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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to examine the similarities and
dissimilarities between early Buddhism and early Christianity in
regard to the authority of the founders, the nature of the
communities, and the conception of discipline in the respective
communities.

Buddhism is discussed in Part [, Christianity in Part II. A
thorough examination of the topics listed above is undertaken
within each group because, as observed by Max Muiller, ““Before
we compare, we must thoroughly know what we compare.’’! In
Part III, the early Buddhist and Christian communities are
compared.

Each of the first two parts is divided into three chapters, deal-
ing respectively with the founder’s authority, the community,
response to the founder and to his teachings, and the nature of
discipline in the community. Emphasis in both parts is on the
‘““authority’’ of the founder in respect of the views held by the
early Buddhist and Christian disciples, and on how this authority
and the founder’s teachings were commemorated and followed
by the members of the community in relation to the goal of
unity among the followers. To the discussion of Buddhism is
added a consideration of whether the early community cons-
tituted a church or an esoteric community.2 This topic 1s 1n-
cluded only in the discussion of Buddhism, because the early
Buddhist community, unlike that of the early Christians, con-
sisted of both a monastic community and a laity, and these must

1. Cited in, J. Wach, The Comparative Study of Religions, New York,
Columbia University Press, 1958, p. xi.

2. S.Dutt, Early Buddhist Monachism, Bombay, India, 1960, p. 48,
“Kern observes that Buddhism is properly a monastic institution, and the
laity is but accessory (Ibid., p. 72). Dr. Archibald Scott finds the broadest
distinction between the Christian Church and the Buddhist Church in the
fact that the work of the former lay outside the limits of the church. Of
Buddhism, he says, ¢Its lay associates, however numerous, were but the
fringes of religious communities. When, therefore, deterioration in the order
sets in, reformation of it by the people was hopeless” (Buddhism and
Christianity, p. 272).
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authority. Therefore, the authority of the founder must be
considered. Because discipline is practised by the community,
the nature of the community must also be investigated.
Discipline without the community and its founder would be
meaningless. Without the founder, neither the community nor
its discipline would have come into being. Early Buddhism,
therefore, had the three jewels—Buddha, dharma (vinaya) and
samgha —which were understood both 1n a particular and in an
interrelated unitary sense. In early Christianity, too, one finds
an inseparable unity between Christ, the Church and the
understanding of the teaching and discipline. Further, Christ
and the Church are regarded as one, the latter being the body
of Christ.

The reason why the Buddhist discipline rather than dharma
in toto has been discussed in this study is that doctrinal aspects
have already been extensively discussed by other authors.! The
primary purppse of the present author is to consider the more
practical aspects. This is in keeping with an observation made
by E.O. James: “...the main interest and purpose of the disci-
pline have been the maintenance of society, the well being of
mankind and the continuance of the natural order as they exist
here and now.”’? Discipline was central to the whole Buddhist
understanding—an understanding which was focused on the
objective of the attainment of wisdom through moral discipline.
In Christianity, Matthew’s Gospel and Paul’s letters indicate
that moral teachings as discipline in Christ were a very impor-
tant part of the Christian communal life. In Christianity as well
as Buddhism both discipline and doctrine had soteriological
significance related to the authority of the founder and to the
maintenance of unity among his followers. In the present study,
however, doctrinal matters have been given only secondary
consideration.

In order to describe and discuss the comparable patterns in
each of the early communities, the author considers the self-
understanding of the disciples, instead of relying on a historical-
institutional approach. This consideration of the self-understand-

1. Cf. Dutt, Early Buddhist Monachism, Bombay, 1960. pp. 6-9.

2. E.O. James, Comparative Religion, New York, Barnes & Noble
1938 (reprinted 1961), p. 305.
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ing of the: members of each community provides an objective
basis for the discussion of these communities which could not be
obtained by considering them strictly from a modern viewpoint.
Original texts have therefore been used as the primary sources
of information, while more recent works serve only a supplemen-
tary function.

