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[1] Outlines of Mahayana Buddhism

Sangharakshita: First of all a few general remarks on the text itself and our approach to
it. As you all know, it is Suzuki's 'Outlines of Mahayana Buddhism'. | am hoping that we
can get through the whole text in ten days, which will be quite an undertaking, quite an
achievement, if we do manage it. If it is, in fact, hopeless to try to do that, we shall
probably know by tomorrow and readjust accordingly, but | am going to aim, at least for
the present, at getting through the whole text in ten days. | rather suspect that there are
quite a few passages that won't need much discussion, whereas there will be other pas-
sages on which we need to concentrate, and passages which even raise matters of very
deep and general interest that we can sort of go into rather more thoroughly even than
the text itself requires.

In a way we shall be studying two things; first of all, Mahayana Buddhism itself, the im-
portance of which need not be emphasized, and secondly, Dr Suzuki's own approach to
and understanding of Mahayana Buddhism. We may not always agree with him, and in
any case this is a very old book, as books on Buddhism in English go. It appeared prac-
tically seventy years ago, but it is still one of the best, possibly the best, and certainly it
hasn't been decisively replaced by anybody, but even so it does carry on it, or carry with



it, some marks of the time at which it was written - that is, just at the turn of the century -
and therefore there are not only some of the things that we won't be able to agree with,
but also certain bits that are rather dated, and we can see that. But even though we are
studying an old text of this sort, in this way, that itself will be something additionally in-
structive. We shall see first of all how Suzuki himself approached Mahayana Buddhism,
seventy years ago, and we shall see in some cases how our understanding has even
improved since then. We shall see Suzuki, for instance, having to take care to guard
himself against certain misunderstandings which are not likely to arise now. In that re-
spect there is a rather quaint and outdated bit, and that will be quite interesting from an
historical point of view; and there will be a few things, | think, on which we are now bet-
ter informed than Suzuki himself was in those days. For instance, in connection with As-
vaghosha's 'Awakening of Faith' and a few other topics of that kind.

So it will be doubly instructive, the whole study. First of all we shall be studying, as |
said, Mahayana Buddhism itself, and then we shall be studying, secondarily, the ap-
proach of a very great Mahayana Buddhist mind to the Mahayana around the beginning
of the [twentieth] century when he was trying, practically for the first time in English, cer-
tainly for the first time in English systematically and completely, to expound what Ma-
hayana Buddhism was all about. And again, as you know, Suzuki is more famous for his
books on Zen, which he started writing only fifteen or sixteen years after this book came
out, when he was in his, well, when he was middle-aged, and we can see a certain
amount of connection between his approach to the Mahayana here, in this book, and
his approach to Zen in some of his later writings. And | think it is very advisable that in
any case we should take up this book before taking up any of his writings on Zen. To go
straight into the writings on Zen can be rather misleading, due to no fault of Dr Suzuki.
One is helped, | think, very much, in understanding his approach to Zen, by reading his
book on Mahayana Buddhism first.

So we are going to go through the text as rapidly as we can - consistent [2] with a
proper understanding. We won't delay and we won't get lost in side issues, and | sug-
gest we skip Alan Watts' preparatory essay. He does rather go on about Buddhism and
science, which | think isn't exactly relevant here, although it's interesting in its way, and
those who are interested can read it by themselves. If there is any point arising out of
that preface that anybody would like to discuss, perhaps we can do it right at the end,
when we review the ten days' work.

So let's go straight on into the Introduction. | suggest also we ignore the footnotes. The
footnotes are often of either purely scholarly interest, or purely historical interest, and
are often quite outdated, so | suggest we ignore those. There may be the odd one which
is relevant, in which case I'll draw attention to that.

Now we start off with the Introduction, on The Mahayana and the Hinayana Buddhism'.
We are going to try to get through the whole of the Introduction this morning. It is di-
vided into four sections: we'll try and get through two before coffee, and two after; and
they do cover some very important ground. So let's go round, as we usually do, clock-
wise, reading a paragraph each, in turn, and stopping to discuss or explain or enquire



whenever necessary. If anybody wants to comment or to raise any point or any query
just sort of butt in, or if there are several people, just sort of raise your hand, as it were,
and let's see how we get on. Right, let's start then.

"The terms 'Mahayana' and 'Hinayana' may sound unfamiliar to most of our readers."
Sangharakshita: Oh, just one point before we begin. Can we try and get pronunciations
right, especially as Dr Suzuki has given us diacritics. Let's say Mahayana and Hinay-
ana, not Mahayana, or Mahayana; let's get it quite right: Mahayana and Hinayana.
Lokamitra: "The terms 'Mahayana' and 'Hinayana"

S: Hinayana.

Lokamitra: Hinayana.

S: You're still saying 'Hinnayana'; it's 'Heenayana'.

Lokamitra: Heenayana.

S: That's right. A long sound.

Lokamitra: "may sound unfamiliar to most of our readers."

S: See how out of date we are already, yes?

"perhaps even to those who have devoted some time to the study of Buddhism. They
have hitherto been induced to believe that there is but one form of Buddhism, and that
there exists no such distinction as Mahayanism and Hinayanism."

S: Hmm. What was that one form of Buddhism, do you think?

Vajradaka: Theravada.

S: Yes, it was the Theravada Buddhism of the Pali canon, which became known in
English-speaking circles much before the Mahayana became known. It wasn't so on the
continent. Both in French and in German, and even in Russian, there were books - very,
very reliable books - dealing with the Mahayana, but not in English. For instance, in
France there was Burnouf's 'Lotus of the Good Law', which was on the Saddhar-
mapundarika Sutra, which contains a very lengthy and very scholarly introduction on
Indian Buddhism including the Mahayana, but there was nothing like that [3] in English.

So what Suzuki says is applicable mainly to the Anglo-Saxon English-speaking scene.

"But, as a matter of fact, there are diverse schools in Buddhism just as in other religious
systems."



S: Seventy years ago people had to be told this; that there were diverse schools in
Buddhism just as in other religious systems.

"It is said that, within a few hundred years after the demise of Buddha, there were more
than twenty different schools, all claiming to be the orthodox teaching of their master.
These, however, seem to have vanished into insignificance one after another, when
there arose a new school quite different in its general constitution from its predecessors,
but far more important in its significance as a religious movement. This new school or
rather system made itself so prominent in the meantime as to stand distinctly alone from
all the other schools, which later became a class by itself. Essentially, it taught every-
thing that was considered to be Buddhistic, but it was very comprehensive in its princi-
ple and method and scope. And, by reason of this, Buddhism was now split into two
great systems, Mahayanism and Hinayanism, the latter indiscriminately including all the
minor schools which preceded Mahayanism in there formal establishment."

S: This is very much a summary, this particular paragraph, of a very rich and complex
development, but it is quite substantially correct, as a summary, even now. There is
nothing we have learned about the history of Buddhism since which modifies the mean-
ing of this paragraph in any way. As a summary of what happened it is still completely
correct.

"Broadly speaking, the difference between Mahayanism and Hinayanism is this:"

S: Hmm. Just one other point: Suzuki seems to have tried to popularize the terms Ma-
hayanism and Hinayanism, and several other Japanese scholars too. These have sim-
ply not caught on. We now say simply Mahayana and Hinayana, and | think that is bet-
ter; anyway the terminal sound 'ism' has quite an unpleasant sound in some people's
ears.

Ratnapani: Can we drop the 'ism' as we go through?
S: Well, if Suzuki does, we can. (laughter)

"Mahayanism is more liberal and progressive, but in many respects too metaphysical
and full of speculative thoughts that frequently reach a dazzling eminence: Hinayanism,
on the other hand, is somewhat conservative and may be considered in many points to
be a rationalistic ethical system simply."

S: Here is a very broad and very general characterization of the two yanas, which is
again broadly and substantially correct, though it must also be pointed out that words
like 'liberal', 'progressive’, and 'conservative' are not used in quite their modern sort of
sociopolitical meaning. | think I've dealt with this in the 'Survey', where | have described
the Mahayana as progressive, but I've taken care to guard against any misunderstand-
ing of what progressive means. It is certainly not progressive in the modern sense, so
one must bear this in mind, too, when reading Suzuki. What do you think he means by
saying that Mahayanism is more liberal and progressive?



Nagabodhi: It's less tied to an idea of the letter of the law; it's following the spirit.

S: It certainly doesn't ignore the letter; it takes the letter into consideration and does not
depart from it unnecessarily, and even conserves it, but it stresses the spirit all the time,
and it also stresses fresh expressions of the spirit to meet new needs and new situa-
tions, new spiritual demands. So it is liberal and progressive in that sort of sense. But
Suzuki is quite fair; he says, "but in many respects too metaphysical", and he is, of
course, speaking, | think, mainly about Indian Mahayana; it is very highly metaphysical -
| mean, using the word metaphysical for the time being. And some of the Mahayana
texts seem very abstract, very remote, and very often rather long-winded, and the shas-
tas, the works of the great teachers, the commentaries and other treatises, are, as he
says, full of speculative thoughts, which sometimes, you know, go rather beyond what
the Buddha would have considered necessary. They are not always tied very [4] directly
to the spiritual path; there's all sorts of speculation about logic and epistemology and so
on and so forth. And medieval Indian Buddhism got very deeply involved in all this,
sometimes in a rather scholastic sort of way, though again, as Suzuki says, these
thoughts sometimes reach dazzling eminence, but very often it is an intellectual rather
than a spiritual dazzle. Though even that has its own place - we certainly mustn't knock
the intellect. Suzuki's being fair: he's saying Mahayanism is more liberal and progres-
sive, but in many respects too metaphysical and full of speculative thoughts that fre-
quently reach a dazzling eminence. Hinayanism, on the other hand, is somewhat con-
servative. So, what does conservative mean, do you think?

Vajradaka: Pragmatic and sticking to the word.

S: Yes. It doesn't readily admit any change of expression or mode or tradition. Actually,
of course, some have crept in, but they have very often been antedated. So in that
sense, Hinayanism does tend to be conservative, and may be considered in many
points to be a rationalistic and ethical system, simply. Some presentations of the Thera-
vada, certainly modern presentations, are certainly of this kind, though in the Pali scrip-
tures of the Theravada there is very much that goes far beyond rationalistic ethical sys-
tems. So that might be a fair estimate of Theravada, say, as often propounded, but not
the Theravada scriptures themselves, as we saw when we had the Udana study retreat.
It was quite remarkable what was in that little text. It didn't seem like contemporary
Theravada Buddhism as usually expounded at all; it was much much freer and more
alive and more fluid than that. And there were no lists, (laughter) which was quite re-
markable. | think that some of us were wondering, you know, well, what's missing? And
then we realized | think, well, it's these lists. We didn't have any lists in that little scrip-
ture. It was just like a little gospel. You felt very close to the Indian Buddhism of those
days when the Buddha himself was around and things were very fluid and developing
and very free and very creative. But that's also Theravada Buddhism, but it isn't the sort
of material that modern Theravada Buddhists make much of. You know, they emphasize
much more the scholasticism and the formalism. So what Suzuki says is fair on the Hi-
nayana and of the Theravada as nowadays usually expounded.



Devamitra: Is there much imagery as regards growth and development in the Thera-
vada, the Pali canon, because this is one point that occurred to me when we were on
the summer school. Subhuti and I, and one of the evening lecturers, said that there was
very little imagery in Buddhist scriptures regarding growth and development and | think
he was someone who had just had contact with a particular group of Theravada teach-
ers; because | mean they are certainly there in the Mahayana sutras, but | just won-
dered about the Pali canon.

S: When you say imagery of growth and development, are you definitely meaning im-
agery or are you just meaning the general idea of growth and development?

Devamitra: Well, that as well.

S: Well, you see, Mrs Rhys Davids has gone into that and she has shown that the whole
emphasis originally was on growth and development, and in the Udana, for instance, we
found the Buddha using expressions several times in Pali which meant self-
development, or making oneself develop, self-cultivation, and this came several times.
And there are even images: for instance, the images associated with the four dhyanas,
and the imagery of the lotus in general and the Buddha saying the whole of humanity
like lotus plants in various stages of development. So even the images are there.

Devamitra: This is in the Pali canon?

S: In the Pali canon, but the Pali canon | feel, on the whole, is just an unexplored mass
of material, and the earlier, what | call the more [5] archaic material, in the Pali canon,
which seems closer to the Buddha himself and more fluid, like the Udana, is not used as
a basis for expounding Buddhism today by Theravada Buddhists. They will like to get on
to Abhidhamma-type material as soon as possible, which is very abstract, highly ana-
lytical, and from which all imagery, all figures of speech, metaphors, similes and so on,
have been deliberately excluded.

Devaraja: Why do you think that preference is there?

S: It seems to be to me more the Indian type of mind at work. Well, a certain kind of In-
dian mind. | don't really quite know what to say. For instance, you don't find the analyti-
cal approach and the scholastic approach in the Upanishads; it's not there at all. And in
general sort of style and general feel works like the Udana in the Pali canon are quite
close to some of the later Upanishads. It's the same sort of milieu. It's the same sort of
intellectual and almost the same sort of spiritual atmosphere. Whereas, say, with the
Abhidharma you're in a completely different atmosphere. I'm not saying that the Abhid-
harma approach isn't valid. I'm certainly not saying that. It has its own uses, and its own
appeal, you know, for some people, but there's no doubt that it isn't necessarily the
norm even of Hinayana, even of Theravada Buddhism.

