and that is its beauty and attraction; yet it faisbe original and
typical. Jesus did not mean to be original;, he dad come to
abolish the law of Moses, and so he borrows a whedely-made
theology, the monotheism of the Hebrews. His wasaaal code
without rituals. He worked for the spiritual upiifent of his people,
and without being a philosopher, he loved the degmé classes.
Just asMahatma Gandhi has done all that and remained an
orthodox Hindu, so Jesus remained an orthodox Jew till titk bis
last meal being the ritualistic Pass-over.



In his work for the masses he came in conflict wvifith priests who
are always and in all religions (in Buddhism togjogant and
ambitious, anxious to preserve their authority. S was drawn
now and then in some more abstract controversy,wbich
occasions he usually kept his ground by some vagsertion,
sometimes only saving himself from serious hurt dyspeedy
withdrawal and hiding

It is exactly with those few deeper assertions tleteaves his
audience in a wavering disposition as regards tlest essential
points, e.g. his own divinity. When being prestedeclare himself
unambiguously, he will avoid trouble by a quotatitom the
Psalms. On a certain occasialesus called God his Father, thus
indirectly attributing to himself divine nature. Agast that is how
he was understood by the people present. They ofiekce and
wanted to stone him for blasphemy, for making himequal to
God. Now if it had been really in the mind of Jethast he was the
Son of God, and thus divine in the literal sensky then does he
plead here “not guilty”, exculpating himself withgaotation from
the Psalms that all men are gods, and that ther@idhe allegorical
sense it is no blasphemy to call oneself son of Giddre, Jesus
corrects those who understood him literally by qupt an
allegorical saying from the Old Testament. In phaiords his excuse
would sound: “If the Psalmistalls all righteous men Children of
God, where is the blasphemy, if | also call myse§on of God?”
Thus Jesus did not claim a higher and more prigdegffiliation
than that common to all faithful.

4John: VIII, 59; X, 39.
5John: X, 34-36.
681:6.



Even when he declares himself “Lord of the SabBath does
not claim any extraordinary jurisdiction, for hevegs the reason,
because “the Sabbath was made for man, and hofondine Sab-
bath”, according to which argument every son of nsalerd of the
Sabbath.

“Jesus did not call himself the Son of God exceaptan
allegorical way, in which it could be said of alleni®. There are
texts in which he declares his union with the Fatbat there are
also texts in which he admits his inferiority, whidifficulty is
cleared out of the way in Theology, as voiced by mayerend
opponent, when he spoke of Christ as having twdsvahd two
natures, divine and human, but yet only one perblmw is that
possible? “If ye have faith, nothing shall be imgib&e unto you.”.
But where is the authority who can tell us aftemsany centuries
what was in the mind of Jesus when he uttered thoslkeiguous
statements, if he uttered them at all? For, eveervi®eter confessed
his faith in Jesus saying, “Thou art the Chrisg&,dharged them that
they should tell no man of hirfl.

If with all our modern means of telecommunicatiantalephone,
telegraph, wireless, television, photography, prot etc., yet we
cannot arrive at the rock-bottom-truth underlyingne of the recent
historical facts, which happened in the last waky ltan we expect
to find the absolute truth in records based orl framan memory,
communicated orally by many links in a long chaimarrators? If
we do not expect to be told the full truth in owilg papers, but
make suspiciously at least 50% allowance for prapdg—whether
the source be friend or enemy—if we cannot expéet tull
histolical truth ewven in our great Sri Lanka Chronicle, the
Mahavarisa, why then claim such a thing for Biblical history,
which yet is thebasis of Christian Religions? It is history seen
through the eyes of tradition, history, written atways as it was
but as it should have been.

7 Mark: 11, 28.

8 Dr. Glover: Conflict of Religions, p. 131.
9 Matth: XVII, 20.

10Mark: VI, 30.



Having thus seen the internal difficulties and dpencies in this
divine self-disclosure or revelation, we may figadettle the matter
by excluding a priori the very possibility of Go@mmunicating
with man. Even if there existed a supreme deitywduld be
impossible for him to come in relationship with eth. For by
entering into relation (and revelation, creationalvation,
sanctification are all so many modes of relatidv@),would lose his
absoluteness and thus would cease to be God. Botuédness is
not a quality of that supreme Being, called Godi ibus God
himself. It is his very essence. If he is not abtnlhe is not God.
Well, absolute and relative are two terms in direpposition,
excluding one another. Science, e.g. teaches tisvéhaannot talk
about absolute motion, because motion includesaagghof place in
relation to something else, supposed to be at @sing to relative
positions there is no question of absolute reshotion. Similarly,
our knowledge of God through his self-revelation uldo have
brought him in relation to us. If this part is aded, then at the
same time his absoluteness is denied. He who lkisannot be
God. If there is a God, he cannot be known; if sikmown, he
cannot be God.

Also, the fact of creation constitutes a relatiopsikhich did not
exist before. A father as such is not older thasdhild, because
before the child’s birth he was not its father. anly before the
creation, God, if he existed, was not a creatars the became one
when creating. But this involves a change and icelatwhich are
incompatible with the idea of God. Hence, if théges been some
sort of revelation to man, it cannot have been ndiviand if
revelation is not divine it has lost its intrins@lue.