Such topics as the influence of either of these two religions
upon the other, or syncretism as the basis of both religions, or
the superiority of one over the other are not within the scope of
the present study.

Important sources of information on early Buddhism which
have been used in this study are:

The Tripitakas in translation: Vinaya Pitaka (Books of
Discipline); Sutta Pitaka. Digha-Nikaya (Dialogues of the
Buddha); Majjhima Nikaya (Further Dialogues of the Buddha);
Samyutta-Nikaya (Book of the Kindred Sayings); Anguttara-
Nikaya (Book of the Gradual Sayings); Dhammapada (A Collec-
tion of Verses); Sutta-Nipata (A Collection of Discourses);
Theragatha (Psalms of the Early Buddhists), and also Chinese
translation of the original texts, namely: Ssu Fen Lu; Shih Sung
Lu: Mo Keh Sung Chih Lu (Mahasanghika-Vinaya); Ta Chih Tu
Lun;: Chung A Han Ching; Tza A Han Ching; Tseng-yi A Han
Ching; Shan-Chien-Pi-P’0-Sha (A Chinese Version by Sangha-
bhadra of Samantapasadika).

Secondary selective sources include S. Dutt, Early Buddhist
Monachism; E. J. Thomas, Buddha, The History of Buddhist
Thought; H. Oldenberg, Buddha: H. Kern, Manual of Indian
Buddhism. The following Japanese works have been drawn upon:
H. Ui, Indo Tetsugaku Kenkyu (A Study in Indian philosophy),
Vol. 4; Watsuji, Genshi Bukkyo no Jissen Tetsugaku (Practical
Philosophies in Primitive Buddhism). M. Sato, Genshi Bukkyo
Kyodan no Kenkyu (A Study of the Early Buddhist Order in the
Vinaya Pitaka); A. Hirakawa, Ritsu no Kenkyu (A Study of the
Vinaya Pitaka); K. Tsukamoto Shoki Bukkyo Kyodanshi no
Kenkyu (A History of the Early Buddhist Order); K. Hayajima
Shoki Bukkyo to Shakai Seikatsu (Early Buddhism and Social
Life); H. Nakamura Genshi Bukkyo no Seiritsu (The Formation
of Early Buddhism).
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The study of Christianity has been based primarily upon the
New Testament, especially on Paul’s letters, the Synoptic
Gospels, the Acts — all important original sources. Later works
consulted include: R. Williams, Authority in the Apostolic Age;
J. McKenzie, Authority in the Church; P. Benit, The Passion and
Resurrection of Jesus Christ; A. Schlatter, The Church in the
New Testament Period; G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth;
J. Weiss, Earliest Christianity; R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi;
J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology Part I; D. L. Dungan, The
Saying of Jesus in the Churches of Paul; J. G. Davies, The Early
Christian Church. |

Comparative studies of religions which have been consulted
during the preparation of this study include: J. Wach, The
Comparative Study of Religions; Edmunds and Anesaki,
Buddhist and Christian Gospels; T. Sterling Berry, Christianity
and Buddhism; Winston L. King, Buddhism and Christianity;
Nakamura, Hikaku Shisho Ron (A Study of Comparative
Thought) B. D. Kretser, Man in Buddhism and Christianity:
R. Garbe, India and Christianity; Archibald Scott, Buddhism and
Christianity; etc.

Most studies of early Buddhism have relied almost exclusively
on Paili texts. The use of Chinese translations of texts not avail-
able in Pali, and the use of important Japanese studies of early
Buddhism not available in English provide a balanced per-
spective on the aspects of Buddhism which are the concern
of this thesis. Many previous studies have lacked such a
balance. ,

In conclusion I would like to explain the form used in citing
non-English references, the in-text use of non-English terms,
and, finally, my understanding of the scope and significance
of some difficult English terms which are central to this thesis.

