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Pre-Canonical Buddhism

Even g cursory examination of the laws of evidence suggests that
it is most improbuble that we <hall ever atiain any accurate knowledge
of e doctrines actaally taught by the Buddha,  Tn such matfors we
are cowpelled o argue from analogy, and it is of course notorious
that, though we can fix the date of the founder of the Christian
religion with far greater aceuracy than we can that of the Buddha,
there exisls the utmost divergence of opinion as to the meaning and
purpnse of his teaching.  Or again, though we have exact historical
imformation about Socrates, the acenunt of his feaching given by
Zenophon and  Plato is very divergent, and  there has prevailed,
without any prospect of final settlement, a controversy as to what
Socrates actually taught.  Plato himself left written records of cousi-
derable exfent, and yet the eriticisms which were obviously directed
against him by Aristotle are such as to render it very difficult (o
explain how they came to be made. It is hardly possible to accuse
Aristotle of mere misunderstanding of hic great predecessov, and it is
impossible {0 assume that he deliberately misrepresented him,  In more
wodern times we are all fumiliar with the disputes which have arisen
as to the interpretation of the philosophical works of Kant and Hegel.

In these circumstances it xeems< pactically impossible to aceept as
coming from the Buddha himself any special set of the remarkably
varying doctrines which we find curvent later. 1t iy true that it has

been suggested that in the Pall Canon we have u record actually formed



2 Pre-Canonical Buddhism

within perhaps a century after the death of the Buddha.! A century
of course is a very long time, but it is very doubtful whether we can
accept the evidence in favour of the view that the Nikiiyas are 1o he
referred to a period about half way between the death of the Buddha
and the accession of Asoka, as suggested by the late Professor Rhys
Davids. e admitted that the evidence was conclusive that the
Nikiyas were put. together out of pre-existing material, and that none
of them has any claim 1o represent difectly the views of the Buddha.
But his opinion as to their date rests on wholly unsatisfactory
evidence. Tle believed the tradition of the commentators that the
Kathavatthu was composed by Tissa at the time of the Council alleged
to have been held there in the eighteenth year of Asoka’s reign.? Tt
is unfortunate that no inscription has yet been found to attest 1o the
truth of this Council, and various explanations, none very convincing,
have been adduced to prove that it ever exisied. But apart from this
no one perhaps will nowadays believe that the Katharatthu is just what
we should expect. for a book composed in Asoka’s time. [t is extremely
significant that a profound student and expert in the P’dli literature,
Mrs. Rhys Davids,” now sees in the Pitakas compilations of a iater
period, ranging from the reign of A<oka till the last century B.C., and
she admitx that there was an indefinite amount of editing. Tt is indeed
clear that, whatever view we take of the date of the compilation of the
Pitakas, we have not, and we cannot have, the slighte<l cerlainty as
to the nature of the Buddha’s teaching. Al thai we can do is lo
indulge in the legitimale, if somewhat useless, exercise of conjecturing
what part of the doctrines which pass Toter as Buddhist is most likely
to have been his own, having regard to the fact thai there must have
been something striking in hix teaching to secure the sucress which he
attained, and which made the Buddhists prosper while wmany other
teachers, of whose existence the Buddbist texts give us assurance,
passed cowpletely away. I is not improbable that we may see his

decisive service in his teaching of an attractive moral ideal within the

1 Candhradge Wistory of India, 1, 191 £
2 Cf. Keith, Buddhist Philosophy, pp. 18, 19.
3 Puthal: Commemoration Volume, p. 58.
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capacity of his hearers to understand and carry into practice. We
have some idea of the doctrines of his contemporarier; the materialism
of Ajita Kesakambali, and the deniul of the reality of human activity
which marked the views, otherwise divergent, of Parana Kassapa,
Pakudha Kuaccayana and Makkhali Gosila were little calculated to
attract a substantial following, and tlere seems to he truth in the
tradition that. the Buddha rejected the extreme asceticizm which could,
alter all, have attractions only for a select few. We may helieve. o
at least wish to believe, that the Buddha did teach the docirine which
Mrs. Rhys Davids would wish to ascribe to him, of the possibilities
of man's becoming something more and more. Unquestionably ler
method in her researches is sound. [f there were trace. of such a
doctrine in the texts of the IPali Canon which teach a much less
attractive creed, we might well argue that thus we were recovering the
truth., The difficulty =0 far is that, despite much ingenuity, the
evidence assembled is so far from couvincing that it may be feared
that the real teaching of the Buddha has escaped us for good. Tt is
possible alvo that there were other elements in the Buddha's teaching.
He may have asserted a claim to be more than a mere human teacher,
and have claimed for his {eaching higher authority than its inherent
reasonableness.* We cannot on this point prove anything. All that
we hear of his super-normal charvacter may be the figment of later
tradition.