If we explore the Pali canon, which has been handed down by the Theravadins, it is a
much richer thing and it shows the teaching of the Buddha to have been much richer



and freer than one would suspect from some of the later expositions. So it's almost as
though modern Theravada teaching doesn't do justice to Theravada Buddhism itself -
doesn't do justice to the Theravada scriptures or the scriptures which they themselves
have preserved. They make use of only a tiny selection of material, ignoring completely
some very important documents. In a way you can't blame them because the material is
so vast, but | think a better selection could have been made, to put it mildly, and, for in-
stance, Dhammadinna remarked, after the Udana study retreat, that when she learned
that it was going to be on the Udana, she thought, oh lord, a dry old Pali text, but she
was quite surprised, and pleasantly surprised, she said, how fascinating it turned out to
be, and how alive, and how vividly one could feel the spiritual life of those times, and
what it must have been like to have been an early Buddhist, you know, in the days when
the Buddha himself was around and everything was very fluid and very vital. So one has
to make use of a certain historical sense, and very often the word Hinayana is used in
the sense of this rather sort of cut-and-dried type of Buddhism, which does exist, which
is even very popular in some quarters, but which is not necessarily always representa-
tive of the tradition to which it ostensibly belongs - in this case, say, the Theravada tradi-
tion. The Theravada tradition, if you dig deep enough and go back far enough, is a
much richer thing than one might suspect from some of the modern and medieval little
manuals on the subject.

Devamitra: Do you think it lost its richness when it left India?

S. Well it's never actually lost it, in a sense, because the literature's there, but for some
reason or other - | suppose the monks are mainly to blame - they just became more and
more involved in the scholasticism and a rather dry analytical approach, and some of
the richer, more imaginative, more spiritual material just seems to have been neglected.
But now we've got the whole Tipitika, the whole Pali canon, edited in roman characters,
and nearly all of it translated into English, we're in a much better position than many
Buddhists were in the past in the East, well for hundreds and hundreds of years. | don't
think they've got the Pali canon translated into Sinhalese even now. They only started
on it a few years ago, and only the monks who knew Pali could read the whole canon;
the lay people, who very rarely knew Pali, had no direct access at all, you know, rather
like [6] people in medieval Europe not being able to read the Bible if they didn't know
Latin. It was rather like that, and they just picked up the bits and pieces that were, you
know, translated from the pulpit. And it was much like with Buddhism, say, in Ceylon or
Burma, and the monks usually translated the drier bits, so you can't wonder if the lay
people used to not be very interested sometimes.

It must also be said that the Jataka stories were popular, but they were popular in a dif-
ferent sort of way, it was a different sort of material. It was quite inspiring, very often,
but, you know, it didn't always satisfy the more intelligent lay Buddhist; there wasn't very
much for them. You almost had to become a monk, and then, of course, you got caught
up in scholasticism. | mean, | don't want to depreciate scholasticism, | certainly think it
has its place, but | think it has been over-emphasized in the Theravada generally, right
down to modern days. For instance, if a Theravada bhikkhu came to London, if you
were to ask him a question out of the Udana | think he would be quite surprised and he



probably would not have read the Udana, not unless he had had, you know, some con-
tact with the West, and possibly read it in the English translation. Anyway, is this clear,
this very broad and very general difference of emphasis as between the Mahayana and
the Hinayana? As we may come to see later, there is no sort of one school that can be
labelled Mahayana, and there is certainly no one school that can be labelled Hinayana.
Strictly speaking, the Hinayana is almost a sort of literary phenomenon, you never actu-
ally encounter it in the flesh, though you might have the odd individual who could really
be described as a Hinayanist. But the Theravada Buddhism of South-East Asia doesn't
quite correspond to Hinayana; sometimes it is a bit better, sometimes it's a bit worse.
Well, let's carry on then to the next paragraph.

"Mahayana literally means 'great vehicle' and Hinayana 'small or inferior vehicle', that is,
of salvation. This distinction is recognized only by the followers of Mahayanism, be-
cause it was by them that the unwelcome title of Hinayanism was given to their rival
brethren, - thinking that they were more progressive and had a more assimilating en-
ergy than the latter."

S: It mustn't be forgotten that, say, Theravadins don't accept this designation of Hinay-
ana at all, and some of them have suggested that it should be dropped because it isn't
very acceptable to non-Mahayanists; that is to say, to the Theravadins. And strictly
speaking it doesn't quite fit, but it is a very useful term historically with reference to In-
dian Buddhism to describe all these early schools, and even later schools like the Sar-
vastivadins and the Sautrantikas which were non-Mahayanistic, but one must be careful
not to use it in a pejorative sort of way. There's one quite good phrase here about the
Mahayana. Suzuki says that the Mahayanists "thought that they were more progressive
and had a more assimilating energy." So what do you think he means by that? "A more
assimilating energy" than the Hinayana? | mean, assimilating what?

Devaraja: | think they were able to kind of maybe adapt themselves to present-day cir-
cumstances and find a way relevant to coping with that without having to cut ...

S: Yes, right, yes. This is what he is getting at, but the word 'assimilating' is quite inter-
esting. | think it is a better word than 'adapt', because 'adapt' sometimes suggest a sort
of change, even a sort of betrayal or compromise, but 'assimilate' doesn't because when
you assimilate something you incorporate it and make it part of your own substance. It's
organic, just like when you eat food you assimilate food, you derive strength and energy
from the food, but what was formally food becomes you, part of your organic bodily
structure. So in the same way the Mahayana had that energy to draw upon - you know,
Indian culture, Indian imagery, Indian tradition, even very low and crude ones - and as-
similate them, transform them, into its own substance, and it is this great assimilative
energy, as he calls it, that Suzuki is describing. | think this is a very good term, a very
good [7] description. Suzuki, by the way, has this gift of phrase, you know, embodying
quite a sharp insight, and | think this is a good example; that Mahayanism 'had a more
assimilating energy' than did the Hinayana. | think it is very fair to say that, and of
course it comes out especially in the Vajrayana, where that assimilating energy be-
comes a sort of principle. All right, carry on then.



"The adherents of Hinayanism, as a matter of course, refused to sanction the Mahay-
anist doctrine as the genuine teaching of Buddha, and insisted that there could not be
any other Buddhism than their own, to them naturally the Mahayana system was a sort
of heresy."

S: This is very much the attitude of the Theravadins in South-East Asia to the Mahayana
even now, though there are individual exceptions, but certainly even in the course of the
last twenty or twenty-five years Buddhists in South-East Asia have become much more
aware of the fact of the existence of other forms of Buddhism, mainly Mahayana, and |
do believe that their attitude is very slowly, and perhaps subtly, changing. They are not
quite so sure of their own orthodoxy, rightness, as they were before. | can remember,
you know, when | sort of started my own work, twenty-five years ago, if you mentioned
Mahayana to some Theravada Buddhists there was an outcry; you couldn't even men-
tion the word. It doesn't seem like that any more, they seem to have got over that, and
you can at least talk about the Mahayana. They won't start getting angry. So, you know,
that's an improvement.

"Geographically, the progressive school of Buddhism found its supporters in Nepal, Ti-
bet, China, Corea, and Japan, while the conservative school established itself in Cey-
lon, Siam, and Burma. Hence the Mahayana and the Hinayana are also known respec-
tively [as] Northern and Southern Buddhism."

S: You might have wondered why this was: Northern and Southern. Well, it's just a geo-
graphical distinction, as he makes clear. His enumeration is not quite complete: there's
also Laos and Cambodia, which of course are Theravada or Hinayana, and there's also
Vietnam, which is Mahayanist; though he goes on to say a bit more about this geo-
graphical division of Buddhism.

"En passant, let me remark that this distinction, however, is not quite correct, for we
have some schools in China and Japan, whose equivalent or counterpart cannot be
found in the so-called Northern Buddhism, that is, Buddhism flourishing in northern In-
dia. For instance, we do not have in Nepal or in Tibet anything like the Sukhavati sects
of Japan or China."

S: Sukhaavatii. Long a and long i.

" Of course, the general essential ideas of the Sukhavati philosophy are found in the su-
tra literature as well as the writings of such authors as Asvaghosa, Asanga, and Nagar-
juna."

S: By the way, | take it everyone knows what the Sukhavati sects are?

Mangala: The Pure Land.



S: The Pure Land. Literally it means the Happy Land; the Happy Land which is, of
course, the Pure Land. In Japan, the Shin School. Suzuki's making the point that even,
say, the distinction between Northern and Southern Buddhism isn't enough, because in
the East, in China and Japan, there are developments such as the Sukhavati schools,
which you don't find in the Northern, that is, the Indian, Mahayana. You get the seeds,
you get the ideas, especially in the writings of these great Mahayana teachers, but you
don't get that development into whole schools or sects. So therefore he wants to have a
threefold geographical division of Northern, Southern, and Eastern, which seems quite
sensible, but that has not generally been adopted, though you may remember that |
sometimes speak in terms of, apart from Indian Buddhism itself, South-East Asian Bud-
dhism, which is Theravada, of Tibetan Buddhism, which is triyana, and of Sino-
Japanese Buddhism, which is what he means by Eastern Buddhism. So you've really
got, apart from Indian, these three great areas. Let's just finish that paragraph and we'll
talk about it a bit more.

"But those ideas were not developed and made into a new sect as they were in the
East. Therefore, it may be proper to divide Buddhism into three, instead of two, geo-
graphical sections: Southern, Northern, and Eastern."

S: 1 would say if you are going to have this geographical division, you [8] need a fourfold
division, | would say. First of all, Indian Buddhism: it all sprang from there. Then South-
East Asian Buddhism, which is mainly Ceylon, Burma, and Thailand, which is Thera-
vadin. And then Sino-Japanese Buddhism, or, if you like, Eastern Buddhism, which
means mainly those forms of Mahayana which were actually developed in those coun-
tries which were not directly exported from India to China and Japan, like, for instance,
Zen - | mean, as a fully developed school. And then, of course, the Buddhism of Tibet,
Mongolia, and the Himalayan region. So first of all you've got Indian Buddhism, where
the seeds of everything were contained, going through its three phases of Hinayana,
Mahayana, and Vajrayana. And you get South-East Asian Buddhism coming from India
during the Hinayana phase, and then Mahayana Buddhism with some Hinayana going
to China and Japan during the Mahayana phase, and there developing its own schools.
And then you've got Tibetan Buddhism going from India to Tibet in the Vajrayana phase,
and taking of course not only the Vajrayana, but Mahayana and Hinayana too. So in this
way you get the three main geographical divisions outside India and the main distribu-
tion according to yanas. | think this basic pattern is clear, because I've gone into it in so
many lectures.

Mangala: Can you say what the second was again? India was the first. What was the
second?

S: South-East Asia, yes?
Mangala: Yes. Which countries was that?

S: That's mainly Ceylon, Burma, and Thailand. And you remember that in India Bud-
dhism itself went through these three main great phases, leaving aside the archaic pe-



riod which only lasted a hundred years. Five hundred years of Hinayana, five hundred
years of Mahayana, five hundred years of Vajrayana, predominance, that is, and during
the first five hundred year period, Buddhism in its Hinayana form went to South-East
Asia; then in the second five hundred year period, in its Mahayana form, went to China
and Japan; and in the third five hundred year period, during it Vajrayana phase, went to
Tibet. This is a sort of general key for the understanding of the distribution and subdivi-
sion of Buddhism through the centuries and even at the present day.

Devamitra: How, then, did the Mahayana get to extreme South-East Asia, you know,
Java and that area?

S: Of course, broadly speaking, Mahayana spread in the East from China, yes? It
spread from China to Japan, from China to Korea, from China to Vietham, but there was
also some Mahayana taken directly to Java and Sumatra quite late. I'm not quite sure of
the exact dates, you'll have to look that up, but during the fifth, sixth, seventh, even
eighth centuries of the Christian era, there was quite a flourishing Mahayana movement
in Indonesia. And you may remember that Yuang Chuang's teacher, Dharmakirti, had
been the head monk in | suppose we would call it Sumatra. In those days it was called
Suvarnadvipa, the main island. And Atisha spent quite a few years in Sumatra studying
and teaching before he went to Tibet, so even down to that quite late day there was
Mahayana Buddhism, though by that time some Vajrayana had also been imported. So
that area doesn't quite fall within the general pattern; that is to say, the Indonesian area,
possibly a bit of Malaysia too. That seems to have been missionized, to use that word,
directly from India, and to have had a definite connection with Nalanda University. But,
of course, that was subsequently Islamized, you know, forcibly converted to Islam by
invaders, by the Arabs. At present there is quite a Buddhist movement going on, it
seems, in Indonesia. We don't know much about it but we hear echoes from time to
time. | used to hear [9] quite a bit when | was in India, but I've heard nothing since,
though very recently one of my friends, | forget now who it was, happened to meet a
monk from Indonesia who told him something about Buddhist developments there.

Devaraja: That's quite a modern thing, then?
S: That's within the last twenty years.

Devaraja: Wasn't there even a Tara cult in Ceylon, because I've seen pictures of Sinhal-
ese Taras.

S: There was. There was an Avalokitesvara cult, but it was quite short lived and Thera-
vada orthodoxy was sort of very strongly reasserted and established. Actually, there are
a few Avalokitesvara temples even now. You never read about them in books on Ceylon
Buddhism, there are just a very few. He's usually now called Nartha, and he has his own
sort of temple priests, for want of a better term, who are not bhikkhus. But there are very
few of these, and in fact they might even have been closed down by now, but when |
was in India, there were certainly a few of them left. | heard about them. | know that
there's one in Kandy, or was one in Kandy. It might be worthwhile looking into this. But



certainly Mahayanistic and even Vajrayanic cult objects, images, and so on have been
dug up in Ceylon.

Devamitra: I've heard also in connection with that in fact that the extreme south of Thai-
land had that kind of influence, too, because the ...

S: Oh, yes. This is true. There was very definitely a Mahayana phase of Thai history, but
at present, apart from Chinese Buddhists it is entirely Theravadin. But, you know, there
are some roots there. Not very living ones, perhaps, but if ever Mahayana did revive in
those countries, there would be some historical precedent, and sometimes a historical
precedent is useful. For instance, | found some references in a book | was reading to
the great Greek patristic writer Origen, who had referred - though | wasn't given the ex-
act reference - had referred to Buddhists in Britain. And he lived in the second century
AD. So I'm now on the track of the work in which he referred to Buddhists in Britain be-
cause if we can establish that there were Buddhists in Britain in the second century AD
it might help us, you know, have more Buddhists in Britain in the twentieth century.