The translation of Chinese and Japanese source materials
are, without exception, my own and I must assume full responsi-
bility for them. For the convenience of the readers I have
transliterated the Chinese and Japanese characters into Roman
script throughout the footnotes. Following the transliteration I
have included my translation of it enclosed in square brackets.
The full form_  with the Chinese or Japanese characters, i1s given

in the bibliography.
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I have used translated versions of the Sanskrit and Pali texts.
In the citations as well as in the bibliography the citations
follow the form used by the translator; in all cases the Sanskrit
and Paili texts are given in Roman script followed by the transla-
tion of the title enclosed in round brackets.

In the Sanskrit and Pali translations themselves two form
problems occur: (1) Following the text and the translator, some
key terms which are not translated into English have been
used variously in their Sanskrit or Pili form, or in both forms,
i.e.. Sanskrit dharma and Pali dhamma. In my citation of the
material I have not altered the translator’s form. In the text of
the thesis I have followed the Sanskrit forms, and where |
thought 1t might help the reader understand the text, 1 have
included the Pali form in round brackets. (2) It 1s becoming
increasingly common in ¢populartzed” works on Indian Religion
to capitalize certain key Sanskrit or Pali terms (i.e, Dharma,
Dhamma) and to overlook the academic rule that non-English
terms be italicized or underlined. The general rule which is used
as a guideline to capitalization in the English language — that
the particular use of a term is capitalized while its general use
is not — does not apply to Sanskrit for two reasons: (1) the
devanagari script does not have capitalized forms, so, to include
them in the Romanized form of the script 1s artificial, and (ii)
those terms which one finds capitalized most often are the very
terms which have such a fullness of meaning that it is often
superficial to attempt to designate between the <particular”
and the ¢‘general.” Because of this I have used Sanskrit in
lower case and italicised all Sanskrit and Pali terms;
proper names are the only exception to this rule.

Two terms which occur throughout the thesis require brief
consideration: (i) the term “early” in studies such as this often
embroils one in textual-historical questions. It was not possible
within the scope of this study to consider such involved questions.
My intent is to put forward an interpretation of a set to reli-
gious phenomena and while attempting to facilitate this task,
I have used the term ‘‘early’’ in a broad but not careless manner
to refer to the period covered by three generations after the
deaths of Buddha and Christ which, even more generally, would

be about a hundred years.
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EARLY BUDDHISM



CHAPTER 1

THE AUTHORITY OF BUDDHA : AN EXAMINATION
OF THE VIEWS OF THE EARLY DISCIPLES

In this chapter the authority of the founder according to the
views of the early Buddhist disciples is discussed.

In order to discuss religious discipline in Buddhism, one
should first ask: To what extent and 1n what way is under-
standing of authority related to Buddha? Another question is:
What is the central authority of all of the Buddhist schools
which have very different ideas, although all of them claim to
be Buddhist?! This discussion will, however, be limited to the
first three generations after the founder.2

1. Buddhism contained so many different schools that it is diﬂicult to
find elements common to them all. For example, while Hinayana is more
individualisticc, Mahayana is more universal. Tantric Buddhism (left
wing) emphasized the sexual idea, which seems to be a rejection of the early
disciplinary prohibition of sex for monks. Zen Buddhism in general denied
the succession of the traditional scriptures and traditions and had a very
practical emphasis. The Nichiren sect iIn Japan emphasized militancy;
killing the enemies of Buddha was seen as proper action, and was praised,
contrary to the original prohibition of killing. Although all these claim to
be Buddhism, Tantric Buddhism appears to have been influenced by
Hinduism Z Zen by Taoism and Confucianism, and Nichiren by Shinto and
Confucianism, although all have some common Buddhist elements.