Quite «u different question presents itvelf, when we give up the
unscientific attempt lo ascribe any definite doctrine lo the Buddha and
confine ourselves to the perfectly legitimate question of the development
of Buddhist doctrine, without concerning ourselves with the in<oluble
question how far il can be carried hack {o the Buddha. Can we trace
a definite development of doctrine? Was o system of pluralism
developed by the scheme of antithesis into a monism, and then did i
pass over info idealism? I< {here fvuth in the doetrine found in the
Tibetan cources of three suecessive Dharmacakrapravarfanas? Ave

Pudgalanairitmya, Sinyaviada, and Vijiinavida  three  consecutive

o Keith, Buddhist Phalosophy, pp. 27 fF
A Steherhotsky, TGO X, 730-60.
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stages of Buddhist thought,® or are they three distinct developments
ot ideas current in unsystematic form in early Buddhist circles?®

The systems which we have are relatively late in date, and they
show very different appreciations of ideas which were no doubt strongly
held in early Buddhism. The anatmavida is interpreted in very different
ways, and is treated as perfectly consistent with the holding of opinions
which might well be Jdeemed an atmavade. Thus the Sammitiyas
professed the doctrine of the impiedicable pudgala, and the Anatta-
lakhanasutia indicates the possibility of such an interpretation »f the
anatman doctrine, making it a doctrine asserting the principle of
skandhas, but not a skandhamatrativada.” That such views should be
keld indicates that the thinkers who adopted them were not very hostile
to the idea of something which might be deemed some kind of soul.
The Mahiyina view, which recognises an originally undefiled and
radiant consciousness (ddisuddlia prabhasvara ckacitta) would of course
decline to be held to admit an @tmardada, though the similarity of this
citta to the atman of Brahmanical speculation is decidedly strong.
The Yogicirins, accepting the principle of individual store constious-
ness (alayueijianay, declined to admit the chaige of being personalists
i doctrine. When we have all these views claiming to be compatible
with the doctrine of «natman, it seems wholly impossible to ascribe
to the Buddha the belief in an infinite number of separate evanescent
entities in a state of beginningless commotion but gradually tending
to quiescence, and to an ultimate absolute annihilation of all life. Tt
would be justifiable to do o only (1) if we could prove a priori that
this view explains how the other doctrines came into heing as logical
developments thence, and (2) if we could establish that this was the
sole doctrine current when {he Nikiyas were compiled. But in fact no
such proof is possible, It is quite impossible to prove that the
Mahayana dlarmanairatmya is derived as a further step from the
pudgadanairatmya of the Hinayana., Tt may be argued® that Nagirjuna
merely applied the Iinayina assertion of the unreality of the self to

6 Schayer, Archio Orientdiini, V11, 121-32; OLZ., XXXVI1I1, 401-15.
7 Mrs. Rhys Davids, Stkya or Buddhist Origins, pp. 126 f5.
Masuda, Der individualistische Idealismus der Yogacara-Schule, pp. 20 ff.
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the things of the outer world and thoughts also, but it is a fair
rejoinder that to the Hinayina also both things and thoughts were
unreal; the idea of a chariot is no more real than the chariot itself.
We have a distinct doctrine which does not grow out of the Hinayiina.
Moreover, we have abundant evidence that a very different. doctrine
was widely current when Buddhism arose, the conception of the
Brahman, of the final reality as reality, thought and Wliss,
Professor Jacobi® has called attention to the interest of those passages
in which the elements are presented in an order leading from the more
gross to the more refined. We find also that, in addition to those who
believed in the orthodox five elewents, earth, water, air, fire and ether,
the Jains knew of people who added the soul to the series, and we
have ample evidence from Pali, Sanskrit, Tibetan and Chinese sources
of the existence in Buddhist thought of a coctrine, the Saddhatusitra,
which made personality consists of these five elements and consciousness.
The value of thie evidence is great, precisely because the series will
not fit into the traditional systems. Vasubandhu has to seek to work
it in by declaring that the Sitra merely enumerates the fundamental
constituents of the individual (mawlasattvadravya), so that it passes
over the derived material constituents (bhautikaripa) and the derivative
mental phenomena (caitasika). Moreover he has to assert that dkasa
is riipadhdtv.® On the other hand, Buddhaghosa' holds that the
sixfold division is to be equated to the sixteen dhdtus, earth, air and
fire being equal to the photfthabbadhatu, water and ether io the
dhammadhatu, and consciousness to the sattarviniapadhatu. This
treatment. of dhammiadhdtu is most unsatisfactory, for Buddhaghosa
himself explains the dhammadhitu as cowprising {wenty elements,
three ariipino dhamma, 16 sukhumaripa including among them water
and ether, and the asaikhata, while the Dhammasasigani includes as
dhammadhatye nothing but the aripine dhamand, which is the view of
the Sarvistividing also. It is plain that the series of six dhatus as
recorded iy older than the scholastics, and what is essential iy that it

points to o definite gradation in which consciousness emerges as one

0 Die Entwicklunysacschichte der Gottesidee bei den Indern, pp. 126, 41,
10 Abhidharmakoda, 1, 49 ff. 11 Visuddhimagga, pp 487 f.
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of six essential elements, but more subtle than any other. This js
clearly an earlier view than the Theravadin as regards not only
consciousness but ether. The Theravada has advanced to the view that
ether belongs to derived matter, while the Sarvastividins tfake it
out of contingent reality into the sphere of one of their three
asamskrtas. But the six dhatu list suggests that we have a relic of
a view which made consciousness the source whence the elements werte
derived, each less subtle than the preceding.