Voice: Some people in the Christian tradition.

S. Some people are very much influenced by this precedent. (laughter) All right, let's
carry on.

"Why the two Doctrines? In spite of this distinction, the two schools, Hinayanism and
Mahayanism, are no more than two main issues of one original source,"

S: You can appreciate that Suzuki's exposition is quite masterly, you know, the way he
develops and doesn't waste any words and makes all his main points, and now he is
making a very important point indeed: "In spite of this distinction the two schools, Hi-
nayanism and Mahayanism, are no more than two main issues of one original source."
And this is one of the things we must never forget. However far they may seem to di-
verge, sometimes, they do both go back, all schools of Buddhism go back, to the Bud-
dha himself and derive their inspiration from there.

"which was first discovered by Sakyamuni; and, as a matter of course, we find many
common traits which are essential to both of them. The spirit that animated the inner-
most heart of Buddha is perceptible in Southern as well as in Northern Buddhism."

S: Here again there's a little Suzuki-like touch: he doesn't say 'the teaching of the Bud-
dha', the doctrine of the Buddha': "The spirit that animated the innermost heart of the
Buddha is perceptible in Southern as well as in Northern Buddhism." And this is a very
good and very striking way of [10] putting it.

"The difference between them is not radical or qualitative as imagined by some. It is
due, on the one hand, to a general unfolding of the religious consciousness, and a con-
stant broadening of the intellectual horizon, and, on the other hand, to the conservative
efforts to literally preserve the monastic rules and traditions."



S: Let's go into this a little. "It is due, on the one hand, to a general unfolding of the relig-
ious consciousness." What do you understand by that? (pause) | think Suzuki's a bit
Hegelian. It might not be directly influenced by Hegel but don't forget in philosophical
circles around the turn of the century Hegelianism was still rather in the air, you know,
despite Schopenhauer and Hartmann and so on, and Nietzsche. It still lingered on quite
strongly, you know, in many universities and philosophical departments, and Suzuki
sometimes seems to use somewhat Hegelian phraseology. So, "general unfolding of the
religious consciousness." What do you think he means? (long pause) How does the re-
ligious consciousness unfold?

Mamaki: | would have thought that it was by (unclear) what is a possibility for something
and be able to come out, evolve, or reach consciousness by the teaching that opens
that up.

S. Yes, and also tradition accumulates. You've not only got the actual teaching of the
Buddha but what people have thought about it, their approach. So something is sparked
off in you, not only by what was originally said, but by how somebody responded in the
generations before you to what was originally said. You add your response. In that way
the whole sort of religious consciousness becomes much more rich. It's not just a sort of
intellectual development. That's why he speaks of "the unfolding of the religious con-
sciousness". But more and more people bring out different aspects of what was origi-
nally imparted and then the whole tradition becomes richer and richer, and you're in-
volved in something richer and richer, and your own spiritual life, in a way, becomes
richer and richer. In some ways you can say that the life of those who live hundreds of
years after the Buddha in some ways was richer than the spiritual life of those who were
actually with the Buddha. There were very broad aspects, certain very broad principles,
laid down, but maybe there wasn't much in the way of nuance, and subtlety, and sug-
gestiveness, and richness. That all had to be brought out, and could only be brought out
in the course of a historical development extending over hundreds of years, but once
that development has taken place, all that is accessible to the individual in the tradition
in the way in which it wasn't accessible to someone coming along very early in that tra-
dition, and in that way the religious consciousness of the individual itself becomes more
unfolded and richer; perhaps not essentially more spiritual, it's not quite like that, but
certainly richer more many-faceted. Hm? For instance, if you'd lived, say, to give a com-
parison with Christianity, suppose you'd lived just after Christ, you wouldn't have had
any Gospels to read, yes? You might have had little collections of sayings, a few, you
know, epistles of St Paul, and the structure of your local Christian group, meeting in
your local catacomb, or something like that, but what does a modern Christian have?
He can read St Teresa, he can read St John of the Cross, he can read St Thomas Aqui-
nas; he's still got what was originally there. Maybe some of the spirit has gone out of it,
maybe, perhaps that's not for us to say, but he's got so many, you know, Christian
treasures, like, for instance, St Francis, like Dante and so on, which he can only have by
living later on in the history of Christianity. So in that sort of way his Christian life is
richer. So it's much the same with Buddhism, too. In a way we are lucky we are living
two thousand years after the Buddha, we've not only got the Buddha, but we've also got



Nagarjuna, Milarepa, and we're also living at a time when they're all translated into our
own language. Even a hundred years ago, who could have read in his own language all
the great Zen masters, Mahayana sutras, Theravada texts, Tantric texts? As | said, Mi-
larepa, Hui Neng, Wei Lang, [11] all these people; who could have read them all? So the
possibilities of our spiritual life are much richer, | mean, our Buddhist spiritual life, than
at any previous time in history, perhaps, since the days of Nalanda. So we're really quite
lucky. But this is richness, this is sort of unfoldment, degree of unfoldment, not neces-
sarily a level of spiritual development. | think that, though connected, is somewhat dis-
tinct. But we certainly have the possibility of a very rich spiritual life. Also there's the
possibility of confusion. (laughter) I'm going into that at my lecture [untraced, tr.] at the
Buddhist Society, so | won't say anything more about it now.

But you can see, or begin to see, what Suzuki is getting at by speaking about the Ma-
hayana as being due on the one hand to a general unfolding of the religious conscious-
ness, | mean, as the centuries went by. It wasn't just a sect of Buddhism springing up, it
was the whole Buddhist tradition becoming enriched, and therefore the spiritual life of
the individual Buddhist becoming richer, and, you know, it became no longer possible to
pattern your spiritual lives after the old original simple pattern. Maybe that was original,
yes, but a lot's happened since then. | mean a lot more teachings and explanations and
interpretations, and you can't ignore those. Unless you're very unintelligent you can't
sort of ignore all the great Christian mystics and just say, 'No, I'm going to stick to the
Bible." It is only the Bible Protestant does that, and we know what sort of person he or
she usually is. The Theravadins tend to be a bit like that, you know, want to ignore Mi-
larepa and Nagarjuna and just have the text of some sections of the Pali scriptures, not
even all of them - even that's too rich a diet for them sometimes. So you can understand
what Suzuki's getting at. "It is due on the one hand to a general unfolding of the relig-
ious consciousness." In other words, the arising of the Mahayana was not just an arbi-
trary founding of a sect, it's just the whole process of Buddhism itself, in the course of
centuries of history, becoming richer and richer. This mainly why the Mahayana origi-
nated, and, he says, "a constant broadening of the intellectual horizon." | assume you
all know what is meant by intellectual horizon, but the intellectual horizon of the average
follower of the Buddha, | mean during the Buddha's own time, couldn't have been very
broad. | mean, what did he know? A few local traditions, maybe a craft of two, and he
vaguely knew that there were these great kingdoms all around and a king ruling some-
where in the capital. | mean his spiritual outlook was very broad, but his intellectual out-
look was quite narrow, so maybe he didn't have many intellectual difficulties or ques-
tions or doubts, and he could follow the spiritual path quite wholeheartedly. But as peo-
ple became more sophisticated, as civilization, in the ordinary sense of the word, ad-
vanced in India - as social life, as political life, became more complex, more centralized,
and you had these great empires springing up, maybe foreign trade, and so on and so
forth, great changes taking place in the social life of the day, economically - well, hori-
zons broadened, people became more intellectually alive and alert, more sophisticated,
asking more questions, wanting answers in religious terms. So your religious people
then have to try and give answers, they have to try and convince these sort of people,
the intellectual horizon broadens and people start writing philosophical treatises on
Buddhism.



You get the same sort of thing in Europe, too, with Christianity. So this is another aspect
of why the Mahayana developed. It wasn't just someone taking into his head to start up
a new form of Buddhism. You couldn't help it. In a way it was part of the historical proc-
ess. This happens to every religion, so it is rather unintelligent to lament the loss of the
old original primitive true teaching. Well that's there, and it's an integral part, everything
begins from that, everything springs out of that, but you can't ignore the development
which inevitably takes place and which places at your disposal further spiritual riches. |
mean, the fact that a Nagarjuna or a Milarepa came along doesn't make the Buddha
any less, it simply enriches Buddhism and enriches us. | mean we've got the Buddha
and Milarepa and Nagarjuna and Wei Lang - how lucky we are! You know, you've got
the light reflecting from so many different mirrors, not just from one mirror. So in this way
the Mahayana is a richer and more [12] complex thing than is the Theravada, which
admittedly does stick more to the original teaching. It just looks at that one original re-
flector where the light is, you know, very brilliantly reflected, but there are these other
reflectors too. The Mahayana takes them all into consideration. And on the other hand,
now speaking of the Hinayana, "To the conservative efforts to literally preserve the mo-
nastic rules and traditions." All right, let's carry on.

"Both schools started with the same spirit, pursuing the same course. But after a while
one did not feel any necessity for broadening the spirit of the master and adhered to his
words as literally as possible;"

S: Hm. I'd say there wasn't any question of broadening the spirit of the master; that was
surely quite broad enough already. It was broadening the range of expressions and ap-
plications of that spirit. | mean, you can't have anything broader than Enlightenment. |
think that Suzuki's just writing a bit carelessly. We shall find this with Suzuki: he's not a
very careful writer, he's a bit slapdash; he's certainly inspired and sometimes he coins a
wonderfully expressive phrase, and some of his expositions are sort of very insightful,
but at the same time he's a bit slipshod and this is an example of it, you know. I'm sure if
he'd studied this and, you know, gone through and corrected his book he wouldn't have
left it. One can't really speak of any necessity of broadening the spirit of the master, but
he clearly doesn't mean that literally; it's broadening the expression and range of appli-
cation.

"whilst the other, actuated by a liberal and comprehensive spirit, has drawn nourish-
ments from all available sources in order to unfold the germs in the original system that
were vigorous and generative."

S: Hm. This is in many ways the sort of essence of the matter. The Mahayana draws
"nourishments from all available sources" - not so much spiritual nourishment, but sort
of cultural nourishment - "in order to unfold the germs in the original system that were
vigorous and generative."

"These diverse inclinations among primitive Buddhists naturally led to the dissension of
Mahayanism and Hinayanism."



S: So you can see that the Hinayana, very broadly, wanted to stick to and reproduce
and hand on exactly what had been transmitted to it: Buddhism in it's original form,
hmm? Whereas the Mahayana, while preserving the spirit surely, was much more aware
of the need to express that spirit in new ways according to the developing religious con-
sciousness, broadening of intellectual horizons, and so on. It wanted to give a full ex-
pression to what was sort of latent and germinal in the original teaching, to bring out its
full significance so as to exhibit it properly, as it were, to draw it out.

Nagabodhi: Could you say that they are both in a way dependent on each other: that if
all Buddhists had decided to go off in the Mahayana spirit and stop concentrating, or if
nobody had decided to stay with the original words (unclear) of that approach, that it
could have been lost?

S: Well this is true, but you must always remember this: the Mahayana never excludes
the Hinayana. The Mahayanist also transmitted their version of, not the Pali canon, but
the material on which the Pali canon was based. For instance, the Nikayas: the Mahay-
ana had its Agamas which were their version derived from Sanskrit, not Pali, of that
same basic literature. So we mustn't think of Mahayana as exclusive of Hinayana. Hi-
nayana excludes Mahayana, yes, but Mahayana does not exclude Hinayana. So you
don't historically need separate Hinayana schools to preserve original material, the Ma-
hayanists are doing that anyway. But anyway, it isn't a bad thing, perhaps, that they're in
this almost dialectical relationship between the two. Sometimes it must be confessed
the Mahayanists went too far in the direction of adaptation and even lost the spirit. Then
of course the Theravadin emphasis was a healthy corrective, and we've got that even
today.

Voice: Could you give an example? [13]

S: Well, for instance, with some forms of Zen they seem to go right away from Bud-
dhism itself. So, you know, then it's quite good to have a sort of strict Theravadin Bud-
dhist from Ceylon say, 'Well, what about nirvana? And what about karma and rebirth?"'
(laughter) 'And what about the Buddha?' and 'We are, after all, Buddhist, you know!'

Devaraja: Can you give an example of what you mean by when Zen goes away from
the ...

S: Well it's difficult to give an example because in a way the whole of Zen sometimes
goes away, you know. | mentioned the example of karma and rebirth; traditionally this is
part and parcel of Buddhist teaching, but, you know, very often Zen people just don't
take this into consideration at all. And Enlightenment: | mean, satori, which seems to fall
short of Enlightenment, seems very often to take the place of Enlightenment. And what
about the ethical teaching? What about the monastic side of Buddhism? This seems
sometimes to be lost sight of. Sometimes, for instance, in Nepal, again you see Bud-
dhism very much mixed up with Hinduism - not just assimilating Hindu material, and
there through expressing the spirit of Mahayana Buddhism, but getting bogged down in



the caste system, and so on, and losing any feeling of Buddhism. Whereas you can say
about the Theravadins that, | mean, they may get pretty far from the spirit sometimes,
but they certainly have all the forms and the traditions and the literature, and you can
get back to the spirit if you have got those, you know, if you use them in the right way.
But once you've lost both form and spirit, you're lost indeed. So with the Theravadins
you are more safe, in a way, because, you know, if you've lost the spirit, at least you've
got the form, which includes the actual doctrinal teaching. But with the Mahayanists,
well, you've lost the form anyway, because you're Mahayanist. If you lose the spirit too,
well, where are you? It's very difficult to find your way back then. So | think you're safer
off, really, with the Theravada, sometimes.

Devamitra: You said if you're Mahayana you've lost the spirit, er, you've lost the form
anyway. Did you mean that just in reference to that Zen example or ...

S: Yes. That sort of thing, yes, or even the Shin set-up. You know the Shin set-up, even
more than the Zen, well, you don't have monks; there's no monastic tradition.

Devaraja: The Nichiren sect is a classic example of that.