Having set aside the claim of divinity for the bistal person of
Jesus, having refuted the possibility of divineelation, we still
have to deal with the prime cause of all, God himde this
connection | am afraid that Saint Paul would noteagwith my
reverend opponent. And | must say: so much the evérs Saint
Paul or, while my reverend opponent here maintthas no proof
can be given for the existence of God (with whictlly agree), yet



Saint Paul in his letter to the Romans informshag the unknown
God can be proved from the known things in thisldiofFor the
invisible things of him are clearly seen from theation of the
world, being understood by the things that are maden his
eternal power and Godheat)”

It is a physical argument, most welcome to ourrgdie age. And
those who want a proof are not slow in using tligueent by
pointing to the marvelous order and purpose inneafthis is called
the teleological proof or the argument from ordemparpose. One
need not go very far, one need not even leave hill, to find
out that not everything in this world is perfecdan order. Placed
in the balance of an unprejudiced mind, one wilbfmore disorder
than order. If then one would postulate a suprbmeg to explain
the existence of order, who else is to be madeoresiple for the
disorder? For, as we were told last time, “Chrstia is not
dualism”. “He who made man made also the cobragawe it the
will to kill and the venom to do it with”, said tHaack girl in her
search of God. He who made the milk in our mothleréasts, made
also the poison of the snake. He who makes thaisarand set in
time, is the same who scorches the earth, who nthlkesrops fail
and people starve. He who gives life and health lzeaity, gives
also death and disease and corruption. He sendscybiene,
earthquakes, volcanic eruption, storm and pestleRe who made
the eye made also blindness. He who causes lay®ta has sown
also the seeds of hate: “Think not that | am cotmesend
peace on earth”, said JeSus“l came not to send peace, but the
sword. For | am come to set a man at variancensigais
father, and the daughter against her mother .d aaman’s foes
shall be then of his own household.”

11Rom: I, 20.
12Matth; X, 34-36.



As regards purposeful striving, the instinct of maais is
marvelous indeed. Take, e.g. the paralysing insthevasps, (a
species known as Hymenoptera). Their larvae ane@d of fresh
meat which they cannot obtain for themselves, amdiweven the
parent- wasp might not always be able to procurdue time.
Thus that wasp lays its eggs in spiders, beetlesatrpillars,
which continue to live, though paralysed by a sththe wasp in
the nerve-centre. As they live for a certain nundfetays unable
to move, the larva finds there a constant supplyregh meat.
How beautiful, how purposeful ... and how cruel! this
procedure was really thought out by an intelldogntit betrays
itself in a refined cruelty, which it is difficulio imagine or to
believe in. Whatever that creative power be, mbstsgprefer to
ascribe it to chance, or to creative evolution, tor natural
sympathy. Or even to purely mechanical action ofirfames,
rather than to intelligence. For, if intellectualidance is claimed
on behalf of a supreme deity, then it is he who deldberately
chosen this ghastly method of evolution and straidgi life. Let
evolution still be a mystery, it is useless tryity solve it by
posing another mystery, that of God.

But if we analyse deeper, where is that order? its mature,
or is it not rather in the human mind, which tuarl twists so
long, till one actually sees rules in the stargeolin the universe
and the hare in the moon? To see mathematics iphtyeomenal
world is to read the book beginning at the lastepadVould it
not be truer to admit that mathematics are builbyphe human
intellect and imposed upon an imaginary outsideldvashich is
not truly distinct from the microcosm which we ar&¥e have
found”, said Eddington, “a strange footprint on #teres of the
unknown. We have devised profound theories to adctar its
origin. At last we have succeeded in reconstructiteycreature
that made the footprint. And lo! It is our own.” &Haws of



nature are not rules laid down by some Chief Jagticbe obeyed
by organic and inorganic matter, but human caleuiagtmade from
experiments and observations, which calculations lwa upset by
any new experiment contradicting them, as they Hmen upset
already so many times.

The universe is not made, but is still making ftsahd that
without any order or disorder, which are purely taknonceptions,
and not signs of the guidance of a divine intelleg¥¥hen saying
that the existence of God could not be proved, myerend
opponent contradicted Saint Paul. And Saint Payind to prove
the supernatural from nature, contradicts himdelf,his argument
holds no water. Where facts can be explained auatarally, there
iS no need to introduce supernatural imaginations.

In the idea of God can be distinguished inner amdero
components. The outer components are the powensgagpon
man, the inorganic elements of sun, moon, seasods ogher
phenomena and disturbances in nature; the orgafiieinces from
disease-causing microbes, from strength-giving tplanfrom
harmful wild animals, from helpful domesticated raals, the
human influences from the community or society \whig always
partly friendly and partly hostile.

All of these act upon man’s body and upon his wathimking,
and they constitute the material from which hevidlial is building
his God. To that material he individual himself tdyutes the form,
which is the outcome of his mental process, thoaghn this is
ultimately conditioned by external influences amsed up earlier.
This form in which he moulds his God, is the in@emponent in
the idea of God, for that part is personal actiggoruthe raw
material of “Divinity” even in the outer forces nature.

One of the main causes of man first submittingatod later
actually taking active part in the making of Galthe ascription
of personality to natural sources, which of coursgudes the
ascription of intellect, to which man feels himselbmpelled
when contemplating purpose in nature. But in thatnmerely
reflects his own tendency to planning, striving anaving on the



basis of self, of his own personality. Merely besmuone
imagines to see results in nature, somewhat sindlaéine results
of one’s own purposeful striving, one is not justif to project
one’s own ideas into the working of nature and ibscpurpose
to what is only adaptation, an inevitable producthe struggle
for existence.