2. From Buddha’s death to the Second Council. Cf., R. A. Gard
“Buddhism” C. J. Adams op. cit. : ““The dates of the Buddha are still
problematical : the Theravadins in Burma, Ceylon, and India give 624-
544 B.c.; and those in Cambodia, Laos and Thailand one year later, 623-
543. B.C.; whereas the Mahayanists, especially in Japan, and most Western
scholars have various opinions, such as 566-486 B.c. (the preferable date),
563-483 B.C. or 558-478 B.C.; In any case, all agree that the Buddha had a
life-span of 80 years.” p. 109. Cf., E. J. Thomas The History of Buddhist
Thought, <“The Cullavagga (Ch. 12) also gives an account of the Second
Council. We are told that a hundred years after the death of the lord,
(Buddha).” pp. 29-30.
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Views vary asto whether or not Buddha was accepted as an
authority. Some scholars, including Ui, Watanabe, S. Dutt,
Humphreys et al., answer this question in the negative;! others,
including Keith, Matzumoto, Jayatilleke, Kitagawa et al.,
answer inthe affirmative.2

An important text in Buddhism states that Buddha repudiated

his own leadership and suggested truth (dharma) as an authornty
He said:

‘Now the Tathagata, Ananda, thinks not that it is he who
should lead the brotherhood, or that the order is dependent
upon him.” And he went on to say: ‘therefore O Ananda, be
ve lamps unto yourselves. Be ye a refuge to yourselves.

1. Negative views : H. Ui says, “Buddha had no special controlling
power: Buddha was one of the members of samgha.” Indo Tetsugaku
Kenkyu vol. 4. (A Study in Indian Philosophy), p. 414, S. Watanabe
states that the discipline of Buddhism did not have any authority but
autonomy as pure independent morality; therefore, no other authority
than oneself. Bukkyo (Buddhism), p. 91; According to S. Dutt, “In
Buddhism there existed no central authority or central control... Buddhist
Monks and Monasteries of India; C. Humphreys states *“There is no
‘authority’ in Buddhism.”” p. 28. 4 Popular Dictionary of Buddhism,
pp. 38-39,

2. Positive views : A. B. Keith states, “Thus happily enough is a
bridge built between the final authority of Buddha and the demand of the
individual for respect to his intellectual independence.” Buddhist Philosophy
in India and Ceylon, p. 35; B. Matzumoto says that during
Buddha’s life time and also for a hundred years after Buddha’s death it
was not believed that anyone existed who could be the vicar of Buddha.
Their respect for Buddha could not be transferred to any other person :
So says Bukkyoshi no kenkyu (A Study of Buddhist History),
p. 18; K. N. Jayatilleke states ‘“The Arahat...had to accept on faith
and therefore almost the whole theory of Buddhism had to be accepted on the
authority of Buddha algne.” Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge,
p. 400; J. M. Kitagawa says, “During his lifetime, Buddha was the
final authority in the life of the Community, deciding all matters of
doctrine and practice even though he may not have meant his decisions to
be binding in the years to come. It is said that Buddha on his death-bed
urged his followers to depend solely on the Dharma as the guiding principle
of their path. But the Dharma was not self-evident : it was th¢ Dharma

taught and interpreted by Buddha that his followers accepted.” Relzgtons
of the East, p. 171.
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Betake yourselves to no external refuge. Hold fast as a refuge
to the Truth.”?

S. Dutt suggests that it is not unreasonable to accept this
statement from the early Buddhist texts. Whether or not these
are the actual words of Buddha, they provide a record of the
belief held by the first Buddhist disciples that such was, 1n effect,
Buddha’s last pronouncement.?

If one accepts this statement it can be interpreted to mean
that Buddha denied his own authority during his lifetime and
developed dharma-vinaya as the authority for the Buddhist
community. The question might still be asked whether the
early Buddhist disciples neglected the question of the Buddha’s

authority.

If Buddha’s disciples neglected this question, why should
Ananda have asked Buddha himself about leadership or authority
and about his successor, instead of asking other arahats ? The
very fact that he put this question indicates that Buddha’s
opinion on the matter was essential, that is, Ananda regarded
Buddha’s opinion as the most authoritative one. If they accepted
dharma-vinaya as an authority, is it not still the case that it was
Buddha’s teachings which were the basis of what was considered
authoritative, however impersonal those teachings may have
been in the vinaya form? This would seem to indicate that the
question of authority should not be too closely tied to the purely
historical question of Buddha’s personality as a leader.