There is, of course, other evidence in the Pali records of the
existence of such a view of the primacy of consciousness. The orthodox
doctrine repudiates the idea that citta should be taken by the unlearned
ay the soul, since it is in a state of constant arising and passing away
in comparison with the relatively enduring character of the hody made
of the four elements.'”” But the Visuddhimagga (p. 554) reveals to us
a very different aspect of consciousness as the relatively abiding
element which transmigrates, passing from one existence inlo another
just as a man swings himself across a ditech by u<ing a rope tied to
a tree, an idea which is certainly to be compared with' the Rrhad-
arapyaka simile of the process of reincarnation of the @fman to the
passage of a caterpillar from one straw to another. We have further
the Mahasanghika doctrine of a consciousness, originally pure, defiled
by adventitioug impurities,’> which is well known to Mahayana texts,
.and which, as has been shown, is equally knowr: 1o the Nikiyas, where the
Anguttara (i. 10) has pabhassaram. idem cittam tam ca kho lig(tittl;.ﬂ'elnt.
upakilesehi upakiliftham. Moreover, there are various canonjeal
passages where we have explanations of Nirvana which echo the ideas
of the Upanisads regarding the ultimate reality, From these passages
we gain, as Mr. Kimura points out, {he conception of Nirvina as
the eternal reality of cosmic existence which cannot be expressed in
positive terms, and must merely he indicated by negations. [t is
perfectly clear that in the carly Buddhist circles the idea of the ultimate
reality, as something akin fo the Brahmanical conception of the

12 Mrs, Rbys Davids, Buddhist Psychology, pp, 13 f.
13 Masuda, Euarly Indiun Buddhism, p. 30.
14 Origin of Mahayina Buddhism, pp. 96 i,
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absolute, was in circulation. From these early speculations in Buddhist
schools we may see a natural development. direct to the absolute which
is developed in the Mahayana, and to the consciousness theory of the
Vijfianavada. These two ideas are not ultimately very deeply opposed;
the latter emphasises the absolute as consciousness, the former contents
itself with an absolute in relation to which if considers that all
empirical things lack reality. The essential point is that it is quite
unnecessary to attempt to show that the Mahiyana and the Vijiidna-
vida develop from Pluralism.

In the same way it is easy to see that the doctrine of anmityata
is not the whole doctrine of early Buddhism or one that we need irace
to the Buddha himself on the score of its universal acceptance. The
fact is that the Pali Abhidhamma differs from the classification of
Vasubandhu in the Abhidharmakosa in that it treats as ripadharmas
the four samskrtalaksanas, which the Sarvastividins assign o the
group of the rapacittaviprayuktasamskaras, and thus confines to ripa
the characteristics of origination, of maintenance, of growing old, and
impermanence (rdpassa upacayo, ripassa santati, Tipassa jaratd,
rapassa aniccat@). There can be no doubt of the fairness of the
deduction hence made by Professor Schayer'® that in pre-canenical
Buddhism the elements of riipa alone were considered impermanent.
This view is confirmed by the fact that the Mahasanghika, Ekavya-
vahdrika, Iokottaravidin and Kaukutika (Kukkutika) scLools place in
the category of eternal non-contingent elements the four srealme
belonging to the d@ripyadhatu together with the two forms of extinction
recognised by them. As opposed to ripadhatu, therefore, we have the
dharmadhdtw as the eternal supersensual reality, which like the absolute
of the Upunisads’ can be discerned by mind alone, while from another
aspect it is the absolute truth, which, beyond the knowledge of the
average man, may yet be realised by the dharmacaksus of the
omniscient Buddha.'” [t seems that along these lines must be traced
the origin of the use of dharmadhdtu in the Mahiyana to express the
absolute. The same idea explains the Mahayina doctrine of {he

16 Awchiv Orientdlni, VII, 128. .16 BAU., 1V, 4. 19
17 Qeiger, Pdli Dhawema, p. 69.
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dharmakdya as one of the forms of the Buddha, the other, in the older
version before the development of the Trikaya doctrine of the
Yogicarins, being the mipakdya, the unreal body with which he
descended to earth as Sakyamuni. These two bodies correspond o the
paramartha and the samvrti forms of knowlege. In the Trikiya
doctrine we have the dharmakdya corresponding to the parinispanna
aspect of reality, the sambhogakiya corresponding to the paratanira
aspect, and’ the ripakdiya to the partkalpita. Here the further refine-
ment of the Yogacara over the Mahdyana is clear.