S: Nichiren, too, yes. That is even better, perhaps. (pause) It seems that at present, es-
pecially, you know, as we are situated in the West, there are three sort of traditional
forms of Buddhism. There's Theravada available, there's Zen available, and there's Ti-
betan Buddhism available, mainly Tantric. Unfortunately there's no sort of middle-of-the-
road Indian Buddhism available, apart from ourselves, really. We represent more the
middle tradition, with links on all sides. But all these are useful, you know. Theravada is
useful to us, so is Zen, so is Tibetan Buddhism, and most of all, so is this central tradi-
tion of Indian Buddhism. All right, let's go on then.

"We cannot here enter into any detailed accounts as to what external and internal forces
were acting in the body of Buddhism to produce the Mahayana system, or as to how
gradually it unfolded itself so as to absorb and assimilate all the discordant thoughts that
came into contact with it. Suffice it to state and answer in general terms the question
which is frequently asked by the uninitiated: 'Why did one Buddhism ever allow itself to
be differentiated into two systems, which are apparently in contradiction in more than
one point with each other?' In other words, 'How can there be two Buddhisms equally
representing the true doctrine of the founder?"

S: Yes. Suzuki says at the beginning of this paragraph: "We cannot here enter into any
detailed accounts as to what external and internal forces were acting in the body of
Buddhism to produce the Mahayana system." The external and internal forces pre-
sumably include the economic social factors: political developments. Even now it would
not be possible to do that; there's so little material available about the history of India
compared with the material available, say, for the [14] history of Europe, that it's very
difficult indeed, even now, seventy years later, to have at all a clear idea of how the ex-
ternal developments, social and economic and so on, did affect or contribute to the



growth of Mahayana Buddhism. So we're not much wiser now than Suzuki was able to
be then. So we can just take what he says. Let's go on to the next paragraph.

"The reason is plain enough."
S: That is, the reason for the two Buddhisms.

"The teachings of a great religious founder are as a rule very general, comprehensive,
and many-sided: and, therefore, there are great possibilities in them to allow various lib-
eral interpretations by his disciples."

S: This reminds me of something that was said about St Augustine. Apparently St
Augustine had pointed out to him one day by a scholar that his interpretation of a certain
passage of scripture contradicted that of another eminent authority. So St Augustine
said, "That's all right. The more interpretations the better." So that is very much the Ma-
hayana attitude: the more interpretations the better.

"And it is on this very account of comprehensiveness that enables followers of diverse
needs, characters, and trainings to satisfy their spiritual appetite universally and sever-
ally with the teachings of their master. This comprehensiveness, however, is not due to
the intentional use by the leader of ambiguous terms, nor is it due to the obscurity and
confusion of his own conceptions. The initiator of a movement, spiritual as well as intel-
lectual, has no time to think out all its possible details and consequences. When the
principle of the movement is understood by the contemporaries and the foundation of it
is solidly laid down, his own part as initiator is accomplished; and the remainder can
safely be left to his successors. The latter will take up the work and carry it out in all its
particulars, while making all necessary alterations and ameliorations according to cir-
cumstances. Therefore, the role to be played by the originator is necessarily indefinite
and comprehensive."

S: Indefinite in a quite positive way. Indefinite and comprehensive. We really did notice
this when we studied the Udana. Everything was there but it was, as Suzuki would say,
indefinite and comprehensive. Do you get what he is getting at? It's germinal, it is all
there, it includes everything, but one man in one lifetime can't possibly develop all the
implications. In fact | would say they're not to be developed theoretically at all, they're to
be developed, you know, by individuals, in the course of their own spiritual develop-
ment. And, you know, one man has his own development, but it doesn't include every
aspect, because he is in a particular situation; others in other situations will bring out
other aspects just because they are in other situations - | mean other aspects of the
same principle, originally laid down by the initiator. So the Buddha is very much an ini-
tiator of a tradition, a spiritual tradition, rather than a founder who lays something down
once and for all which is then merely reproduced or perpetuated. He starts off some-
thing, sparks off something, and other individuals propagate the sparks, and, you know,
produce sparks themselves too, all, you know, sparked off by the original spark. It's
more like that. So it is, | mean, Suzuki is going on to give a comparison with German
philosophy which is rather misleading. It's not just that, it's a question of certain general



principles of thought which the initiator could, if he had a long enough life, say two or
three hundred years, have fully worked out in detail, conceptually. It's not just that.
There is a sort of spiritual principle which is alive, and that can be assimilated to some
extent by different individuals and according to different natures and quality and posi-
tion, as it were, of their lives, they can bring out more and more aspects, and some of
them may be able to bring out aspects that the initiator couldn't bring out, just because
his own position was different.

Devamitra: Is it also a question of temperament?

S: To some extent, to a point, but perhaps after you reach a certain stage of spiritual
development or individual development, temperament doesn't matter much any more,
but certainly for a while it comes.

Nagabodhi: To what extent do you think it would be in the Buddhist mind anyway to be
concerned with the establishment of a religious tradition? Or would that have been in
the mind of his followers more than his own?

S: Well it depends what one means by 'a religious tradition'. The Buddha was certainly
concerned with the sparking off process, you [15] may say. He seems to have taken
care that others were sparked off and should spark off again others in turn. In that
sense, certainly, he intended to found a religious tradition, but not in the sense of an or-
ganized body in a more modern sense. Again one can see this in the Udana; this is why
| keep referring to it. Later on, maybe we'll have another Udana study retreat; | think it
would be very much worth-while. Meanwhile, of course, there are the tapes of part of
that. I'm afraid that on one or two days the tape recorder packed up and we've missed
two days, but never mind; later on we'll do it again. Now let's see Suzuki's comparison
from German philosophy.

"Kant, for instance, as promoter of German philosophy, has become the father of such
diverse philosophical systems as Jocobi's, Fichte's, Schopenhauer's, etc., while each of
them endeavoured to develop some points indefinitely or covertly or indirectly stated by
Kant himself. Jesus of Nazareth, as instigator of a revolutionary movement against Ju-
daism, did not have any stereotyped theological doctrines, such as were established
later by Christian doctors."

S: For instance the doctrine of the Trinity doesn't appear in the Gospels. There's one
reference to the trinity, but that is now known to have been an interpolation, so the doc-
trine of the Trinity, one can say, doesn't appear in the Gospels at all, and certainly isn't
put into the mouth of Christ. That isn't to say that it hasn't a value - it's a very sort of rich
spiritual and theological teaching - but it is a development.

"The indefiniteness of his views was so apparent that it caused even among his per-
sonal disciples a sort of dissension, while a majority of his disciples cherished a vision-
ary hope for the advent of a divine kingdom on earth. But those externalities which are



doomed to pass, do not prevent the spirit of the movement once awakened by a great
leader from growing more powerful and noble.

"The same thing can be said of the teachings of the Buddha. What he inspired in his fol-
lowers was the spirit of that religious system which is now known as Buddhism. Guided
by this spirit, his followers severally developed his teachings as required by their special
needs and circumstances, finally giving birth to the distinction of Mahayanism and Hi-
nayanism."

S: This really puts it in a nutshell. What he - the Buddha - "inspired in his followers was
the spirit of that religious system which is now known as Buddhism. Guided by this
spirit, his followers severally developed his teachings as required by their special needs
and circumstances, finally giving birth to the distinction of Mahayanism and Hinay-
anism." He does really express it very beautifully and clearly sometimes, and in this
sense | think he isn't really surpassed as an expositor of Buddhism. All right, so that is
the first section, or subsection, so let's go on to the next one: "The Original Meaning of
Mahayana." Or does anyone want to ask anything about this or comment on this distinc-
tion of Hinayana and Mahayana?

Lokamitra: It seems that it's not just as simple as it says there, but that the Mahayana
encouraged this speculative interpretation, whereas the Hinayana stayed fixed to a lim-
ited one or number.

S: That's true in a way, though there is the Abhidharma among the Hinayanists. That
isn't exactly speculative, but certainly you do get the very great development of the ana-
lytical approach, which perhaps corresponds to the speculativeness of the Mahayana in
the sense that it was largely theoretical, you might say, not directly related to any spiri-
tual needs. | mean, a Mahayanist went in, eventually, very strongly for logic and episte-
mology, whereas the Hinayanists went in for the development of their Abhidharma. If
you read, for instance, a work like the Abhidharmakosa of Vasubandhu, well this is very
technical and scholastic indeed, and it seems that in a work like this the Theravadins,
sorry, the Hinayanists - for it is a Sarvastivadin work - got rather away from spiritual es-
sentials and, you know, feeling in Buddhism just as the Mahayanists did with their
speculations. But one could say the Mahayanists did become a little riotous in their
speculation, sometimes.

Devamitra: Could | ask a little about the question of spirit and form? If one is to really
found the tradition very well in a geographical area like the west, obviously one needs
the form and spirit, but is the form the essential thing to establish first, as it were, or
should the two come together, or what? [16]

S: | think the spirit has to come first, but | think if you are going to establish a tradition, a
definite form has to come rather quickly after it. There is a passage in the Pali canon, |
mean, as handed down by the Theravadins, where the Buddha says that his teaching
will endure longer than that of previous Buddhas, hm? He says the teaching, the sasana
of previous Buddhas, did not endure very long, but his will endure long, and he asks the



monks, why is this? They didn't know. So he says it is because this Buddha has estab-
lished a Vinaya. Yes? Now Vinaya nowadays in the Theravada usually means monastic
discipline, but as used by the Buddha, especially in its compound, Dhammavinaya, it
means more the whole practical, almost organized, side of the teaching, of the tradition.
Take the word 'organized' in a good positive sense: something organic. The Dharma
represents the sort of deep spiritual principle and spiritual truth; Vinaya is expression in
terms of the way of life. So the Buddha says that his Dharma, teaching, his sasana, his
tradition, will last longer, because he has formulated more carefully than his predeces-
sors an actual concrete way of life. It's as though you need the form to be the bearer of
the spirit. It's as though in the world, the world of men, in the world of culture, of human
society, the spirit can't survive realistically - you know, not survive on that level, be ac-
cessible on that level - without an appropriate form.

Devamitra: So in fact, are we in the process, in terms of our movement getting - sort of
putting the form in it's place, as it were - the spirit.

S: Oh, yes. The spirit is there, and the spirit is getting stronger, but we are developing
the appropriate form: for instance, the kalyana-mitra system. There's a very good ex-
ample, yes? And there will be others, no doubt. And also the form, when it's an appro-
priate form, a living form, and when that form is the true expression of the spirit, it sup-
ports the spirit, and helps the spirit to grow, if it isn't there in it's fullness to begin with.

Devamitra: So, in time, hopefully the form and the spirit will merge in terms of our own

S: Yes. The spirit will find adequate expression in the form, and the form will be an ex-
pression of the spirit, not something existing in its own right.

Nagabodhi: Do you feel that a situation like that has occurred in - well, | mean, | don't
know - would you say that it hadn't occurred in Ceylon, that idea of merging form and
spirit, that maybe has in Tibet? Or could you point at a historical precedent where the
merger has successfully happened?

S: | didn't use the word 'merging' myself. | spoke of a complete expression of the spirit in
the form, as complete as is possible, under mundane circumstances anyway. In a sense
the spirit cannot be fully expressed. It far transcends any possibility of expression, but
anyway the utmost expression that is possible on the, as it were, historical, cultural, so-
cial level. And that expression, not containing anything superfluous nor anything that is
an excrescence, but being simply an expression of that spirit, | think this has happened,
you know, at certain periods in the history of Buddhism, and yes, | think, perhaps, Ti-
betan Buddhism is a good example. | think, in the past, certainly under some kings, the
forms of Ceylonese Buddhism expressed the spirit of the Theravada very well in a living
way, in a way that was truly Buddhist, even though somewhat limited. [17] | think the
Mahayanistic expression, by its very nature, is more various and richer - also, therefore,
more liable to confusion. You could say that the Theravadin expression was purer - in
the chemical sense, not the moral sense - less cluttered. For instance, if you go into a



Tibetan temple you can easily get the feeling that there's too much junk around, too
many dusty images, too many dusty thangkas, and too many flounces of frills that are a
bit moth-eaten; you know, all that. That is perhaps a good sort of symbol. Whereas, you
know, in the Theravada temples they're much more bare, there's only one or two kinds
of image, there aren't all these decorations. Though sometimes you find Theravada
temples, too, looking a bit tawdry and a bit tatty, you know, in others ways. But, you
know, they are not sort of too riotously rich, you know, so rich as to be confused. Also
one must, you know, realize that when you do get, if you are lucky enough to get this,
this perfect expression, as it were, you know, perfect in terms of what is possible, as
good as possible, let's say, expression of the spirit of Buddhism in a particular cultural
context, you know, it's something which represents a sort of point of balance which can
be sustained only with great difficulty.

It's not that you have it and that's that and it can be carried on indefinitely, no. It's very
precarious and changing all the time. It's almost like sort of balls balancing, you know, at
the top of a fountain, they can fall off any minute, so that perfection is very often just
achieved very momentarily, and maybe you're not very sure which is the actual point of
perfection, it's shifting and changing all the time, you know, especially when you've got
such a vast and complex thing as a whole culture, a whole Buddhist civilization. Which
is its richest point? Where? It's difficult to say. It's just like, say, with Christian civilization
in Europe. Where was it richest? Where was it truest? You know? Was it with the early
Christians in the catacombs? Or the time, you know, of the hermits and the desert fa-
thers? Or was it, you know, in the early medieval monasteries? Or did you find it among
the Franciscans or Troubadours? | mean, where was the truest flowering of the Chris-
tian spirit? It's very difficult to say. They all have their appeal, and the same way with
Buddhism.

Vajradaka: It's so easy to get caught when the balls have been on top of the fountain
and they've sort of sparkled and they've been wonderful, you know, and then all of a
sudden they fall off and things change, you say, 'ouch’, you know, 'lost it', you know, and
be all sad, but really there isn't ...

S: And you'd like to sort of freeze the fountain and just have the balls there and ...
Vajradaka: Yes. Yes. (laughing)

S: (unclear) all the time, but if you freeze it, it ceases to be a fountain.