After all this it must seem rather superfluous peak of the
Holy Trinity, after having denied both revelationdathe idea of
God. But there are some points of interest whisholld like to
mention. “The mystery of the Trinity was revealed;& were told,
by my reverend Opponent “because man could nevewe ha
conceived it.” But | would like to point out thdtd idea of a trinity
requires no revelation whatsoever, as it is inpitegressive order of
every process: arising, continuation, and cessatiobirth, life and
death. Thus we find in Hinduism for the arising ghd&rahma the
creator, for continuation Vishnu the preserver, &od cessation
Shiva the destroyer. The idea of destruction damsnecessarily
imply some evil influence; it is the completiontbe process. Thus
death may be the beginning of eternal life. Andve® find in
Christianity the Father who creates, the Son whesgwes or
restores the original order by his redemption, #rel Holy Ghost
who completes the process by sanctification. ThatHoly Ghost is
the personal love between the Father and his Soam ssiblime
conception of the consummation and the materiadisaif the love
of any two beings in their offspring. That too isriaity!

Another kind of trinity we meet with in the VedasYaruna the
lord of the moral law, Agni the lord of the rituaider, and Indra
the lord and controller of the cosmic law. And tlwenderfully
coincides with the trinity of some Central Austaalitribes, where
the “All Father”, (Mungangua) is represented as uardian of
morality, while Daramulun, who is watching the yegitfrom the
sky, punishes the breach of his moral and ritudinances, and
Baime completes the process of retribution afteatldewith the
reward of eternal happiness or a punishment oflastarg fire.
These instances, which could easily be multipliedl, suffice to



show how without revelation the trinity-idea hasowyn and
developed naturally in such distant countries dedfiae, India and
Australia.

Finally there are three things which are so closelgnected
that we have to speak of them at the same time: saularsd
salvation. | do not think that my reverend opporers used in his
address the word “soul”, but he spoke of an “indesible life-
principle”. And that makes it much clearer to all of us, foisit
exactly that permanent entity which we reject ire tBuddhist
teaching of soullessnesan@ttg. The soul then is said to be the
“principle of life”, i.e. the “essence and the totality of the
functions of a living being” (Aristotle). That meathat if an axe
would be a living being, its essence would be tg aand that
faculty would be its soul. But as it happens thataae has no
life, it can cut without a soul. A man is not sueckimple affair,
because he is alive and therefore he has a souhwhi his
indestructible life-principle. The essence of mahis rationality,
and therefore he has a rational soul, except afseoifi he falls in
love, for then he ceases to be rational and hesldse soul
together with his heart.

All this is quite clear and does not offer any idiffty. But the
real problem begins with my dog who, when | comenépgives
full evidence of being alive. He must have therefarlife-principle,
which most probably is situated in his tail, asttisathe organ with
which he laughs.

The difference between a rational soul and an dnsoal ac-
cording to the theologians is that the rationallsiguspiritual,
indestructible and hence eternal, while the aniswail is material
and will dissolve into nothing at the moment of tthea According
to the same theologians there are also matewidk sn plants,
which therefore contain the essence of vegetdiglesomething like
Marmite, | suppose. But | leave those alone, fag thoment,
not to make matters unnecessarily complicated. c@jéike tables



and chairs, have no soul at all; they have onlyulstnce
underlying all their changing phenomena. This isv b&ristotelian
and Christian philosophy consider the matter. legivmerely for
general information, for otherwise many would navd the faintest
idea of what we are talking about.

Now | would appreciate it very much, if next weeihen we
meet again, we would get a solution to the follayvchlemma:
. If the “soul” is separate from the phenomena, &edphenomena
can change without changing the soul, it is cldaat tthose
phenomena can function independently and do natinedhe
existence of a soul or a substance.
. If the “soul” is not separate from the phenomena] d therefore
together with the changing phenomena the soul @éismges, then
there is no distinction between them, and the #self is like a
phenomenon and not a permanent indestructibiigy.én this case
too the phenomena do not require the existence o& soul, for it
would be like a co-existent phenomenon withoutrolé@endence.

Moreover, if the phenomena in inorganic matter change
without a soul, as e.g. the colour of paint, theetness of milk,
and if the vitality of animals is none the lesspubh their life
principle is not permanent and indestructible, whyguld similar
change in man require a spiritual soul, though ihisllectual
faculties are not of a different kind, even if treg more perfect?
| have not the time at my disposal to prove to §@i experiences
are always particular and that even so-called irnatconcept
have been derived from material experience. Fdr ltleave to
refer you to my radio-lecture on soullessness, wkwas printed
in “Broadcasts on Buddhism”.

Our rational faculty is as material as the animmtinct. The
main difference is that our logic goes often wronbere their
instinct is always right.



Now that soul is supposed to be the doer of goatl eanl so
much so that the body is merely its instrumenirtu¢ and sin are
so much connected with the Christian soul-ideat @laristianity
even claims monopoly-rights over certain virtudhus we hear
of Christian charity, which however is found nawu more than
in Atheistic Communism. Isn’t the Church of Englacalled the
Conservative Party of Prayer? And doesn’t the Cwasiwe Party
stand for Capitalism and imperialism? Wasn't €hdescribed to
us last time, by my reverend opponent, asditatian dictator?
If that is so, weren’t the Jews quite right in tryihim as a war-
criminal?