We have therefore clear evidence of a distinction between ripa
and dharma, but such a distinction is not given in the scholasticism
of either Buddhaghosa or Vasubandhu, in which dharma is the geueric
term for elements, while mipa is a category among dharmas. But, as
Professor Schayer'® points out, there is a trace of the old antithesis
in the fact that in the enumeration of the twelve dyatanas and the
eighteen dhdtus the dharmdyatana and the dharmadhatu contain only
non-riipa elements: wedand, samjid, samskaras, avijiiapti, and
asamskrtas in Vasubandhu’s version, while the Dhammasangani omits
the last two items. It is certainly legitimate here to suppose that
the distinction of dharma and mipa was originally clearly drawn.

‘What that distinction wag is less easy to say. Professor Schayer
insists on the error of contrasting dharma and rips as immaterial
spiritual reality and material reality, on the ground that this version
introduces into Indian thought a conception familiar since Descartes’
contrast between res ertensac and res cogitantes, but foreign to India,
a ‘European anomaly’, for the idea of a non-extensional being is neither
unjversal nor necessary. From the Aranyakas to the Vijianavada and
the Vedanta Indian philosophy has never conceived the soul, conscious-
ness, psychical phenomena, otherwise than spatially. The true view
is afforded by examination of the Buddhist doctrine of the three spheres
of the cosmos. The first two, the kimadhatu and the ripadhatu are
closely connected, the former being merely a lower and less perfect
form of the latter. But the @ridpyadhatu is very different; it is com-
posed- of four ayatanas: akafanantya, vijiananantya, akimodnya, and

18 Archiv Orientdini, VII, 126 f.
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naivasamjidandsamjia, whose common characteristic is infinity; in
contrast with the elements of earth etc., the aripye elements are all-
pervading and omnipresent. Hence in the @ripya world there ave no
storeys one above ancther; hence tov the aripyadhatu is without place
(adefastha, asthana) that is without localisation in space, but not
without extenszion. Spirituality and extension are not to he regarded
as separated in Hindu thought. In the same way, we should not
regard mipa as material, because it covers in the Abhidhamma fists
things which cannot by any means be brought under the western notion
of matter. The Vaibhasikas, though they have a simpler conception
of ripa than the Pali Abhidhamma classification, yet include under it
not only the sense-faculties but also the sense-data which from the
western point of view belong rather to psychic than to physical
rhenomena. This argument, it must be pointed out, is not wholly
convincing, for that sense-data should be regarded as physical rather
than psychic seems perfectly natural from the Buddhist standpoint and
the Abhidhamma view that kayavididiatt: etc., are riipa is an easy
enough extension. It is easy also to understand how ripa came to be
used in ripakiya to denote.that that is impermanent, whether we call
it psychical or physical. But we certainly may admit that the Buddhist
view of matter and spirit was not that of Descaries. Yet we need not
reject the belief of Deussen that in the higher flights of the thought of
the Upanisads those thinkery who negated all possible predicates of the
absolute were groping to express the iden Jhat the absolute was not in
space or time.!*

That early Buddhism recognised the impermanence of things, both
physical and psychical, comprehended within the term ripa is clear.
But the idea of purely momentary existence was obviously not the first
view. The theory of the four general functions (samanyalaksapa or
samskrtalakgana) which are manifestations of clements always present
in every’ moment of the stream of life process, jati, sthiti, jard, and
anityatd, held by the Sarvastivadins is manifestly inconsistent with
true momentary existence.?® It was left to the Sautrantikas to drop

19 Keith, Religion and Philosophy of the Veda, TI, 521, 522
20 S8chayer, Ausgewdhlte Kapitel aus der Prassmnapadd, pp. 83 ff.
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10 Pre-Canonical Buddhism

the element of endurance sthiti, and thus to evolve the doctrine of
momentariness in its mature and least intelligible form. Here we have
a clear example of the manner in which a simple fact, the imperman-
ence of physical and psychical things, which presumably was insisted
on in the first, instance as a means of inviting the attention of the
hearers to the importance of that which is permanent, is developed by
scholasticism into a metaphysical theory of pronounced difficulty.