Vajradaka: Right. (pause)

S: All right, let's go on to "The Original Meaning of Mahayana."

"The term Mahayana was first used to designate the highest principle, or being, or

knowledge, of which the universe with all its sentient and non-sentient beings is a mani-
festation, and through which only they can attain final salvation (moksa or nirvana)."



S: This is not quite correct I'm afraid. Suzuki is basing himself on Asvaghosha and on
'The Awakening of Faith', and he's accepting rather uncritically, as was generally ac-
cepted then, the belief that the 'Awakening of Faith' was an Indian document, translated
into Chinese; an Indian document which was actually written by Asvaghosha, the poet
Asvaghosha, and which appeared about the first century of the Christian era. Scholars
now know that it is practically certain that it was composed in China, and that it is much
later than the first century; that it's | think, fifth century at the earliest; and it's true that
the term [18] Mahayana does occur there, not as the name of a school but a principle,
but you can't therefore say that that was the original meaning of the term Mahayana, so
we have to correct Suzuki here. But in a way it doesn't matter very much because what
he says is sort of broadly true out of historical context. So let's carry on.

"Mahayana was not the name given to any religious doctrine, nor had it anything to do
with doctrinal controversy, though later it was so utilised by the progressive party."

S: This is not in fact so. Anyway, carry on.

"Asvaghosha, the first Mahayana expounder known to us, living about the time of
Christ,"

S: This, of course, is not correct. Suzuki is taking Asvaghosha, that is to say as the ex-
pounder or author of the 'Awakening of Faith' and as living at that time, as | said, we
now know that that isn't so.

"used the term in his religio-philosophical book called 'Discourse on the Awakening of
Faith in the Mahayana' as synonymous with Bhutatathata, or Dharmakaya, the highest
principle of Mahayanism."

S: Yes. The title of the book is, 'Discourse on the Awakening of Faith in the Mahayana',
so the awakening of faith with which Asvaghosa is concerned is not faith in the Mahay-
ana school of Buddhism as distinct from the Hinayana school, but faith in the ultimate
principle, which he calls 'the Great Way'. This corresponds more to the Chinese 'Great
Tao' than it does to the Sanskrit 'Mahayana', but Asvaghosa, that is to say, the author of
the 'Awakening of Faith', is in fact not a first century AD Indian author coming right at the
beginning of the Mahayana development. He's much more likely to be a fifth-century
Chinese author coming rather near the end of the Mahayana development. So we can't
say, therefore, with Suzuki, basing ourselves on the 'Awakening of Faith', that the term
'Mahayana' was originally used as the name of a principle and not as a name of a
school. This isn't correct. Though it is, of course, correct that within the Mahayana tradi-
tion generally they're concerned. Well Mahayana means the whole sort of spirit of ap-
proach to Enlightenment rather than a particular school as distinct from another school.

Devamitra: I'm a little bit confused here. Was the name of the author of 'The Awakening
of Faith' Asvaghosa but possibly a Chinese sort of monk of that name, or wasi it ...



S: No. What scholars generally agree now, although they're not completely unanimous,
is that the 'Awakening of Faith' was composed in China, probably in the fifth century. It
was supposed, before that, to have been the work of the first century, composed in
Sanskrit, by Asvaghosa, the great poet. It isn't suggested that the monk who composed
it in China was called Asvaghosa and became subsequently confused, no. We don't
know of any such monk called Asvaghosa in China. But, to begin with, we don't know of
any Sanskrit text of 'The Awakening of Faith'. It's never quoted by any Indian author of
any period. So, also from internal evidence, scholars have worked out that it is a Chi-
nese product. There are quite a few of these Chinese works which are described as
translations from Sanskrit which are, in fact, Chinese compositions, often of great bril-
liance and originality and profundity, and the 'Awakening of Faith'is one of these. If you
believe that the 'Awakening of Faith' is translated from the Sanskrit and belongs to the
first century AD then you can take statements that it contains as evidence for the state
of Indian Mahayana in the first century AD, but if it's a Chinese work of the fifth century
AD, then you can't use it for evidence about Mahayana Buddhism in India in that way.
So it's true that in the 'Awakening of Faith' the word 'Mahayana' means 'the Ultimate
Principle', but that is how it is understood in fifth-century China. You can't say that be-
cause it's found in the 'Awakening of Faith', that was how it was understood in first-
century India. So it isn't really correct to say that first of all [19] as exemplified in the
'Awakening of Faith', Indian Mahayana, the term 'Mahayana' meant 'first principle', only
afterwards became the name of a school. This is not correct. It seems to have been the
name of a school or movement or an attitude from the beginning, but not in a narrow
sectarian sense. So Suzuki's sort of writing 'principle’, though technically and historically
he isn't.

"He likened the recognition of, and faith in this highest being and principle into a con-
veyance which will carry us safely across the tempestuous ocean of birth and death to
the eternal shore of Nirvana."

"Soon after him, however, the controversy between the two schools of Buddhism, con-
servatives and progressionists as we might call them, became more and more pro-
nounced; and when it reached its climax, which was most probably in the times of Na-
garjuna and Aryadeva, i.e., a few centuries after Asvaghosa, the progressive party in-
geniously invented the term Hinayana in contrast to Mahayana, the latter having been
adopted by them as the watchword of their own school."

S: So what Suzuki says regarding Nagarjuna (?) is quite correct. It isn't preceded by As-
vaghosa and his more spiritual understanding of the word 'Mahayana', because that in
fact didn't take place then. It's a later Chinese development.

"The Hinayanists and the Tirthakas then were sweepingly condemned by the Mahay-
anists as inadequate to achieve a universal salvation of sentient beings."

S: Tirthakas. There's a note to that. Let's read that too. "Followers of any religious sects
other than Buddhism. The term is sometimes used in a contemptuous sense, like hea-



then by Christians." It's not only used by the Mahayanists, this term. It's used by the Hi-
nayanists too. It's used even in Pali. The tirthaka is literally a 'ford-maker'.

Vajradaka: A ford?

S: Yes, a ford. You know what a ford is? Yes? So you know it is connected with the id-
iom of, you know, crossing to the other shore. So a tirthaka is a person who makes a
ford to help you cross to the other shore; or attempts to make, but it is a term for one
who doesn't really succeed in making but only purports to make. In other words almost
what we could call a sort of false teacher or someone who starts a tradition that doesn't
really work. From the Buddhist point of view, psychotherapy or psychotherapists, as
such, are tirthakas. You know, they're ford-makers (unclear).

Devaraja: It seems - | mean, | may be wrong - but it seems that the use of the word
tirthaka' seems to derive from a certain kind of conflict between Buddhist schools and
Jain schools. Would that be correct?

S: No, because the Jains were only one of the schools that in the Buddha's day was de-
scribed as tirthaka. From the Buddhist point of view they were all tirthaka, but the Jains
took up this term in a positive and honorific sense, tirthankara, and applied it to their
own teachers. They are a lineage of Jinas(?). All right. Let's go to the next section then.
[20]

"Before the distinction ... (to end of para1) ... another name for class."

S: Yana as vehicle, not literally meaning 'class'. Three classes of vehicles really. But he
explains what these are, so let's go through them.

"The bodhisattva ... (to end of &2) ... for the sake of their fellow creatures."

S: 'Bodhi' isn't exactly intelligence, or even wisdom; it's something much more than that.
It's Enlightenment itself, and according to Suzuki, interpreting the Mahayana, it's reflec-
tion of the dharmakaya in the human soul. We won't discuss that now, that'll come up
later. So the bodhisattvas are those who direct all their spiritual energy towards realizing
and developing their own potential Enlightenment for the sake of their fellow creatures.
They're not concerned with their own individual Enlightenment. They want not only to
gain Enlightenment themselves, but to spark off others too, so that they, too, may be
able to gain Enlightenment. That's the bodhisattva class, as it were.

"The pratyekabuddha ... (to end of para3) ... lacks love for mankind."

S: There's a bit of a difficulty here, a bit of a conflict, mainly traceable to terms. Suppose
you say, well, after all, a pratyekabuddha is after all a Buddha, and however he might
have gained Enlightenment, a pratyekabuddha technically is one who gains Enlighten-
ment without a teacher and doesn't have disciples after gaining Enlightenment; but he is
a Buddha, he is Enlightened, so how could he be cold, impassive, egotistic, etc? It's as



though it's a contradiction in terms, it's quite ridiculous. So this raises the question of the
who or what is this pratyekabuddha. He's a very mysterious figure. He sort of flits in and
out of the pages of ancient Buddhist literature. You never see him around in modern
times or historical times, but nobody seems to know exactly who or what he is. So who
is this pratyekabuddha? Anybody got any ideas? Or any thoughts on the subject?

Nagabodhi: Is he a figment in the imagination of the unenlightened mind?

S: No, | don't think it's quite like that except perhaps in the sense that everything is a
figment in the unenlightened mind. Maybe (drowned in laughter) too broadly.

Mangala: Does he represent an attitude which a disciple may have in his pursuit of En-
lightenment?

S: No. Well he's a Buddha.

Devaraja: Well in a sense it's a reference, surely, to the Buddha's Enlightenment before
Brahmasahampati asked him to ...

S: Yes, you could say that.

Devaraja: ... which the Buddha was completely Enlightened, and he thought it would be
too difficult to communicate this teaching.

S: But why do you think that? In that case some Buddhas are sort of open to the sug-
gestion of Brahmasahampatis and others, apparently, are not.

Vajradaka: It's a matter of merit.
S: Ah, yes; that's getting quite interesting, and in a sense, close. Yes? Hmm? (laughter)

Devamitra: Well, it sounds as if it's somebody in whom wisdom is fully developed and
yet there's no experience of compassion. Yet how can you have the two ...

S: How can you? Yes. Right. What you say is connected with number three class, that
is, the shravaka. It's lack of equipment, which is produced by your punya. The lack of a
medium. You know, you've got it all here, but you just can't put it across. [21] You
haven't, perhaps, got the intellectual equipment, or the cultural equipment, or even a
sort of know-how, even psychological, and all that is comprised under the term 'punya’.
You've got jnana but you haven't got punya.

Vajradaka: Jnana means wisdom?
S: Yes, whereas the fully enlightened Buddha, especially according to the Mahayana

tradition, has got full jnana and full punya, so he's not only in possession of knowledge
and wisdom and Enlightenment, but he is able to put them across properly. It isn't quite



that, no. What it really seems to be is - well, it seems to be arising out of a double use of
terms. You see, in very early Buddhism, or very early on in the days of Buddhism, terms
were used which were in general currency. Obviously, | mean, there couldn't be any
other way. Those terms were first of all used more or less in the contemporary sense:
the sense that they bore for other people. But some of them developed in course of time
a specifically Buddhist meaning which differed from the general meaning. For instance,
the word 'Buddha’ itself. The word 'Buddha' originally meant just a wise man. But even-
tually it came to mean the Enlightened man. So there are some Buddhist texts which
use the word 'Buddha' just in the ordinary way: the wise man does this, the wise man
doesn't do that. But also other texts, other passages even in the same text, use the
word 'Buddha' in the full Buddhist sense: one who has attained the ultimate reality. Now
'pratyekabuddha’ seems to be a term - pratyekabuddha, 'the privately enlightened one' -
leftover from this very early stage when the term Buddha was used more or less in the
ordinary sense. Just 'the solitary wise man'; he's the sort of rishi of Hinduism, who just
lives in the forest by himself, quietly, rather ascetically, and doesn't bother much about
ordinary people. Now if you've got in your scriptures 'a pratyekabuddha', and if, mean-
while, the word 'Buddha' has changed it's significance, and you've got no conception of
the historical development of language - and after all this whole question of historical
development is very late, very recent, very western - then what are you to do? Well, you
can only surmise that, well, a pratyekabuddha is a 'privately Enlightened one', and so
you're left with a bit of a conundrum. Hm? And we often get this in the history of relig-
ions, that if we understand things in the terms of historical development we can solve
many puzzles. So actually, strictly speaking, from a Buddhist standpoint, there's no such
thing as a pratyekabuddha. The whole thing is contradictory and nonsensical. But clas-
sical Buddhists don't understand this because they lacked the key in the form of the un-
derstanding of historical development. This is only the old Indian rishi reappearing, you
know. It's an artificial problem, really. There's no such thing. But if you are systematizing
Mahayana Buddhism, you've got this term 'pratyekabuddha’ in your text and you don't
know that 'Buddha' did mean once upon a time just a wise man, well, what are you to
do? You have to have a third kind of Enlightened person; which makes nonsense of
Buddhism, in a way. Someone who is cold and egotistic and without compassion, but
who is Enlightened? What nonsense. But you couldn't say that. But we can say it now
because we can understand how the whole thing happened.

Vajradaka: Is it generally understood?

S: No, itisn't. There are lots of Buddhists who are still puzzling over who is a pratyeka-
buddha. And Theosophists too: they've got a curious theory: that say that the pratyeka-
buddha is on the administrative ray, not the teaching ray, and he is concerned with the
spiritual administration of the universe. The Theosophists are rather keen on organizing
the universe and they have got a sort of divine or spiritual bureaucracy, and the prat-
yekabuddha is on this. He's sort of working behind the scenes, in this sort of way. Well,
it's quite ingenious, and in a way, plausible. The Tibetans have got a theory that there's
a particular kind of pratyekabuddha who doesn't teach, no, not verbally, but he teaches
through magical transformations, and they are trying to make some sort of sense out of
this traditional teaching of traditional terms. And that is also quite good: why should



teaching be just verbal, it can also be through signs, miracles, and so on and so forth.
Symbolical. [22]

Devamitra: Couldn't it also just be through sheer presence?

S: Yes, it could be that, but then we have that in the form of the Buddha too. The Bud-
dha often just sat there; didn't say anything. So, really, as | said, from the Buddhist point
of view, taking into account these historical considerations, there is no such Buddhist
entity as a pratyekabuddha Buddha. | mean, in the course of Buddhist history, do you
find ever someone aspiring to be a pratyekabuddha? Do you hear of a pratyekabud-
dha? Never! It's always in the remote legendary Indian past, you know? And these are
the old rishis, really.