The author’s argument 1n this section, therefore, 1is that
Buddha’s authority was affirmative in the historical sense in
that the early Buddhists accepted their founder’s teachings as
authoritative, although, ultimately these teachings were to be
transcended.

Let us first examine the relationship between Buddha and
dharma. In his lifetime Buddha denied any claims to authority

1. Digha-Nikdya (Dialogues of the Buddha), Part 11, Vol. III by T. W.
Rhys Davids, Pali Texts Society tr., Maha Parinibbana-Suttanta II, 100
pp. 107-108. The term “dharma’ is discussed at length in p. 6 fn. 1 below.

2. S. Dutt, The Buddha and Five After-Centuries, p. 96.
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as master of the Order, and also declined to nominate a succes-
sor. On the contrary, he suggested dharma as the principal
authority for his disciples. After his death, therefore, they
recognized the dharma as the guide of the community and thus
solved the problem of authority in obedience to Buddha’s own
mind. It seems natural that after Buddha’s death his disciples
should interpret authority in accordance with the founder’s

teaching. This appears to have been a primary characteristic of
early Buddhism. Dharma is the universal law ! which was dis-

covered by Buddha through his enlightenment. It was, let.it be

1. Cf. S.C. Banerjee, Dharma Sutras, A Study in Their Origin
and Development, p. 1. But, «“dharma’’® is one of those Sanskrit words
which defy an exact rendering into English. While <religion’
1s rather a loose English equivalent of ‘‘dharma’, <duty’ fails to convey
all the senses in which the word has been wused in ancient Indian
literature. The best definition of ‘“dharma’® appears to have been given by
Jaimini in the words “codanalak sano ’rtho dharmah’ that is to say ‘‘dharma’
consists in beneficial directions. These directions, however, are manifold :
they direct us in our lives as individuals and also as members of society.
They teach us how to conduct ourselves in matters both religious and
secular. Cf. Th. Stcherbatsky, The Central Conception of Buddhism, Susil
Gupta, pp. 62-63. Stcherbatsky notes : “The conception of a
dharma is the central point of the Buddhist doctrine. In the light of this
conception, Buddhism discloses itself as a metaphysical theory developed
out of one fundamental principle viz., the idea that existence is an interplay
of a plurality of subtle, ultimate, not further analysable elements of Matter,
Mind and Forces. These elements are technically called ‘dharmas’, a
meaning which this word has in this system alone. Buddhism, accordingly,
can be characterized as a system of Radical Pluralism (sarighdtavada) : the
elements alone are realities, every combination of them 1s a mere name
covering a plurality of separate elements. The moral teaching of a path
towards Final Deliverance is not something additional or extraneous to this
ontological doctrine, it is most intimately connected with it and, in fact,
1dentical with it.

The Connotation of the term “dharma’’ implies that—

1. Every element is a separate (prthak) entity or force.

2. There is no inherence of one element into another, hence no
substance apart from 1ts qualities, no matter beyond the separate sense-
data, and no soul beyond the separate mental data (dharma=anatman=
nirjiva).

3. Elements have no duration; every moment represents a separate
element: thought is evanescent; there are no moving bodies, but consecutive

appearances, flashings, of new elements in new places (ksanikatva). Contd
( Contd.
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repeated, discovered by Buddha and not created by him. As his
title itself indicates, he became a knowledge-conqueror ever since

he attained enlightenment, or, more strictly speaking, he won 1t
by a struggle.! As it 1s stated in a sitra: <“The world’s Honored

One, Buddha, in the world of all the devas, demons, Brahman,

4, The elements co-operate with one another (samskrta).

5. This co-operating activity is controlled by the laws of causation
(pratitya-samutpada).

6. The world-process is thusa process of co-operation between
seventy-two kinds of subtle, evanescent elements, and such is the nature of
dharmas that they proceed from causes (hetu-prabhava) and steer towards
extinction (nirodhay.