In the same way we must expect to find that the dharmas of
Buddhist speculation have arisen from some much less elaborate idea.
In the developed scholasticism it is explained by svablwicadhdrapat,
a thing which supports its own essence. They are ultimate entities
which have their own characteristics ag their essence, and therefore are
quite different from phenomena referred to ultimate substrata. They
are not to be understood as things in themselves, whose attributes
alone are revealed. Clearly to say that a dharma is a quality, not
a substance, but the negation of a substance is a misleading nse of
words. A quality implies in our speech some substance of which it is
a quality, and the dharmas are themselves the substances while the
substances are the qualities. They are essentially simply things, pure
reality. The difficullies of this conception are obvious, and the various
efforts of' the schools to present lists of dharmay afford little catisfaction.
We have the asamskrta dharmas which are transcendental, uncaused,
underived; the Theravading are contented w.th one, Nirvapa, the
Sarvastivading have three, the Yogicarins, six, Between them and the
samskrta dliarmas there is a‘gulf fixed, which 1t is impossible logic-
ally to cross. The samskrta dharmas themselves present great diverg-
ences of view. The earlier and later lists contain elements which are
for us neither material nor mental, though the Theravadiuns classify them
under ripaskandha, while the Sarvistividing assign them to a group
pot connected with matter or mind. Thus homogeneity, decay,
vitality and birth figure as distinct dharmas.®® Wach dharma is
ultimate; the sense-organs are composed of atoms, but every
cakgurindriyaparamanu is homogeneous, so that all together they cons-

20 McGovern, Buddhist Philosophy, pp. 104 f.
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titute but one factor. The dharma therefore is quite different from a
composite thing like the human body, which contains the four mahd-
bhitas, and the sense-organ-atoms and the sense-object-atoms, for the
doctrine treats sense-objects as material in the same measure as the
sense-organs, ‘The lists of dharmas therefore come to be efforts, con-
fused and unsatisfactory, to define ullimate entities which however are
admittedly very deep and mysiterious. Nothing in realily, it seems, was
gained in clearness of understanding by denying that dharmas were
substances; regarded as qualities which were the only reality they
remained wholly unintelligible just as much as substances.

The purely arbitrary character of the whole construction became
aggravated when the doctrine of atoms was taken over, presumably from
the Vaidesika school. The adaptation was late, for the early Sarvisti-
vidin Abhilharma does not accept it, and it appears only in the
Mahavibhasd and in works later than that. Evidently it gained popu-
larity rapidly, for the Ablidharmahrdaya, tran<lated into Clinese in
the 3rd century, rontains the theory in a developed form, and it
is prominent in Vasubandhu and accepted by the earlier Yogicarins,
though it was rejected by Dignaga as inconsistent with idealism. The
Sarvastiviadins admit fourteen kinds of atoms, five for the sense-organs,
five for the sense-objects, and four for the mahabhitas. But in a sense
the mahabhiita atoms ave primary, for each of the atoms of the sense-
organs and objects originates owing to atoms of the mahabliita: and is
sustained by them, each atom Naving with it one atom of each of the
mahdbhiitas. The atoms of the latter, however, are not permanent;
like all else, they pasc< through the cycle of origination, continuance,
decay, and destruction on which follows a like proce:s. It is hiowever
only by grouping of the atoms that are formed the molecules of which
the material universe consists.?*  All this speculation is without scient:-
fic basis and is naturally unedifying, leading merely to verbal ingenuity.

What lies at the basiy of these doctrines? Tf we are to accept the
view of Professor Prayluski®® we are to suppose that the first disciples of
Sakyamuni had little taste for pure speculation. The exislence of the

22 McQovern, Buddhist Philosophy, pp 125 fi.
23 Journal of Theological Studies, XXXV, 316 ff.
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Questions of Milinda suggests that the spirit of the sons of the Sikyas
was sharpened by contact with Greek rhetoricians. But the Buddhist
philosophy was essentially original. They reem to have started from
a system analogous to Pythagorean arithmology. At first they believed
iu the reality of numbers, a belief which led them to deny all substances.
Everything is in an incessant flux; only the number of elements is cons-
tant. In this way appearances go on existing; in this way the illusion
of a personal ego endures. There is no essential difference between
spirit and matter. The mind and the objects of the senses are formed
of elements joined by the law of numbers, a. fixed number of which is
necessary to form. a material of a psychic molecule. A group of these
aggregates gives the illusion of an ego and of a sensible thing; but
nothing is permanent. All the component parts are dissolved and re-
composed again incessantly. There is neither an immortal soul, nor a
personality, nor a mind. The very Buddhas are not excepted; their
being is illusive, temporal, and unreal.

The sketch of Buddhist views is most interesting, but the promi-
nence given to the idea of number seems not to be borne out by our
texts. No doubt there are various indications of the importance
attached to numbers, and the numerical enumerations of the Pili texts
altest the fascination, numbers exerted on early thought. But
that the philosophy wag really based on anything like the Pythagorean
arithmology must remain a speculation which, on the whole, seems to
have little to commend it.