Lokamitra: You wouldn't hear of them, because no one would know about them if they
had no ...

S: Well, the Buddha would know. So when the Buddha is relating Jataka stories he re-
fers to pratyekabuddhas, so that's what they were, presumably: just the old rishi-like fig-
ures.

Vajradaka: | had a friend who really considered himself that he was going to be a prat-
yekabuddha, and then he went off and lived up in Scotland or (unclear)

S: Well, someone, nowadays, who wanted to be a pratyekabuddha wouldn't be a Bud-
dhist, because, you know, the whole idea of a pratyekabuddha really contradicts the
spirit of Buddhism. You can have wisdom and Enlightenment without compassion? |
mean, how ridiculous! Whatever might be your misunderstandings before you get there,
when you get there, perhaps to your surprise, now that you are Enlightened you are
also compassionate. Maybe you didn't expect it, but surely it will be there, you know,
once you are Enlightened. You can't possibly hold on to an Enlightenment without com-
passion. Whether you teach verbally or not - that's another matter, that's a question of
what is appropriate.

Mangala: The term 'Buddha' existed before 'pratyekabuddha'?

S: Well it was a general Indian term taken over by the Buddhists, and it first of all meant
just a wise man, and the Buddhists gradually sort of upgraded the term until it meant
someone who was Enlightened in the full sense.

Lokamitra: So where in the Lotus Sutra, in the parable of the Burning House, when he
talks of the three vehicles, one of which is the pratyekabuddha-yana, it's more than just
saying there are these three yanas but this one is the best; it's a real trumpet-blast of
saying this is beyond any sort of idea of a wise man you may have had; it's something
way, way above.



S: Yes. Yes. But of course if you take the term literally, the pratyekabuddha isn't just a
wise man, he's an Enlightened man, and then of course you get into difficulties theologi-
cally, in explaining how your Buddha can be sort of cold, egotistic, impassive, and lack-
ing in love for all mankind. | mean, what sort of Buddha is that? Even the wretched
shravaka isn't like that! Anyway, let's go and see what is meant by shravaka.

"The shravaka, ... (the whole of paragraph 4, to) ... his mediocre intellect."

S: Of course you must also bear in mind that all the Mahayanists are also shravakas,
hmm? | mean, you realize this? Because they are following the tradition of the existing
Buddha. Yes? So one would have to say then that even all the Mahayanists are of me-
diocre intellect, which is obviously not true. But there is a very important thing to be
borne in mind here, that is, that to make for the first time a really great spiritual discov-
ery is a tremendously difficult thing, hm? | mean, even in other spheres of knowledge,
using the word 'other' very analogically. For instance, quite a few people could under-
stand what Newton discovered about the theory of gravitation, some might even under-
stand what Einstein discovered [23] about relativity, but could they have discovered it for
themselves? And they may not be people of mediocre intellect at all, they may be peo-
ple of great intellectual penetration, even genius, but short of that. So it's just the same
with the Buddha. At a time when the path to reality is not known, it doesn't just take
someone with an extra powerful intellect to discover that way, to get in touch with that
ultimate spiritual principle; it requires far more than that and it is only someone who is
absolutely exceptional who can make that complete breakthrough.

And then, after he has made it, well, he can communicate that to others. It isn't just a
case of telling them about it, there's his actual presence and all that that means to spark
them off. Maybe they aren't very far behind, but certainly there's no disgrace in being a
shravaka, and you need not be of mediocre intellect in the ordinary sense. | mean,
Sariputta was a shravaka. He wasn't of mediocre intellect, nor was Moggallana, nor
were any of the earlier disciples. And one can even say that the Mahayana great think-
ers themselves were shravakas in the sense that they were following the teaching laid
down by Gotama the Buddha. Of course, in the Mahayana sutras, yes, but they didn't
think it all out for themselves. So, strictly speaking, Mahayanists are not bodhisattvas. A
bodhisattva would be one who would be voyaging in some remote world all by himself,
having been inspired by some Buddha millions of lives before and working his way to-
wards Buddhahood in some distant world millions of lives ahead. Even the Mahayanists
aren't bodhisattvas in that sense. Even Mahayanists are shravakas in a way. They don't
find it all out for themselves, they get it from sutras, from the teachings of Buddhas, from
their own gurus, and so on. So, in a sense, everybody's a shravaka. So we mustn't take
this too literally. This is a bit, I'm afraid, almost of Mahayana sectarianism creeping in, or
even Japanese Buddhist sectarianism, and | think Suzuki himself is being a bit naive
here, and we can't take what he says at all literally.

Devamitra: In a sense, | mean, Gotama was a shravaka in previous lives.

S: Right. Yes.



Devamitra: So that nobody's excluded from the sravakayana.
S: At some stage or other of their career; right.

Lokamitra: He gives the impression that, in that paragraph - maybe it's just his clumsy
way - that it is a matter of the intellect.

S: Almost he does, yes, you're quite right.

Lokamitra: Whereas in the previous paragraph he's just ... he's condemning that atti-
tude.

S: | think he's using the word 'intellect' very loosely. Again, it's his loose terminology. And
he's very loose in his terminology, very often. Of course, in European thought, the word
intellect’ has got a very respectable history. It's been grossly debased, you know, in
modern times. 'Intellect’ originally meant the supra-individual higher faculty for the ap-
prehension of truth. It didn't mean just rational thought. Even the word 'reason' meant
something like intellect, a supra-individual faculty, which was in direct contact with the
truth, and Kant initiated a distinction between what he called the reason and what he
called the understanding. The understanding, as he called i, is what, roughly, we now
call intellect, or reason, and we just haven't got a term for that higher faculty at all now. It
has dropped out of our vocabulary. At best we say intuition, which is very ambiguous
and very unsatisfactory. So you could, if you take the word 'intellect' in its original sense,
well, Suzuki's OK, but it wouldn't be taken by the average reader.

Vajradaka: So, to go back over the meaning of 'intellect’, it's a supra-individual [24] fac-
ulty in communication with the truth?

S: Or capable of comprehending the truth, or for the apprehension of the truth. I'm being
very approximate and general. You could look it up in a good dictionary, but that is
roughly what it was.

Devaraja: Well, would (unclear) be a better phrase than intuitive wisdom? (unclear) the
current, er, sort of ...

S: Intuitive wisdom, hmm. Or simply fall back on capitals.
Vajradaka: Yes. Right.

S: Wisdom with a capital W. That's probably the best we can do. It is a great pity that
this word 'intellect' has become so debased.

Devaraja: Well - I'm just interested in clarifying terms, really - what do you think would
be a correct use of the word 'intuition', or understanding of the word 'intuition'?



S: Oh, | don't know. | think the word 'intuition' is so - well, again, there is a technical use.
Kant, if | remember rightly - | may not be quite correct here, but if | remember rightly -
Kant uses the word 'intuition' for direct apprehension of something which does not re-
quire demonstration. For instance, if | say two and two make four, you can understand
this directly. Kant would say that it is intuitive. In other words, without going through any
rational process. But this is not on that higher intellectual level. Yes?

Devaraja: This is still rooted in individual experience.

S: Yes, but it is direct. It is not mediated by any rational process. You don't go through
any steps. It is direct and immediate. This is what he would call intuitive knowledge.
Yes? Or when, for instance, you perceive something, it's intuitive. Huh? This is the older
usage of the term.

Devaraja: Yes. There's not a sort of a logical process gone through to perceive it.

S: No. And it isn't sort of going through the logical process more quickly than usual; it
isn't even that. But nowadays, you know, the whole word, again, has become debased
and ambiguous. You know, we speak of feminine intuition, which is very often, you
know, just looking at things in a novel sort of angle. Maybe just that. Or sometimes we
use the word 'intuition' in the sense of a sort of telepathic picking up of something. Yes?
But the classical usage, sort of up to and including the time of Kant is this. But | won't be
really sure of the exact definition, but it is roughly something like that.

Mamaki: | suppose it's because we don't have any particular regard for this in the eve-
ryday world that we haven't got a word that we can use that means just precisely that.

S: Right. Yes.

Mamaki: This was something that Eliot was worried about, wasn't it? T.S. Eliot. That if
you start losing the words of things, and words becoming imprecise. You've lost your
tools, then. [25]

S: Yes. Right. Yes. It's almost like having a sort of very rough instrument, which could be
a hammer and which could be a screw-driver, but doesn't particularly serve either pur-
pose very well. (laughter) You could, with a great deal of effort; knock a nail in with it,
and you might even sort of drive a screw in with it, but you couldn't knock in a very small
nail, or screw in a very delicate screw. It's a bit like that.

Devaraja: There seems to be a general sort of degeneration. | remember the Buddha
saying his sasana would degenerate. Well, it seems to happen like with our language
and everything. It seems to be always happening like that process.

S: Well, you see, it's mainly because of the decay of Christianity. | mean, in Christian
philosophy these terms are there, and they are used very precisely, and they are used
in theological seminaries by Catholic theologians even now. They use the word 'intellect'



in its full traditional sense, but then, so far as ordinary speech is concerned, ordinary
terminology, Christianity just is out, so we don't use the terms of that translation and we
haven't replaced them by anything.

Devaraja: Perhaps that should be ... really one of our functions is to restore a correct
and precise usage of these terms.

S: But again, we have to be very careful because we don't want to restore with their
Christian connotations. For instance, in Buddhism, the distinction is very clear between
praja and viyana. Vijana is not so much 'consciousness', it's this whole rational-cum-
conceptual level of knowledge and understanding, and praja is the more intellectual in
the original sense. And it's the same, you know, with our sort of classification of the hu-
man being. In traditional western thought - that is Platonic, Neoplatonic and even Chris-
tian Catholic, afterwards - there is a threefold classification of man into body, soul, and
spirit. Well, spirit has been sort of dropped out, or [become] equated with soul, and
you've just got body and soul. Then you become rather doubtful about soul and think it
might be just a product of body, and you are virtually left with body, and your terminol-
ogy reflects that. So what at are you to do? So, as Buddhists, we are in quite a different
position. It might be good if we just used the Sanskrit terms for a while, or reliable Eng-
lish equivalents: speak of praja or wisdom with a capital W in the sense of praja, or
knowledge with a capital K in the sense of jnana, and so on.

Vajradaka: Will we be going into praja and vijana later on in this book?

S: I should think we shall, if we get a move on. | think, really, to be quite frank, this
whole classification of the bodhisattva, the pratyekabuddha, and the shravaka is rather
academic. It doesn't really relate to Buddhist life at all and it's a pity that it's embedded
in some of the scriptures. | think we just really need to scrap it. | mean it never comes
up in our own sort of discussions or anything of that sort, does it? Not as a live issue, at
all. If anything, people sort of read about it in a book and then get all confused. We have
to deal with it then, but it's really quite irrelevant, this classification, | feel. It's part of, you
know, just lumber that has come down to us from the past due to a misunderstanding,
and it's not very much use to us. All right. Let's carry on.

"To a further elucidation of bodhisattvahood and its important bearings in Mahayana
Buddhism, we devote a special chapter below." [26]

S: The whole conception of bodhisattvahood, just by itself and on its own merits, is of
tremendous importance. But bodhisattva, as distinguished from pratyekabuddha, as dis-
tinguished from shravaka: this threefold classification isn't at all helpful. If anything, it's
confusing.

"For Mahayanism is no more than the Buddhism of bodhisattvas,"

S: In a way this is true, in a way.



"while the pratyekabuddhas and the shravakas are considered by Mahayanists to be
adherents of Hinayanism."

S: Yes. Well actually, in the Hinayana, whether you find any shravakas or not, you don't
find any pratyekabuddhas.

"Mahayana Buddhism defined. We can now form a somewhat definite notion ... (two
sentences) ... intellectual endowments could be saved."

S: Hmm. | don't quite like the word 'saved', but anyway, that's again just, you know, ter-
minology, the English language.

"Let us be satisfied ... (to end of paral) ... in the pages that follow."
S: All right. Carry on then.

"It may not be out of place ... central Asiatic nations,"

S: He means, | think, South-East Asian nations.

"and whose literature is principally written ... (o part way through the third sentence) ...
at the sacrifice of its true spirit, but ..."

S: Suzuki seems to do that a little bit.

Devaraja: Just a point - | read the other day, or | seem to remember reading, that the
actual language that the Buddha spoke was probably Prakrit. Is that true? And that Pali
is really not even the original language of the ...

S: No. The position here is a bit complex. The Buddha spoke Magadhi when he was in
Magadha, and apparently Koselese when he was in Kosala. You know, he used the
vernacular of his time and place. Pali is not, strictly speaking, the name of a language at
all. The word 'Pali' means a row, a row of letters, the text, hmm? Now the commentators
of the Theravadin scriptures refer to 'it is written in the Pali', or 'according to the Pali',
meaning 'the text', as distinct from their commentary, but Western scholars took it to
mean the name of a language, or started using it as the name of a language, just be-
cause that was convenient, and that is what it now means. It means the language in
which the Theravadin scriptures are written, hmm? Still, if it isn't Pali, then the question
arises then what is that language? Most scholars now believe that the recension of the
scriptures that we find handed down by the Theravadins originated in north-western In-
dia and reflect the dialect there of about the time of Asoka. There were four main can-
ons handed down in the Hinayana. There was a Sanskrit canon, which was handed
down by the Sarvastivadins, that is, a Sanskrit version of the same sort of material that
we find in the Pali scriptures, handed down by the Sarvastivadins and much of it subse-
quently taken up into the Mahayana and becoming part of their scriptures. Then there
was an Apabhramsa version or recension, a Pisachi version or recension, and the one



that we call Pali. I'm not sure whether there was a Prakrit one. | think Apabhramsa and
Prakrit are very roughly the same, but you couldn't say, except in the very broadest
sense, that the language of what we call Pali scriptures is Prakrit. You could say that
only when you use the word 'Prakrit', as sometimes it is used, simply to characterize all
the dialects which are not classical Sanskrit. [27] But then it would apply to Pisachi and
Apabhramsa too. So 'Prakrit' is too broad, really. So you can say that the Theravada
scriptures are based on the version of the teaching, presumably an oral version, circu-
lating in north-western India around the time of Asoka. Now what makes scholars think
that? They've got clues in Asoka's inscriptions, and the inscriptions are in local dialects
all around India, and the dialect of the Pali canon, as we call it, seems to be closet to
the dialect of those inscriptions in the north-western area. So: a little piece of scholarly
detective work. That's just the broad outline of it, it's much, much more complex than
that but this is broadly the conclusion, broadly the position. All right, let's carry on.