With regard to sin we heard also the following estagnts:
“Sin is a tendency to deviate from a course leatingell-being.
Man is born with a tendency to leave the straighdr and by his
own merit man is not able to overcome this tendetacevil.
Therefore God evolved the plan of redemption.”

But if sin is an inborn tendency towards the guttand God
made man thus—and if man is incapable by himseajetoup again,
how can that ever be an offence? And how can et lee called
justice, if man is pushed from the gutter into train—nay, into
everlasting hell-fire? But “God does not want mangb to hell”.
Then who else wants it? Who created man with ewitléncies, and
who created hell? Would the whole plan of redenmptimt have
been much simpler, if God, instead of sacrificing ¢tnly Son and
afterwards cursing the Jews for having done it—afhHad created
man with a tendency for good?

But God is love; and love is not reasonable.

I know it and admit it: | have lost my faith by ssming too
much; | have not always been as the little chilbiclv alone has the
privilege to enter the kingdom of heaven. But thiérGod is my
creator and he has given me intellect and reasby,slould | not
be allowed to use them? | used my reason andngstaith. Who
is to blame?



I will conclude with a note of harmony. It was saidat
“Christianity cannot be dissected to find out iteriiing.” And |
fully agree there. For if you dissect it, it expés!



Buddhism Vindicated

Final address in the debate, answering the differdrobjections raised
against Buddhism

In this final address | am supposed to confine imhyse
answering the different objections raised againstidhism, as
explained on the first day. Not many objectionsehbeen brought
forward, and those few ones are not serious eifftethat | shall be
able to dispose of them without making full use the time
allotted to me.

It must be abundantly clear to all of you by thisd, that the
fundamentally different standpoints, taken by myerend opponent
and myself, make it practically impossible to coaimen agreement.
My reverend opponent therefore deserves all theerpoaiise, that
in his spirit of tolerance he has found it possiatdeast to find a
few points of contact and even of similarity. | day nature much
less accommodating, which is probably due to tkkedébeing born
and bred in a land of mud, for which | blame myestors and not
my “Creator”.

In my first talk | have shown the absence of faih the
strength of Buddhism, and the reliance on faitthasveakness of
Christianity. But it appears that this requires iglel more
elucidation. It is not with faith, but with trushd confidence,
that a Buddhist takes a refuge in the Buddha, wheroonsiders
as his teacher, and not as a saviour. An act thf (according to
the theological definition) is a supernatural assesmereby the
intellect, moved by the will and under the influenof grace,
firmly adheres to the revealed truths on accoutti@authority of
God revealing. Hereby faith is clearly distinct rfroscience,
which adheres to natural truth on account of ewddeand does
not accept supernatural truth. It is distinct frominion, which
does not give any absolute certainty as faith daiondo. It is not
a religious sense either, as some modern Christiecept it, for



that would mean individual interpretation, or ratlzeeation of
dogmas as felt by each one for himself, and thatldvieave out
the authority of God altogether. For the same ne&aith is not a
historical assent which is only supported by hurestimony. It

is not a beatific vision either, as that is supplose be an
immediate perception of the divine. Though sometd3tants
hold that faith is a fiducial trust in divine meraye have shown
in our first talk on the Outlines of Buddhism thhats spirit of

confidence is far removed from faith, for the obje€ trust is

always based on the possibility of proving with dance the
truth of the statement temporarily accepted for #Hadke of
expedience, while the object of faith must alwagmain the
unknown, and is therefore based on the impossikalft proof.

And such faith is always contrary to reason, isagisvblind faith.

Yet it is that kind of faith which my reverend opmmnt demands
from us, before he might attempt to prove the tafthis belief.

But those who have faith are not in need of angfrehile those
who are convinced by proof can have no faith, foeyt
understand!

Faith is devotion and emotion, and thus it hasstrae value
as appreciation of happiness or beauty, i.e. itemgirely
subjective. “The fact that a believer is happiantla sceptic is
no more to the point than the fact that a drunkem s happier
than a sober one. The happiness of credulity iheam and
dangerous quality”, says Bernard Shaw.

It is because Buddhism is a philosophy without hfaia
philosophy based on actuality, that preoccupatioth,w the
problem and struggle for life becomes necessanylif€éois action,
actuality, striving, i.e. non-attainment. And non-attainmest i
unsatisfactory. Sorrow understood as disharmompoishe root
of all, but it is the effect of misunderstandingh®&ther we like it
or not, there it is, and the closing of our eyessdnot remove it
from our yes.



This universal disharmony, which expresses itselplanning,
striving, craving and clinging, is actuality; armas such it forms
the foundation of the Buddha’'s teaching. But tha¢sdnot make
Buddhism pessimistic.