Another view?* presents itself in the claim that the dharmas are
infra-atomic dynamic unities of forces or elements whose interdepend-
ence according to causal laws constitutes the illusive ohjects of our
phenomenal life. Tt is suggested that we may seek for their proto-
types in the Simkhya system, which before Buddhism held the ilea of
andtman. It is true that the Hindus regard Samkhya and Buddhism as
sharply contrasted. But this is because in the Samkhya all is eternal,
since it represents the permutations of unchanging matter; though the
manifestations are constantly changing (nityaparindmin), they remain
one in their material cause (hdarawdvasthayam). In Buddhism, on the

24 IHQ., X, 758 f1,
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other hand, there is no eternal matter, but momentary dharmas appear-
ing in functional interdependence (pratityasamutpida). The antithesis
is explained, because here as always the history of philosophy evolves
by contrasts. Every new departure starts in opposition to reigning
ideas, but it creates the new on the basis of the old. The Buddhist
produces the new doctrine of pratityasamutpida, which negatives the
parinama-vada of the Samkhya, but it builds up the doctrine of
dharmas on the hasis of the Samklya gunas. The aim of the gupa-
theory, whatever ifs origin, is to bridge the gulf between mind and
matter. A physical phenomenon and a mental one are equally composed
cut of minutest infra-atomic quanta of three different stufls or forces, the
Intelligence (or nervous stuff), Energy-stuft and Inertia-stuff. The first
is predominant in a mental phenomenon, the last in a material one.
Energy is being constantly liberated and absorbed; there is therefore
no stability, all is instantaneous. Bui, though being momentary ilashes
of instantaneous infra-atomic quanta charged with some energy, the
gunas and the phenomena composed of them are said to be ubiquitous
and eternal (viblu, nitya), for they are eternal in their causal or poten-
tial condition as ahsorbed. in an eternal primordial matter. Whea in
this early period of Indian philesophy the guna-theory was being philo-
sophically founded, it is more than probable that the atomic straciure
of matter was being diseussed. Tt is probable that at that early period
there was a division of opinion. The Jain and some pre-Vaidesika
systom joined the materialists, and began to assume indivisible atoms,
whereas the Samkhyas and. some pre-Buddhistic philosophers decided, for
infinite divisibility. Although later on the Buddhists assume the exis-
tence of atoms, they deny their indivisibility. Their atoms, therefore,
are not ntoms at all, they are dharmas, ualities without any stuff. The
character of the atoms follows from the nature of the mahabhitas,
which, though called ecrth, water, fire, and air, are really the four
forces of repulsion, attraction, heat, and motion. The Buddhists indeed
defined matter as merely the phenomenon of resistance. All realisable
ideas, the Hinayina and Sarvastividins at this early date held, were
either concrete data of sense (hahydyatana) or concrete data of invalid
consciousness (abhyantardyatana). Both categories, the cutward and
the inward data, were called dharmas, non-substauces, absolute
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qualities.  This designation nimed at bridging over the gulf betweer
matter and mind, not by assuming an equal composition, but by assum-
ing their parallelism, their equal status. This psycho-physical paralle-
lism was natural, becanse according to the Buddhist theory of causality
there is a general parallelism between all elements of existence.

The theory that the dharmas are borrowed from the gunas does not
appear {o rest on anything more solid than this general' comparison,
which seems sadly lacking in cogency. The assertions regarding the
nature of the Samkhya gupas seem to lack any foundation whatever as
regards any possible early form of Sfnkhya, and only an early Samkhya
is in point. The names of the gunas are sufficient warning that they
do not represent in their early stage anything of the kind stated, and
the hypothesis that their purpose ig to bridge the guif between matter
and mind seems to be wholly without foundation, To reconstruct
Samkhya in a form which the early Samkhya texts vholly ignore?® and
to claim that as the source of Buddhism is not a very convincing argu-
ment. The point regarding atoms ic an interesting note of the new
niethods of argumentation. We are told that it ig more than probable
that the atomic structure of matter must have been discussed at
the period when the gwna-theory was being philesophically founded.
But P'rofessor Jacobi, whose evidence as a convinced adherent of the
influence of Samkhya on Buddhism,? is above suspicion of bias, was
convinced that the Simkhya was not atomistic in its early days, and
calls attention to the silence of the Pali Suttas and the denial of atomism
by the Vedanta, the Mahayinists and the Samkhya. This deuial, it is
said, is aimed at the eternal atoms of the Vaidesika anid does not refer
to those systems which have a dynamic or semi-dynamic theory of
matter. The tanmdtrax are evidently also some kind of atoms,
or infra-atoms, Neither of these assertions is supported by any evidence
whatever. Atomism is a perfectly definite conception which is quite
different from the tanmdatras. The effort to find in the gupas a real
predecessor of the dharmas seems to be wholly unsound, except in the

25 Cf. Keith, Religion and hilosophy of the Veda, 11, 548,
26 Cf. Keith, Samkhya System (2nd ed)). pp. 23 .; Buddhist Philosophy,
pp. 140 ff.
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generic sense that every earlier philosophical idea has sowe effect in
moulding the concepts of later philosophy.