"but the reader must not think that this work has anything to do with those complica-
tions. In fact, Mahayanism professes to be a boundless ocean in which all forms of
thought and faith can find it's congenial and welcome home; ..."

S: Hmm. I'm rather doubtful about this. | think he's going a bit too far in that Mahayanis-
tic direction: 'all forms of thought and faith'? Well, not unassimilated, surely. And some, |
think, just couldn't be assimilated; would have to be rejected.

"why then should we make it militate against its own fellow doctrine, Hinayanism?"

S: True enough. | think here we had better pause for tea... (tea happens) ... Who is
next?

"Is the Mahayana Buddhism the Genuine Teaching of the Buddha? What is generally
known ... (to end of sentence) ... of the teachings of the Buddha."

S: This applies more to the English-speaking orientalists, not to the continental ones.
"They insisted ... (to end of sentence) ... degenerated form of Buddhism."

S: There are very few Western scholars now, if any, who would adopt this approach.
Maybe in the Theravada countries, but certainly not in the West.

Vajradaka: Is Maurice O'Connell Walshe still one of those?
S: Yes, but you couldn't regard him as a scholar; he hasn't published anything of a
scholarly nature. | mean historians of Buddhism, for instance. No one would adopt this

limited approach now; it's quite unthinkable.

"Owing to these unfortunate hypotheses ... (to end of paragraph) ... prejudiced."



S: This is a bit out of date now. | mean the main authority, the one that most people
would have access to, and is being reprinted, is Edward Conze, and he certainly draws
upon all sources, and | think every other scholar now who is writing. So we can see that
there has been a great improvement since the time when Suzuki wrote this book. All
right, let's carry on.

We might even feel that he is rather labouring the case, but when he wrote these things
they really needed to be written, really needed to be said; they were quite new, and it is
partly because of the influence of this book, and Suzuki himself in general, that there is
a broader attitude on the part of scholars. [28]

"No Life Without Growth. This is very unfair on the part of the critics ... (to end of first
paragraph) ... to the surrounding conditions)"

S: Yes. What Suzuki says is substantially correct, but | think we have to be rather wary
of this organic analogy. For instance - there is the organic analogy as applied to the
state, to civilization: that it's like an organism, that it grows and develops and gets old
and declines. This is only an analogy, and a very dubious one at that. The same with
religions: to think of them in collective terms as organisms, which are of course living,
and that they must grow and develop because they are organisms: this a rather shaky
sort of argument. It isn't really quite like that. Even though, yes, substantially, what he
says is correct, the mode of expression, using this analogy of the organism, with regard
to Mahayana in general, or religion in general, isn't really satisfactory. It's certainly open
to criticism. But | think we need not go into that in detail because we take his point, in
general.

"Take, for example, Christianity ... (to end of paragraph) ... coming kingdom."

S: Well, some would, and they seem to be growing rather stronger these days. It just
goes to show.

"Again, think of Jesus' view on marriage and social life ... (to end of paragraph) ... about
two thousand years ago."

S: | think the comparison, or the parallel, is clear enough.

"The same mode of reasoning holds good ... (for 3 sentences) ... Roman, Babylonian,
Egyptian, and other pagan thoughts?"

S: Obviously, of course, it isn't just an amalgamation. This isn't a very happy word, and
certainly Mahayana Buddhism isn't an amalgamation. It is more a question of Suzuki's
‘assimilative energy' that he was talking about earlier on. That's a much more happy ex-
pression.

"In fact every healthy and energetic religion is historical, in the sense that ... (to end of
paragraph) ... copy of the prototype."



S: Hmm. What do you feel about this comparison between the Mahayana and Christian-
ity in this sort of way? It's probably not very relevant nowadays, because Christianity it-
self is in such a different position from what it was in at the beginning of the century.

Vajradaka: | don't feel very happy about it.
S: Well, in what way?

Vajradaka: Well, | feel that the way that he, this last sentence particularly, how it seems
almost to infer that it's important that the ... how Christianity is now should be a faithful

copy of the prototype, or that should resemble some of the original importance and es-
sence and spirit, whereas | think with Mahayanism that the spirit is there still, or now.

S: Hmm. Yes, it's as though - you know, speaking entirely as a non-Christian - | feel, on
the whole, that the spirit of Christianity is more with Catholicism and, you know, the or-
thodox church, rather than with the extreme Protestant sects that profess to go, you
know, right straight back to Jesus and the New Testament or Bible in general. Of
course, he was writing in America, and the book was, as far as | recollect, published
originally in America, which was then mainly Protestant, so it is, you know, a bit of an
argument from that sort of a point of view. It's as though the people that he was ad-
dressing would be Protestants, mainly, and thinking that they represented the original
Christianity, more or less, and perhaps he was a bit influenced by that. He lived for
many years in America and wrote this book there.

Lokamitra: He seems to be trying to appeal to those people throughout the book, [29]
especially talking about the dharmakaya and perhaps giving way a bit too much.

Vajradaka: Hmm, yes.

S: Hmm, yes, maybe. But he had to get a hearing, of course, for Mahayana Buddhism
at all, you know, and no one had really considered it seriously perhaps. This was cer-
tainly the first serious book in English on the Mahayana as a whole. All right, we need
not waste too much time over this sort of comparison, because it is a bit out of date and,
you know, doesn't really mean very much to us, and isn't likely to be helpful to anyone,
you know, who comes into contact with us. Anyway, carry on.

"Mahayanism a Living Faith. So with Mahayanism. Whatever changes it has made dur-
ing its historical evolution, its spirit and central ideas are all those of its founder."

S: This is, of course, very true. You know, sunyata, so developed and expanded, not just
as an idea but as an experience, by the Mahayanist, but it's there in the original teach-
ing, as far as we can make out. The conditioned co-production, karma, the mind, medi-
tation: all these things are there. All the ... | mean, the spirit is there, and the central
ideas in Mahayana Buddhism are certainly all those of the founder, though greatly de-
veloped.



"The question whether or not it is genuine entirely depends on our interpretation of the

term 'genuine’. If we take it to mean the lifeless preservation of the original (S: i.e. origi-
nal form) we should say that Mahayanism is not the genuine teaching of the Buddha ...
(to the end of paragraph) ... the significance of Mahayanism."

S: This is the least that he's sort of asking for, that those who desire to have a complete
survey of Buddhism cannot ignore the significance of Mahayanism. Certainly no one
would ignore it any longer, so he has gained his point, which certainly needed to be
gained in those days.

"It is naught but idle talk ... (to end of paragraph) ... the genuine teaching of the Bud-
dha?" (general laughter)

S: There are one or two points here. One is, of course, that, institutionally speaking, and
culturally speaking, since Suzuki's day the Mahayana has lost a great deal of its influ-
ence and tremendous changes have taken place. In Suzuki's day, China was much
more Buddhist than it is today. Suzuki was writing in the last days of the old Chinese
empire and | think even in Japan great changes have taken place. Japan is now a fully
industrialized, [30] not to say over-industrialized, nation. | think Buddhism is being
squeezed into odd nooks and corners, like Kyoto and Nara and so on. And of course
Tibet has been completely overrun and there's very little of Buddhism left there it
seems. Burma is under a sort of semi-socialist government. Of course Burma is Thera-
vadin. So, generally speaking, Buddhism, and especially the Mahayana, has lost a great
deal of, one can't say of its spiritual influence - presumably that is there, somewhere -
but certainly of its cultural influence and accessibility in the course of this century. So a
very great change has taken place since Suzuki's day.

As for the final rhetorical question, "What does it matter, then, whether or not Mahay-
anism is the genuine teaching of the Buddha?' I think it does. | don't think we can dis-
miss it quite so lightly as that, even though we do, you know, fully agree with Suzuki's
general conclusion. We do want to know whether we are getting the genuine article,
even though we are quite prepared to examine what is meant by 'genuine’, and have
the 'genuinely genuine' and not the 'ungenuinely genuine', huh? (sounds of amusement)
In other words, have the spirit of Buddhism, not just the letter, and if the Mahayana does
go back to the Buddha and does faithfully represent the spirit of the Buddha, well, it's
genuine and we need not quibble about that. But it does matter that we have the genu-
ine, but it must be the real genuine, not the factitiously genuine. All right, on we go then.

"Here is an instance ... (for two sentences) ... through various stages of development
like theirs."

S: Of course it is a fact that Protestants condemn Catholics, just as Theravadins con-
demn Mahayanists, and in much the same sort of way, on much the same sorts of
grounds.



Vajradaka: | think it's still quite popular among Christian theology classes dealing with
Buddhism to seriously distort the teaching. | came across an example recently. | was
talking to a theology student. | couldn't recognize what he called Buddhism. (Sounds of
agreement from Devaraja, Mamaki, and S.)

S: Oh, ah, did you tell him this?
Vajradaka: Oh, yes.

S: Oh, good! (laughter) What did he say?
Vajradaka: He said, 'oh'. (more laughter)

S: Well, they very often say, of course, the poor Western Buddhist is at a disadvantage,
or you don't really understand it, you know. [31] That, you know, is the eastern Bud-
dhism that I'm concerned with, that you've given your own sort of Western version, you
know, which isn't true to Buddhism as it actually exists; you've given an idealized ver-
sion. They often say something like that. Did you have any further discussion or did that
terminate the conversation?

Vajradaka: We then went on to talk about ordination, and the comparison between the
way that we do it in the kalyana mitra system, and the way that they do it. He didn't want
to talk any more in that confronting way. | just told him |, you know, didn't like what he
had said, and didn't feel that it was true.

S: What did he in fact say, in substance?
Vajradaka: That the Buddhist completely destroys his will to live, his desire to live.

S: Well, yes and no. That's so ambiguous, isn't it? Yes? What do you mean by will to
live; what do you mean by destroy? Yes? Again, you're putting it in Western terms. |
mean, you could say, then, that the Buddha was one in whom the will to live was de-
stroyed. Hm? You could do. But, well, what was the Buddha doing? He didn't sort of sit
around all the time, he was sort of very sort of radiantly active, very positive, very crea-
tive.

Devaraja: Quite interesting. In Conze's commentary on the Heart Sutra, he talks about
how the bodhisattva substitutes the bodhicitta for the will to live.

S: Ah yes, right.
Vajradaka: Yes.
S: Well, you see, it's rather like the conclusion of Schopenhauer's 'World as Will and as

Idea'. He says, in effect - these are not his exact words, but more or less, he says - and
of course, you know, Schopenhauer believes in the negation of the will, the will to live,



and it's negation in what he calls 'nirvana' - and he says - in conclusion to this great
work, he says: for one to whom the will to live is everything, nirvana is nothing. Yes? So
if he thinks of the will to live in that way, it really means he's considering the will to live
as everything. If he's thinking of it as, you know, the negation of the will to live, as es-
sentially just negative, and thinking of Buddhism in those terms, he just is unable to see
beyond the negation of the will to live that there [32] is anything. | mean, with what do
you negate the will to live? Presumably it's an even stronger force. What is that force?
It's what we would call the bodhicitta.

Vajradaka: But he didn't see it in that way. He saw it as being nothing: a sort of black
death.

Devamitra: It's practically an annihilation of the interpretation of Buddhism.

S: Or you might say, you know, applying it to Christianity, well, you know, when sin has
been got rid of, well, what's left? You say that man is just, you know, completely sinful.
All right, you get rid of sin, you get rid of man. How negative! How dismissive! Hm? But
we know that would be a sort of caricature of the Christian position. This ... it's very ...
What was his sort of overall attitude? Do you think he was trying to understand and just
hadn't succeeded, or?

Vajradaka: | think he was at this Christian college and that it was part of his curriculum
to study all these different schools. He wasn't really interested. But they had some fa-
ther or padre or whatever there sort of just giving them and he wasn't really very inter-
ested. He was far more interested in knotty theological points about Christ.

S: Hmm, hmm. (pause)
Devaraja: Fair enough. (small laughter)
S: Fair enough, yes. (pause) All right, let's go on then.

"It is of no practical use ... (to end of paragraph and section) ... by some unenlightened
Buddhists themselves."

S: Hmm. | think we'd better be among the 'unenlightened Buddhists' because, you
know, if we are confronted by different forms of Buddhism, it is certainly a reasonable
thing to ask ourselves, well, you know, are they all genuine? Which is genuine? Which
is not genuine? What do we mean by genuine? | think we are quite entitled to ask this
question. But obviously, I think we'll, you know, we'll answer it according to, you know, a
'genuinely genuine' conception of what is genuine. And it may well be that we make up
our minds about some forms of what are historically Buddhism rather negatively. | mean
we may not be particularly enamoured of the Nichiren school. Dr Conze says quite
roundly that it just isn't Buddhism, that they've lost the spirit, they're so narrow, so doc-
trinaire, so dogmatic, that they cease to be Buddhists. Well we may conclude similarly;
that particular school or form of Buddhism is, in fact, not [33] genuinely Buddhist, even



though it calls itself such, and we want to have nothing to do with it. We may arrive at
that conclusion, hmm? Or may we arrive at the conclusion that one particular form is
more genuine than others in the sense that it more completely or more faithfully embod-
ies what, as far as we can see, is the spirit of Buddhism. So the question certainly isn't
nonsensical. | think he's going much too far in saying this. Any comment or query on
that? Anyone want to say anything? Or is it all obvious? (pause) All right, let's carry on,
then. "Some Misstatements about the Mahayana Doctrines." This is only going to be a
bit of historical interest, but anyway let's go through it because it's, in a way, quite illumi-
nating.