Just as a Christian can rejoice over Christ dyingtle cross,
because thereby his own redemption was worked oot-as
Buddhist sees in the understanding of sorrow tlesipdity of his
release from sorrow. Not sorrow is the goal of Budoh, but the
deliverance from sorrow, “As there is in the migliyean but one
taste, the taste of salt, thus there is in m&ching but one taste,
the taste of deliverance”, said the Buddhahm Wdana. That
certainly does not “smack of the morbid”. Buddhissnnot a
religion of sorrow and sadness, it is not a pestimphilosophy as
Schopenhauer’s but it leads to the purest happeresdgoy, because
it teaches the deliverance from sorrow and its €at®ne thing
only do | teach: Woe and how its end to reach”.

But in order to be delivered from sorrow we musstfiunder-
stand what sorrow is. But those who refuse to labkorrow wiill
never be able to understand it. Without understandt, they
thoroughly enjoy it; they simply wallow in it lika pig in the mud.
And that constitutes the problem of life. It isttlssharmony which
gives us the liking for competition, for rivalryey, for debating!
And who will say that we did not enjoy these thdsg/s? But did
they solve our problem? We have not even understooghroblem,
because instead of analysing the cause of ourtdigsdion, we
merely try to drown our disappointment in the blafsignorance.
But to sacrifice truth for the sake of bliss is s@®ithan compromise,
which according to someone is a “betrayal of thahtt it is
murder, the murder of truth!



For us life means a certain proportion and comuosita
blending of opposites. In that compound the cametits naturally
strive to preserve their own nature while exptmtithe opposite.
And that results in disharmony, which is sorrownftiot, the
struggle for life.

A Buddhist does not try to “remove sorrow by renation”, as
it was said last time; we try to remove sorrow ttne understanding
of its cause. Renunciation, which merely tries sragpe from
sorrow, is not worthy of the name. But ifetmature of the
world and of the delusion of self is understodeint renunciation
will come spontaneously, not as a sacrifice, buh aslief. For that
which we abandon is the burden and the fetter @f :sAnd thus
renunciationbecomesfreedom, relief, deliverance,a foretaste of
Nirvana.

Frequently we are told that Buddhism fails to garey account
for he origin of life. Is this failure a weaknessiacompleteness?—
Or is this failure perhaps due to the impossibility discern a
beginning in a process which cannot have an uleniegginning,
because it is always beginning? The nature of ega®is a constant
change. This is not a change of something whichanesnthe same
under changing phenomena and changing circumstandés
disposed of the idea of a ‘soul’ or substance preaious occasion,
and so there is no need to repeat what we havetsaid But still
the nature of a process does not seem to havefbiennderstood
yet. A process is not merely a succession of eyamg hence we
cannot accept the American definition of life, tHéfe is one
damned thing after another.” Life is a process @édming. This
excludes both the fact of creation and of spontasegeneration.
The concepts of creation and generation are boticerdrated on
entities, while the concept of a process is basedhe universal
event of change.

In truth it must be admitted, that nowhere andatime anyone
has observed the beginning of anything. Always everywhere it
is something which is changed into something &ieel that change



IS so constant that it is impossible to speak ohisthing” in the
ultimate sense. There is always, and only, and imgthbut
change. That means that we have not “one thing aftether”
not even one event after another, but one evergloewng into
another. That we see going forward in what we twdl future,
and that we have seen taken place in what welaalpast.

Nobody has ever made anything; at the most he nasged
something into something else, while it was alreeldgnging of
its own nature. Our difficulty of understandingstHies in the
limitations of our observation. Even the few senseshave, are
conditioned by environment. In our anthropocerilyieve try to
explain our very limited experiences within ourilisn If but for a
moment we could forget our delusion of isolatedvitthiality, we
might get a different view of life as a biologicadlativity, of
mind as a psychical relativity. Within their limitair logic may
be logical and our science wisdom, but still onbrt@al and
incomplete. Only the understanding of the whola aghole will
show the totality of the process of change withmeginning and
without end, because it is without entity to whidmy
measurement can be applied.

To see the absolute it must be seen as a whole. tiAaid
entirety has neither beginning nor end. Delusionseaand
delusions will cease; and that is the cessatioamindividual
which was self-delusion. That cessationof a deluded'self’ is
called Nirvana, while the continuation of the process of change,
which might give rise to delusion, to graspings#dfishness, to
isolation—that continuatiorof the proces is called San sara,
which is eternal,not in existenceput in an ever new arising.

When Julian Huxley called the God-idea “an ineviabroduct
of biological evolution”, we need not see in thairenthan a certain
complex of phenomena, arising in dependence onitiomsl Even
if the God-idea arises necessarily (which | celyado not admit),
it still remains an idea, and is far remote frorivang God.

In Buddhism we accept a series of conditional ¢$fecalled
Dependen Origination (paticca samuppda). Well, even if sud an



origination would be the inevitable result of certgorevious

adions, acting as conditions, that would not givg absolute or
independent state to either cause or effect, ds f@obain mere
aspects of the entire process. And as aspectsatieayecessarily
incomplete. An aspect, therefore, will appear tovehaa

beginning, while a process has no beginning, bechus always

beginning.

It was a rather unfortunate choice that made myenewd
opponent quote Descartes: “Faith” going for suppmrtDoubt”.
For Descartes’ greatness lies in his position évatrything that
can be doubted must be doubted. His famous “I tthekefore |
am” was also the outcome of his doubt. For, Dessailt the
need to doubt, and therefore to prove, his owntexee. But to
doubt one’s own existence, is a thought of douloid Ane must
exist in order to think such a doubt. Hence from fpinemise “I
think” he drew the conclusion “I am”: “Cogito ergam”.