The concept of dharma, it has been justly remarked,?” hears obvious
traces of reduction from something more concrete; it is not without
anthropomorphic traits such as those which affect the structure of the
piciure of the atman itself. It has symptoms of an individual lLeing
whoze concrete character has as far as possible been reduced. But, like
mere man, dharma has origination, duration, death, and in serving the
function of conditioning other dharmas it performs its business
(haritea). The idea of dharmas as purely separate beings is quite
irreconcilable with their condiiioned character aud with the fact that they
serve to condition other dharmas. The fact that any dharma condition-
anotner is a direct negation of ceparation; conditioning is manifestly
impossible save in a structure. It is impossible to form any intelligible
conception of the dharmas, as in his own way Vasubandhu admitted.
It seems probable enough that those authorities are right who hold that
the Buddhists did not distinguish physical and psychical. The
dharmas may in their ultimate origin have traits of souls Ceprived of
all concrete character; any real assurance?® as to their character seems
impossible, and their philosophical importance is historical only.

The view that the swikdryavada helongs to the early Samkhya has
recently heen assailed.** The idea of causality in the Simkhya s
asserted {o have developed in a different manner. The oldest idea of cause
is that of the hidden being, prakrti, and the oldest theory of a dynamic
is the conception of a change in a lasting xubstance, vikdra, seen in the
conception of tattravikdra, the twenty five principles. The further
development of this theory lay noi in the Samkhya school itself but in a
philosophical debate which has its roots in the Rgreda itself. While
in the beginning it turned on the being or nun-being of the cauce, it

27 Liebenthal, Natkdarya in der Darstelluny seiner buddhistis-hen  Gegner,
p. 11

28 Cf. Geiger, Pali Dhamma, pp. 8. 9 with Schayer, Archiv Orientdlni,
VII, 129-130.

20 Liebenthal, Satkdrye, pp. 150, 151, and 42 ff. There are difficulties but
the view deserves consideration.
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appears that Virsaganya provided an answer to the question of the mode
of being of the product. His opponents were Hinayana Buddhists. Since
the formulation of Samkhya doctrines in the Nyayabhisya agrees with
Varsaganya's opinions, it is {o be conjeciured that Varsaganya counted at
that period as the typical Samkhya teacher. A new development of the
discussion of origins is found in the Salistambasitra and in Nagarjuna,
Here the issue is the likeness or unlikeness of the pruduct with its
source. The Samhhya is credited with the belief in the origin of like
from like. This points to the wourte-of the satkdrya dectrine, which
perhaps is first formulated in the Samkihyakaumudi, and which asseria
that the product exists in substance (svabhavatah), though unseen
(saktitak) in the source. The paripdma-vida, it is suggested, was not
originally part of the Samkhya doctrine. Apart fiom the tatévapari-
nama, it plays in the Samkhyakaumudi only a minor réle in the guna-
parinama and the gupaparinamavifesa. It is clear that if this view
is correct, and satkdrya was not a doctrine of the older Samkhya, it is
impossible to accept as correct the doctrine that the Sarvastivadins
adopted their doctrine from the original Samkhya, and the suggestion
that the doctrine of momentary universal change originated in the
Samkhya system loses any liftle possibility it had.

It remaing to add that the attribution®® to early Buddhism of an
estraordinarily important classification of mental phenomena in four
groups: feeling, ideas, will, and pure sensation, is misleading. The first
obvious criticism is that these four groups are placed side by side with
ripa, instead of being opposed as one whole group with four subdivi-
sions to ripa; if they had been clearly felt as mental ag distinguisied
from physical, such a distinetion would necessarily have heen made,
for it iw far more fundamental than the distinctions between the four
other categories. Secondly, to hold that the early Buddhists distin-
guished in the modern style between feeling, ideas, will, and pure
sensation is to read into what is said modern conceptions, just as the
gunas and the dharmas are reinterpreted in terms of' modern scientific
conceptions, which were not and could not be present to the minds of