"Before entering fully into the subject proper of this work, let us glance over some erro-
neous opinions about the Mahayana doctrines which are held by some Western schol-
ars, and naturally by all uninitiated readers, who are the blind led by the blind."

S: Hmm. Very much so.

"It may not be altogether a superfluous work to give them a passing review in this chap-
ter and to show broadly what Mahayanism is not." (long pause)

S: Carry on then.
"Why injustice is done to Buddhism. ... (first paragraph)".

S: Carry on, then. | think this is all quite clear, quite well put. Perhaps it doesn't need to
be laboured.

"This strong general indictment (for two sentences) ... shall work on till the day of the
last judgement, if there ever be such a day."

S: You notice he is using the Christian idiom, but is not quite got comfortable with it.
(laughter)

"To see what these thoughts and sentiments are ... (to end of paragraph)."

"Examples of injustice. ... (the paragraph. And section)".

S: And as we've heard, Waddell is being reprinted, you know, so he's still around, and,
you know, doing, perhaps, a certain amount of harm. The other two gentlemen aren't
being reprinted, as far as | know. But of course, they might be. All right, let's see what
Monier-Williams [34] has to say.

"Monier Monier-Williams. ... (first paragraph.) ..."

S: He seems to confuse them with the devas who are quite happy in heaven and don't
want to develop further, not realizing that the bodhisattvas don't want to enter nirvana



just so that they can remain active on Earth, helping people. It's not a question of want-
ing perpetual residence in the heavens. Anyway, | think Suzuki deals with it sufficiently.

"This remark is so absurd ... (to end of paragraph.) ... all their efforts."

S: Well, we needn't say anything about that. (amused noises)

"This view of the Buddhist heaven as interpreted by Monier-Williams is nothing but the
conception of the Christian heaven coloured with paganism." (laughter) "Nothing is
more foreign ... (to end of the paragraph.) ..."

S: Anyway that disposes of Monier Monier-Williams. Now we come on to "Beal".
"Samuel Beal ... (to end of first paragraph) ... dharmakaya."

"Then, alluding to the Buddha's instruction ... (to end of second paragraph.)

"To interpret dharmakaya as the body of the law is quite adequate ... (for two sentences)
... Body of the Law has no meaning to them."

S: The expression 'dharmakaya’, by the way, is found in the Pali texts, but Theravadins
interpret it as the collection of the teaching contained in the Tipitika; they don't give it
any mystical or metaphysical significance.

"The idea is distinctly Mahayanistic ... (to end of paragraph. and section.)"

S: There's a whole chapter on the dharmakaya later on in the book, so we need not go
into it now.

"Waddell. Let us state ... (to end of paragraph.) ... in the background".

S: Hmm, right, carry on.

"And again: ... (to end of second paragraph.) ... which admitted of no definition".
Devaraja: What does "sophistic" mean?

S: "Sophistic" means pseudo-logical. You know, pretending to be logical, but in a tricky
sort of way: just going through the motions of being logical but not being truly logical.

Devaraja: A sort of dishonesty.
S: Yes. Of course, the word 'sophism' comes from the Sophists, the wise [35] men who

were teachers in Socrates' day, and most of them were exposed by Socrates, so nowa-
days sophistry means sort of pseudo-wisdom, or pseudo-reason, a false logic. Sophistic



means making some sort of show of logic, sort of to blind the eyes of the beholder, as it
were, but without any real substance or meaning in it. (pause) Let's go on, then.

"It may not be wrong ... (two sentences) ... to seek salvation through the intellect
alone?"

S: He used the word 'intellect' in the debased, modern sense.
Lokamitra: Is he referring to the Abhidhamma?
S: No. The Madhyamika.

"Could a religious system be called a nihilism ... (to end of paragraph.) ... neither void
nor not-void."

S: You see, the reference is, clearly, to Nagarjuna's Madhyamika, because it is that that
Waddell was originally referring to.

"l could cull some more ... (to end of paragraph) ... impartial judgements."

S: So you can see what Suzuki was up against at the beginning of the century, and why
this book really needed to be written, and why these things really needed to be said.
And, you know, there's a general air of misunderstanding still around even though mod-
ern scholarly books won't quite say the things that these three people said, but there's
quite often a subtle and even pseudo-scholarly distortion on the part of some people
who write about Buddhism, you know, with their own religious loyalties lurking in the
background. Well they're quite entitled to their own religious loyalties, but they do lead
them to distort and misrepresent Buddhism. | sometimes think that we have to be much
more militant about Buddhism in this sense, and challenge misrepresentations much
more vigorously than we have done in the past.

Devamitra: Could you give any examples?

S: Well, I'm thinking, for instance, like Professor Zaehner, who tries to prove that Bud-
dhism is only natural mysticism, not supernatural; that only Christianity, only Catholi-
cism, contains supernatural mysticism. You know? There's a tremendous sort of display
of learning and scholarship in this connection. In fact, 'all oriental religions - including
Vedanta, Buddhism, Taoism - are just natural mysticism. They never come in contact
with ultimate reality; only Christianity does that'. And he occupies the Spalding Chair of
eastern Philosophy and Religion at Oxford! You know, he [36] is in the same sort of po-
sition now that old Monier Monier-Williams was a hundred years ago. He also was an
Oxford Professor. And these people have the seats of authority - as it were - from the
establishment point of view, and what they say carries weight, is listened to! They are
the authorities; we are not the authorities on Buddhism, make no mistake about that(!)
The wretched miserable people who believe in Buddhism and try to practise it and un-
derstand it, they are not authorities on Buddhism(!) Someone who is not a Buddhist,



and has never tried to practise it, and does not believe in it, and who has studied it only
incidentally, he is the authority on Buddhism. And ninety-nine people out of a hundred
will take his word for what Buddhism says rather than yours, or even mine. We are
prejudiced because we are Buddhists(!) Yes, this is what they say! 'You're prejudiced
because you are a Buddhist, We are objective, we are scholars, we are impatrtial.'

Nagabodhi: A friend of mine wrote to get to Oxford to do his Ph.D. on mysticism and
shamanism under Zaehner, and, well, my friend was very sympathetic towards Bud-
dhism, and after a while his Ph.D. was reduced to an M.A., and finally Zaehner sent him
off to an anthropologist and wouldn't have anything to do with him. I've seen the first
draft of his thesis, and the thing | enjoyed was a note in the corner. My friend mentioned
Alan Watts at one point, and Zaehner wrote in the corner, 'What an authority!' (laughter)

S: Well if that's true, but then we could say, against Zaehner, 'What an authority," as far
as Buddhism is concerned. Tut.

Mamaki. A lot of the teachers of comparative religions are 'the reverend' someone or
other.

S: Hmm, yes, right.

Mamaki: | read one of these, doing a bit on Buddhism - this is some time back - but it
was such a distortion. And how can it be otherwise? If you are a reverend in the Chris-
tian religion how can you possibly ...

S: And even if you are a Buddhist, and with the best will in the world, you have to be
careful not to distort the teaching.

Mamaki: It's like a Buddhist, who didn't, perhaps, grow up in a Christian country, teach-
ing Christianity.

S: But it's also the superior, self-assured attitude of merely profane and pseudo-
scientific understanding. This is what it really is. It's quite Luciferian, in a way.

Vajradaka: What does that mean? (sounds of amusement) [37]

S: Well, like Lucifer, the angel who fell through pride and conceit. (pause) Anyway,
enough said. But | think Buddhists must be much more militant in defending their relig-
ion from misrepresentations, or defending themselves. You're not defending some ab-
stract thing called Buddhism, but you are being misrepresented - or your views, or your
philosophy, is being misrepresented - when these things are said or written.

Devamitra: It's very difficult though if these works are published and widely distributed
and read.



S: Well, yes, this is why sometimes we might have even to go to the extreme of a dem-
onstration, huh, or to write and protest, or something like that. Huh? (pause) What about
a ceremonial burning of books? | mean that would be a ... (unintelligible owing to explo-
sions of laughter) ... that's symbolical. And let it be known that the Buddhists of England
have burned the books of Professor so-and-so, (laughter) they're so disgusted with
them. (laughter)

Devaraja: When shall we do it? (laughter)
Devamitra: It could be a good fund-raiser!

S: Right. Yes.

Ratnapani: You'd have to buy the books first.

S: Ha ha! We'll ask him to donate one. (laughter) You might say, would you please send
us a copy of such and such book of yours for religious purposes. (laughter) ... and after
you sent it write back you say thank you very much, we're going to burn it ceremonially.
(laughter) Here is your invitation. (laughter) We promise not to burn you, because Bud-
dhists don't burn, you know, heretics, they only burn their books, (laughter) unlike the
Christians who burn the heretics, too, just to make sure. (amusement)

Mangala: | think, though, in a way, like, | could see how this comes about, you know,
because, um, like | mean, | think I, | think. (unclear) ... learn more from Christianity from
you than | would, sort of, trust your judgement more than | would trust some fanatical
Christian, and | ...

S: Yes. Well, | think a Buddhist has this sort of objectivity, because he's a Buddhist. |
mean | wouldn't deliberately distort or misrepresent. | might, certainly, fail to understand
certain things, just [38] because | wasn't a Christian, but then I'd put my cards on the
table and say, well, look, I'm not a Christian, but this is how | understand it. And I'd try to
understand, even though | would obviously, understand it as a Buddhist, and have, in
the end, to relate it to my understanding of Buddhism itself. But if someone is to ask me,
say, what is the difference between Catholicism and Protestantism, between Quakers
and Unitarians, | think | could give a quite sort of objective account of that; more so,
perhaps, than the Protestant or the Catholic, the Quaker or the Unitarian. But this is part
of your Buddhism, and an attitude you develop as a Buddhist: to be objective, to be fair,
to be sympathetic. Hm? (pause) All right then, let's go right on.

"The Significance of Religion. (first and second paragraph)"
S: Well, fair enough, in a general way. | mean, it could be criticized, you know, this sort

of expression, if you go into it very deeply, but | think we don't need to do that. It's all
right, just for the time being, and for this particular purpose.



"No revealed religion. It admits of no doubt that religion, as everything else under the
sun, is subject to the laws of evolution,"

S: Hm. There's a bit of, you know, contemporary modes of thought coming in there.
What does one really mean by "religion subject to the laws of evolution". That is rather
sort of abstract. Organized religion, yes, in a way, the organic analogy holds good, but
what about the individual? Surely your attitude towards religion, your understanding,
evolves, progresses, but it's not as though, you know, the law of evolution is somewhat
impinging on you, or anything like that.

"and that, therefore, there is no such thing as ... (to end of sentence) ... modifying itself
in accord with the surrounding conditions."

S: There isn't a sort of deposit of truth, as some Protestants sometimes call it, delivered
for all time to the faithful and simply handed down, generation to generation. The Thera-
vadins sometimes think of Buddhism rather like that, but Suzuki's protesting against this
sort of primeval revelation, which is then just handed down, sort of word perfect, from
one generation to another.

Vajradaka: Didn't the Theravadins think, also, that could be disseminated, dissipated,
with time? [39]

S: Oh, yes. But purely by way of degeneration and loss; not any sort of development or
anything of that kind.

"Unless people are so blinded by a belief in this kind of religion ... (to end of paragraph)
... which remains eternally the same."

S: I'm not happy about Suzuki's rejection of the whole idea of revelation. It depends
what you mean by revelation. He is taking it, here, in a very special sense indeed. It has
been said that all knowledge is a species of revelation. [S.T. Coleridge, tr.] Hm? You
could say that when the Buddha sort of dawned on the horizon, and when he had his
first contact with his disciple, that was a sort of revelation. | mean, what do you mean by
revelation in this sort of sense? It's something coming from a higher sphere altogether.
Here was the Buddha's message coming from his enlightened mind, his enlightened
consciousness, his enlightened being, and sort of impinging on the consciousness and
the beings of the unenlightened, and this, surely, can be spoken of as a revelation. It's
the impact of the more highly developed on the less highly developed, and the perspec-
tive that that opens up. You could speak of this as a revelation, but obviously there's not
a 'thing' that is revealed and that is then handed down unchanged. So | think we have to
separate these two parts of Suzuki's criticism. You can speak of Buddhism in terms of
revelation, but there isn't anything unchanging which is handed down. It's the spark
which is transmitted, if you like. Even that is a bit misleading if you think of a spark as
something unchanging. It's more like the flame of a lamp which is lit again and again but
the flame is changing all the time; it's not something static. Like a relay of torches; it's
more like that. And sometimes it can dwindle to a tiny spark, sometimes there can be a



great big blaze, you know, when Buddhism becomes very widespread - | mean Bud-
dhism in the true sense - and so on. So I'm not happy about Suzuki's view of revelation.
He's thinking of revelation in the sense of revelation of a particular dogma, which is then
faithfully handed down. What the Buddha reveals in a way is himself. Hm? And by re-
vealing himself to his disciples, his Enlightened self, he stimulates the disciple into being
his Enlightened self. Nothing is sort of transmitted, in the strict sense, and, you know,
Zen traditionally emphasizes this very strongly, and very truly, but it applies to all forms
of Buddhism, all forms of spiritual life, really. (pause) All right, let's go on.

"When this discrimination is not observed ... (to end of paragraph) ... a disposition to-
wards bigotry." [40]

S: Well this very much needed to be said in Suzuki's day, and still needs to be said in
some quarters. | don't know what you're encountering in Glasgow: whether you find the
Scots Christians or Presbyterians or Calvinists a bit difficult, or have you not met any of
them, perhaps?

Vajradaka: I've met a few and had some really spectacular meetings, especially in dif-
ferent places like art galleries, where people have come up to me and said, 'Are you
saved?' and | say of course, yes.

S: Oh, right! (laughter) And then what did they say? Jesus?

Vajradaka: Yes!

S: And what did y