But this is an unpardonable faux pas in a philosopto beg
the questiongetitio principii). What he doubted, and what he
had to prove, therefore, was the fact of his eriste the fact “I
am”. And it is exactly that unproven fact, which agsumed in
his premise “I think”; for when saying “l think”t iis already
implicitly stated that “I am” namely: | am thinkingn the fact of
doubting and thinking he has introduced the l-a@&ond then
finds the ‘I’ back in his conclusion. It is beggitige question
under the influence of wishful thinking. His miséakes in the
introduction of the conclusion into the premiseeTdiven fact
was not “I think”, but the fact of thought: “Here thinking”; and
from that premise one can never conclude to “I amdreover,
if the fact that Ithink would give the proof that &m, then it
ought to follow that | do not think, | am not.

Thus we see that Descartes, if he had been arhibie logical,
would in his doubt not, have given any supportaihf but to the
only possible conclusion of the non-existence ofl'anvhere there
is only the act of thinking. And that would haveehehe Buddha’s
teaching of no-selfanattg.



“I know that I am here”, my reverend opponent s#tids the
very thing we do not know.

We know actions which are reactions, speaking, ihgar
standing, sitting; and beyond those actions notlsnknown. As |
said in my first address: “Without action the ‘Brnot be conceived
even, and there is nothing else which deservesiéisggnation of
e

It is the productive action which constitutes thetog and
apart from that action there is none. An actor adathaction is as
un- thinkable as a flame without burning.

The confusion of intellect and will, of which Buddim was
accused last time, does not exist except in thelsnai those who
believe in thinking and willing not as actions, lag faculties of a
soul. There is no mind apart from a thought asigea and passes.
There is no will apart from the volitional activigyising and passing
in dependence on conditions. As we do not postagtenciple of
walking in the person who walks, and as that persamnot be
separated from his action—for walking makes himadker—so we
need not postulate a principle of thinking apaanfr the act of
thought, or a faculty of will apart from the adt willing, as all
these actions cannot be separated from the persomalks, thinks
or wills. It is the action which makes the persocand apart from
that there is none.

An action thus arising in dependence on conditicasnot be
free. And hence we denied the existence of a fide\Wle go even
further; we deny the existence of any will, becawsemaintain that
will is a volitional activity, which arises when jelots are placed
before us to choose from. When there is no chahaechoice, there
can be no will, either free or otherwise. But vatises conditioned
by the attraction or repulsion of objects of choicenditioned also
by dispositions and tendencies made by earliettional activity.
How can that which arises thus conditioned, be &aide free?

“Free will”, we were told, “is moral choice”. But there is
the possibility of a choice there must be at lgast objects
to choose from. Both will influence man’s way of thingg. That



which agrees most with his present mood of thougtttexercise a
greater attraction, and man will follow the line the least
resistance. This does not mean that this line nflgot is always the
easier one from a physical viewpoint. Both Chriatia and
Hinduism have offered examples of young girls whdlingly
sacrificed their lives in flames. Christian virgidsl so for God and
the protection of their purity; Hindu widows didetlsame to escape
the despair of widowhood. But both had a motivecWidrew them
so strongly emotionally, hat for them there wasreal choice.
Their passionate feelings had settled already loéce for them.

The same thing happens to all of us, whenever we ha
choose. Before the choice there is no will at\Allll arises at the
moment when an object is placed before the minuktaccepted or
rejected. But from the moment of that mental cantdne object is
influencing the mind by its very presence. Menggldencies will be
drawn in an affinitive direction, so that when walfises it is not
free.

From this it does not follow that Buddhism accepts
determinism. Karma means action, but never fatdestiny. To
be determined is the contrary to being free. In dsin we
deny both and are content with contra-dieting treedom of
willing by showing that volitions are conditiondads. influenced,
which is not the same as being caused, producedetedmined.
Volition is based on consciousness which is cofistaarising
and passing with every new thought. It is this comssness
fettered by craving which idggnorance, but which is the
deliveranceof Nirvana when freed from this fetter. Real freedom
lies not in the will, but in being without will azraving.

In ignorance, however, we always do what we fedledhe best,
even if it is a wrong thing. Hence, Buddhism doetshelieve in sin,
but only in unskilful actiongkusala kamma A man who murders
does not think of offending God, but merely of takirevenge on
his enemy. The offence is not against God but atjasociety.
And as his unsocial act prevents the harmonious lisnrgpciety,
it is unskilful. At the time of murder the man doest think of



the gallows, which therefore ceases to be a deterr still less
thinks of God. The pricks of our conscience, themaoese after
committing sin, are no signs of the existence efdhthority of a
supreme legislator. The so-called dictates of dense are
merely forms of social tradition, and dependent swortial
conditions, social reforms, heredity, education angironment.