7. Influenced (sasrava) by the element <avidya’’, the process is in full
swing. Influenced by the element ‘prajia’, it has a tendency towards
appeasement and final extinction. In the first case streams (santana) of
combining elements are produced which correspond to ordinary men
(prthag-jana); in the second the stream represents a saint (arya). The
complete stoppage of the process of phenomenal life corresponds to a

Buddha.

8. Hence the elements are broadly divided into unrest (duhkha),
cause of unrest (duhkha-samudaya=avidya), extinction (nirodha), and cause
of extinction (marga=prajria).

9. The final result of the world-process is its suppression. Absolute
Calm : all co-operation is extinct and replaced by immutability (asamskrta=
nirvana).”” Cf. Conze, Buddhist Thought in India, pp. 92-94. Also,
“In an ontological sense dharma 1s (la), a transcendental reality
which 1s real in absolute truth and i1n the ultimate sense... (1b)
dharma is ‘the order of law of the universe, immanent, eternal,
uncreated.’... As reflected in the conduct of life, dharma means the moral
law, righteousness, virtue, right behaviour, duty and religious practice...
The dharmic facts of 1 and 2 as interpreted in the Buddha’s teaching. The
word then means <¢doctrine’, ‘scripture’, ‘the truth’ (cognitive, and not
ontological as at 1a), ‘sacred text’ or a ‘doctrinal text’ (often as distinct
from vinaya).” Daito-Shuppansha 1n the Japanese-English Buddhist
Dictionary p. 107. says of the term: dharma | dhamma : <“Etymologically, it
means something that always maintains a certain character and becomes a
standard of things. I. Laws, truth, righteousness. II. The universal norms
or laws which govern human existence. III. The Buddha’s teachings; the
Buddhist canon. IV. Good deeds that have no defilements... VI. The
whole universe as the object of thought.”

1. H. Oldenberg, Buddha: His Life, His Doctrine, His Order, tr.
William Hoey in English, p. 84.
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monks, Brahmin  only Buddha was able to attain and realize the
Great Wisdom (mahdmati) or omniscience by himself.”1

Dharma or the doctrine was taught by Buddha. He gave it
utterance. Without dharma, there was no Buddha, but whether
there was a Buddha or not, dharma would always exist. Being
the ‘eternal dharma’, it was inherent in the true nature of things,
and Buddha rediscovered what had presumably been discovered
before but had in course of time been lost.2 Theretore, whoever
could find dharma and thereby attain kinship with Buddha’s
enlightenment, would be attuned to the reality which Buddha
proclaimed. Buddha said that through respect and whole-
hearted study of this dharma, one would attain enlightenment.®
Thus Buddha’s injunction to his disciples to go directly to
dharma was perfectly consistent with his understanding of him-
self and his relationship to it. Buddha was an independent man
who accepted no authority other than his experience which
showed to him a truth. This truth was subsequently expressed by
him in the positive form of dharma.If dharma was the Universal
Law, whoever attained Buddha’s enlightenment, would be akin
to him 1n his relationship to dharma.

This is all theoretically true, but the principal question for us
is, ‘“How did his disciples react to him and to his authority?”’
Did they take his injunction literally and actually act
according to it or did they take the injunction and the man

1. Tsa A Han Ching, Vol. 3, P’o-I’'uo-men Ching, 7, 82 (33) :
"HHRFMES ARV TEEN D, AFRAZD"

Cft., Samyutta-Nikaya (Kindred Sayings), Part 1, by Mrs. R. Davids,
Pali Text Society tr. The Brahmin Suttas 7,1 : ‘O brahmin, I know of no
one throughout the world of gods, Maras or Brahmas, recluses or brahmins,
no one human or divine, who could so admonish that Exalted Onc,
Arahat, Buddha Suprems. Nevertheless, go thou, Brahmin, and then
thou wilt know.” p. 200.