Hence it was rightly remarked that in Buddhism nityrais
subjective. But far from being an imperfection,sttéhows the
naturalness and common sense of Buddhism. Goo@&wahdo not
exist objectively, but the intention makes actiga®d or bad. And
the intention is, of course, entirely subjectiveeTecognition of the
difference between right and wrong is not the samall nations,
and has changed considerably during the agesemséndeed that
utility has been always the main factor in decidihg standard of
good and bad. Life in community as found in our erod
civilisation seems to necessitate the limitatiom@rriage: and the
result is that monogamy is a virtue and bigamyca, according to
Christianity. Matrimony is even raised to the rank a holy
sacrament, and the blessing of God is invoked tiestpover the
young married couple. But if the marriage with em@man is good
and holy, to marry two ought to be better and madtél. What is a
crime in  our society, is permitted by law in #ver country. In
Tibet with its very scarce food-production, whexer-population
would mean general starvation, the moral law is psath to
circumstances, and with polyandry one girl is netninto a whole
family of brothers, who equally share the conjugghts and joys,
while the birth-rate is kept down in the most natway. Bernard
Shaw claims to have had three fathers, and neithellectually
nor physically he appeared to be the worse for it.

Morality arises when the intelligence develops isightly to
recognise the social value of certain habits, whiochn will be
corsidered as moral. Thus not God forms the basis arhlity,
but life in society. And to be “out of society” isufficient
sanction for this moral law, and has a much gregdstricting
influence than any threat of hell.



But this change of morality can even be witnessdtinvthe
Church, which accepts the Old and New Testamendiésaely
revealed truth. The case of matrimony is typicaing questioned
whether it is lawful for man to put away his wiflesus “saith unto
them: Moses because of the hardness of your had#fesed you to
put away your wives; but from the beginning it wex so, and | say
unto you: Whosoever shall put away his wife, excepbe for
fornication, and shall marry another, committetleay.”. Here
we see a law of morality changing four times alyeakh the
beginning no divorce was allowed. Then Moses péeahithe same
under the force of circumstances. Jesus repeaksdprmit, but
made an allowance in the case of fornication. Armvadays
Christian Governments and some Church authorigge bnce more
extended the permit to cases other than fornicatwhile the
divorced parties are free to marry someone elskowitincurring
blame.

This development of morality proves my case thatrghis no
objective basis of morality, but that morality iepkndent on
changing social conditions. And that makes moralitigjective.

But then the objection was raised that if the Nathme,moral law, is
subjective and according to each individual, hoentlsan that be a
norm to all? Though food gives strength to indists, and poison
harms individuals, they happen to give health agatldrespectively
to everyone, as the individuals have a similar ttui®n. Likewise
the moral norm for one will not differ from the morof another, as
both happen to be members of the same society itthwitmat Norm
applies. And if an Eskimo really wants to be a eetrfBuddhist,
even to the extent of becoming a vegetarian, hedoawhat my
reverend opponent and | myself have done: He care@nd live in
Sri Lanka.

3Matthew: XIX, 8-9.



That the ethical code, taken as a whole, is morless stable,
is due to the fact that social relations betweem mwad man have
not changed essentially. To give a broad and fbasls to morality
we may say that the essence of crime is anti-stciawith the
changing forms of society the root of all evil efsshness, even if
it is self-delusion; for that results in the isaat of individuals,
which is anti-social. Self-delusion is ignorancgndrance may not
be a punishable offence, and hence we do nottcalkin, but it is
unwholesomedgkusalg.

It was admitted that Buddhism has a code of mgrabtit that
in this respect it is not better than any otherteays as it contains
nothing particularly Buddhistic. On the other harttlijs Buddhistic
morality is far inferior, it his thought, to the hatal system of
Christianity, as it has no basis, no reason orveotihy one should
be moral. The law is there, but as there is noesuprlaw-giver in
Buddhism, there are no sanctions, no confirmasatisfaction, for
validation of that law. Therefore, why should oreyw that law?

Moreover, the doctrine of soullessness in rebigprives one
from all motives to be good, for the reaper ofgloed effect in a
coming life will not know who was the sower in aepious life.
The sinner in this life will not be punished hinfsélut someone
else (at least for all practical purposes as tier® self-identity
in rebirth) someone else will receive the punishimevhich
makes the whole system not only unjust, but evatianal.

My answer is that exactly the soulless nature tibas gives
them a purity of motive, which cannot be found my anoral
code, based on retribution, reward or punishmerd sbul. A
good action done with expectation of a reward bexsoan act of
selfishness. An evil action avoided out of fear pamishment
remains evil in thought and desire, even if not cexed
physically. The motive to do good should not be&l mBuddhism
is not to obtain something;



for that is craving. The motive for goodnesself: to be good
for goodness sake. And if any effect follows or timdt is not of
interest to a truly virtuous person. A good actigii produce a
good effect; and even if the sower does not livesée his work
ripen and the fruits harvested, he will be contevith the
knowledge that, as he is reaping now the good effedeeds done
in a life he cannot remember, so the fruits ofgrissent life will be
enjoyed by someone else, whoever he happens fodas. this not
encourage people to do evil, as they themselvdaatilexperience
the evil effects? In practice it does not; for ndpowill inflict
suffering on another merely for his own gratificati unless he
happens to be a masochist, which places him rathére class of
abnormality and lunacy than that of criminality.

In this connection | would like to raise the courgeestion:
Should a tendency to evil not be classed as anratatity, as a
mania? We were told that “rebellion against thd woflGod makes
the tendency to evil”. But why should there be tite if there
were not a tendency to rebel? And if that tendescyborn, and
forms therefore a part of one‘s nature, how can tioastitute an
offence?

Thus it would appear that the natural explanatibrmorality
as found in Buddhism is perhaps not so subliménasupernatural
explanation of grace and predilection as found misianity. But
by throwing man back on his own resources, it gikies the full
responsibility for action and reaction, for motiaed effect. And
that is ultimately the standard of a person’s nityral

Where the roots are so fundamentally different, dnder
whether the similarity of the fruits is not decepti A morality
based on selflessness, an ethical code in whictonhe wrong is
self-gratification at the cost of others even ifyom thought, is
bound to produce different fruits from a moralithe only aim of
which is the salvation of a soul in order to obtatarnal bliss.

* * %



Nirvana causedhe final difficulty, becausdt does not offer the
same positive and individual bliss as may be exueab the
Christian heaven. The different outlook on life Bns
fundamentally different in Buddhism and Christignétven after
life. And hence the process of unmaking, or disibming, which
is the Buddhist ideaf salhation, appearsto a non-Buddhistas
annihilation. Nirvana is annihilation only in one sense, viz,
annihilation of a delusion. Where nothing is, blibacomes as in
a process, there unmaking merely means: no morenbeg.
Only entities can be annihilated, but not a proeesish is still
arising. That process, which in delusions forms ‘theoncept
through a mistaken isolation, can be unmade by inga®
become. It is that process of ceasing to be deludkith forms
the mental life of the arahant, i.e. of one whaches salvation,
not a salvation of self, but a salvation from self.

Bergson came very near to that, when he wrote & hi
Creative Evolutiofi’ of the creative action which unmakes itself,
“Everything is obscure in the idea of creation.wé think of
things which are created and a thing which creasess,we
habitually do, as we cannot help doing ... Ther @ things,
there are only actions”.

It is action which is self-creative, and it createghe measure
of its advance. Like a falling stone increasesjised in falling,
like an act becomes easier, i.e. finds less okstrudy mere
repetition, so action leads to further action. Buthat action it
unmakes it- self by passing on all its momentumatTis how in
rebirth can be found all the characteristics anchmanents of
past lives without the transmigration of a souleTgrogress of
making and unmaking is, therefore, a quite natonmatess. But if
delusion guides this process, it will result inegfpon which is
rebirth. If insight however guides the process eéheill be the
pure action of unmaking itselyhich is the consummatiorof all
action. And thatis Nirvana.

14p. 261.



To look forward to an eternity of bliss, to beatifrision, is a
self-creative act which therefore continues theusieh. But the
understanding of that delusion is the annihilatioar¢h That too
IS a creative act, for it creates the cessatiothefcause of all
disharmony; and that is bliss supreme.

If | may take upon myself a part of the Chairmamgy which
is to sum up the debate, | would condense my redeopponent’s
attitude towards the religion of Christianity inethvords of Saint
Anselm: “Credo ut intelligam”; | believe so thatray understand.
Similarly, 1 might condense, my own attitude towardhe
philosophy of Buddhism by saying: | understandthsd | need not
believe.

And thus we stand here where we were in the begprfaith
and emotion opposed to reason. Like other religlmased on faith,
Christianity is a passion. And though it may beetthat this is
an age in which reason claims for leadership, istnalso be ad-
mitted that there never will be a time in which gias will find no
place. It may even happen that passion will domreimaason. But
as long as thought is free to think and men will ddl®wed to
discuss their differences dispassionately, as lasmghere will be
men and women who do not betray the truth by comm®, so
long also will there be room for Christianity aBdddhism to suit
the different temperaments of East and West. The dnd
temperamental East preferred the cold reasonind@uafdhism,
while the cold and calculating West preferred tlassionate heat
of faith and love.

But, | think that there is more in it than the dince
between ice-cream and a hot-water-bottle. For lawéh higher
aspects of life, though the aspects differ. Botbmsho man that
there is more in life than money and the poweanit buy. Along
different roads they try to lead man up along théhf virtue.
And in this we can not only tolerate one anothei, Wwe have
learned to appreciate and even to love. For eVdncannot
understand the other road of which Christ spokenmybointing
to himself saying: “I am the Way, the Truth and thi&” (John:



X1V, 6)—even though | prefer the Buddha's Noble I&fgld
path, his Middle Path, avoiding the extremes ofelmf sense
and hate of life—still | know that man is not madk brain
alone, and that there are sentiments in him whigh for
satisfaction, and which man’s weakness cannot@fforignore.
For those, Buddhism will appear morbid, while theyheir turn
will be found sentimental in their emotional liféfaith. It is all a
question of growth. And if religion is a way ofdifthere must be
in that life also different stages of growth. Andtilwe shall
have outgrown all that in the perfection of lifeete will be the
need of different schools, of different -isms. Uradanding that,
there cannot be any intolerance, but only the whstt all may
grow in purity of life and sincerity of truth, whewith to serve
others.

| feel sure that my audience has not been offermedhe
strong words | sometimes used in argument. It wais my
intention to hurt; but if, while expressing my cartions and
trying to convince my audience, | have oversteppbe
boundaries of parliamentary language, and if | thus
unintentionally have caused some pain of mind ts¢hwho do
not share my convictions, | most humbly tender mpglagies.

And finally |1 thank my reverend opponent most siaty for
the fine spirit in which he endured the violencenof attack, for
the sympathy wherewith he approached the teaclihsiddhism,
and for giving expression so eloquently to his aleeper and most
sacred feelings.
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