2. Cf., E. J. Thomas, op. cit.,, p. 175.

3. Cf., Samyutta-Nikaya (Kindred Sayings), Part 1, ¢This Norm
(dharma) then, wherein I (Buddha) am supremely enlightened—what if 1
were to live under it, paying it honour and respect ! p. 175. Cf.,, H.
Matzutani Toyo Shiso no Keisei (Formation of Eastern Thought), p. 269.
Cf., Hsiang ying pu ching Tien Majjhima-Nikaya, 6, 2, “Kung ching”
(Nan Chuan pp. 238-240) Tza a han ching, 44, 11 (Taisho 2, 32, 1-2.)
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as the author of the injunction in some inseparable unity which
became integral to their understanding of the dharma? The
latter seems to be the case. The disciples, moreover, depended
on Buddha’s authority during his life-time itself and especially
afterwards. If they were not dependent on his authority, why
then did Ananda ask Buddha, not others (arakats), about his
successor and the leadership and instruction of the community ?

In Majjhima-Nikaya, there is a report that Vassakara and
Gopaka-Moggallana asked Ananda about their master’s
successor after his death, a report that runs as follows:

As to this, the brahman Gopaka-Moggallana said to me: Is
there even one Monk, Ananda, who is possessed in every
way and in every part of all those things of which the good
Gautama, perfected one, fully Self-Awakened One, was
possessed? When this had been said, I brahmom, spoke thus to
the brahman Gopaka-Moggallana: ‘There 1s not even one
monk .. . But the disciples are no way following after him.”
“Is there, good Ananda, even one monk who was designated
by the good Gotama saying; ‘After my passing this one will be
your support, and to whom you might have recourse now ?° ”
There is not even one monk, brahman, who was designated
by the Lord who knew and saw, perfected one fully Self-
Awakened One, saying: ‘After my passing this one will be
your support, and to whom we might have recourse now.’
But is there even one monk, Ananda, who is agreed upon by
the order and designated by a number of monks who are
elders, saying: <After the Lord’s passing this one will be our
support, and to whom you have recourse now ?° “There 1s
not even one moenk, brahman, who 1s agreed upon by the
order. .. and to whom we might have recourse now.”

«But as you are thus without a support good Ananda, what
is the cause of your unity ?”

We, brahman, are not without support; we have a support,
brahman. Dharma i1s the support.”

1. Majjhima-Nikdya (The Middle Length Sayings) Vol. 11l by I. B.
Horner, 108, Gopakamoggallanasutta 111  8-10, pp. 58-60.
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However, Ananda said that no monk appointed by Buddha’s
successor or by Buddha himself was to take his place. Then
both of them asked, ‘If this was so, without having a leader
(one to guide them), how could the community have unity?’
If the community did not have a head, who would control the
monks, so that there would be harmony and peace 1n the com-
munity? At that time, religious communities in India were
generally led, controlled and regulated by their leaders. It was
accordingly assumed that Buddha controlled his community. But
was there a leader after his death? Ananda’s answer was that
there was no one like Buddha who possessed dasa pasadaniya
dharma. The meaning of this statement is that if there was anyone
equal to Buddha, he could succeed him, but clearly, In
Ananda’s mind there was nobody equal to him. Therefore, there
was no question of succession. Buddha’s authority as the head
of the community was not transferable. He was the head by
virtue of having discovered the dharma and known it as no
other man had. So Ananda said that we must depend on
dharma.l

Buddha, however, taught that the individual monk should find
his own dharma. The disciples, moreover, generally accepted
Buddha’s dharma as authoritative, apparentiy depending on the
impersonal authority of the master, as contained in his collective
teachings. Also they did not appoint a leader either because
they were obeying Buddha’s word or because they could find
no person who was fit to take his place. The question of the
unity of the community also seems to have been in the minds
of the disciples. They did not want to jeopardize it. Therefore,
they accepted the impersonal authority of Buddha for the sake
of the unity of the community.

Protessor Nakamura develops an argument contrary to the
position I have taken from the fact that there was no distinc-
tion between the first five monks and Buddha. If Sikya was
superhuman_ he suggests, then his disciples could not attain a
status equal to that of Buddha. His superhuman status, he
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