30 IHQ., X, 744.
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those who used them. Vedana doubtless is feeling, but how little its
character was clearly understood is shown by the doctrine of neutral
feeling which, it is said, has knowledge as pleasant, not knowing as
painful.®* Se¢iifiad again includes in the Pali texts cognitive assiwmila-
tion on occasion of sense and cognitive assimilation by way of naming,
or awareness with recognition, expressed in naming. In the view of the
Sarvastivadins and the Yogacarins, on the other hand, the conceptual
aspect is more marked. Sankharid is not merely volitional cognition
(cetand) but includes 51 other factors which are rather co-efficients in
any conscious state than pre-eminently active or constructive function-
ings.’> The nature of Vasubandhu's interest in pure psychology ean
be judged from his rejection of the effort seen in the Samywktigama to
restrict the category to volitional aspects. The other factors must
not be excluded, because, if this were done, the caitasikas and the citta-
viprayukta dharmas would not fall under any of the skandhoz, and
would be independent of suffering and the cause of suffering, and hence
could not be cut off and could not be known. Complete analysis alone
allows of suffering being brought to an end; hence the other factors
must be included in the skandha®  TVidfddpa again is defined early as
that which isx aware of difference of sensations e.g., tastes, thus accord-
ing precisely with saiid which in the same text figures as discriminat-
ing colours, In the Majjhima Nikiya we find vifiiidpa as consciousness
of what, i3 pleasant, painful and neither; zedana figures in the same
functioning and saiidid with colour sensations, and the dialogue
declines {o assert any essential difference between the three, despite
the fact that they figure as distincet Jhandhas. More generally, viiiiiana
appears as awareness, and a friendly critic admits that it is very diffi-
cult to understand how the generic term was left to stand as on a
footing of equality with the preceding three skandhas.* The sugges-
tion i» made that we may explain this lack of proper classification by
the absence of a Buddhist logic of division, and by the intensely prac-

3 Majjhima Nikdya, 1, 303.

32 Mrs. Rhys Davids, Buddhist Psychology, pp. 61, 52,
83 McCGovern, Buddhist Philosophy, p. 87,

34 Mrs. Rhys Davids, vp. cit., p. 54.

I.H.Q., MARCH, 1936
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tical aim of the psychology to negate the danger of the belief in a
substantial consciousness. TLater Buddhism recognised the illogical
form of the division, and accepted vijiidna as consciousness and, ranked
the other three as caitasika, mental properties, bound up with vijiana
or citta. The mere order of the skandhas shows how unscientific early
Buddhsim was; Buddhaghosa and Nigirjuna had to explain wijiana
immediately after ripa to make any intelligible scheme, and a glance
at the quaint reasons given in the Abhidharmakosa®® for the traditional
order dispels any belief in real anticipation of Bertrand Russell or
Bergson, whatever be the value of their systems. The p Ipable fact
iz that Buddhism was essentially a mdrga, and purely scientific
psychology is not to be expected therein nor is it to he found. We
may use modern philosophy to illustrate ideas which we think we
should find in the Buddhist texts, but it must be remembered that
modern views are the product of definitely modern scientific advances,
and, while they can be superimposed on Buddhist doctrines, they do
not express what the Buddhists thought. Tt does no harin no doubt to
reinterpret Buddhism in modern guise, but it should be recognised
that historically this is not what Buddhists held.

Nor can it be said that the new interpretation makes the Buddhist
slandpoint any clearer. It may be difficult to understand the Buddhist
doctrine of the world, but it is not fair to ascribe to the Buddha the
concept of evanescent entities in beginningless commotion, steering
to quiescence and annihilation, because that may be a medern inter-
pretation of the universe, The early Buddhist doctrine of the chain
ol causality®® need not be ascribed to the Buddha, but it certainly was
early curreni, and it has no relation whatever to the philosophical
doctrine suggested as his. What is essential is that it reveals among
the early Buddhists thoughts of a type completely different from the
theory now ascribed to the Buddha, but thoughts which, unlike that
theory, are easily intelligible in their relation to Indian thought both
before and after. Nothing is more unhistorical than to read the minds

85 McGovern, op. cit., pp. 98, 94.
38 McGovern, op, cit., pp. 160 fi.,, La Vallée Poussin, Théorie des douze
causes (1913); Keith, Buddhist Philosophy, pp. 97 ff.
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of early Indian thinkers as if they were products of the twentieth
‘century.

In the case of the gunas it is well to remember the actual facts
as attested by the actual philosophical literature, and to compare it
with the description given of them as “infra-atomic quanta of three
different energies whose interplay produces the phenomenal world, both
physical and mental.”’*” The facts, of course, with regard to the gunas
are summed up with his usual accmacy by Professor S. N. Dasgupta iu
his History of Indian Philosopliy;®*® “‘an important change in the
Samkhya doctrine seems to have been introduced by Vijfidana Bhikgu
(16th century A.D.) by his treatment of gupas as types of reals. I
have myself accepted this interpretation of Samkhya as the most
rational and philosophical one, and have therefore followed it in giving
a connected system of the accepted Kapila and the Pataiijala :chool
of Samkhya. But it must be pointed out that originally the notion of
gunas was applied to different types of good and bad mental states,
and then they were supposed in some mysterious way by mutual
increase and decrease {o form the objective world on the one hand and

the totality of human psychosis on the other.” This is undoubtedly
a perfectly fair account of the original nature of the gunas, and it
completely destroys the attempt to make them into infra-atomic quanta
of energies.

Between the Samkhya and Buddhism there are many essential
distinctions.  Dr. Nalinaksha Dutt*™ has justly pointed out that the
result of attaching {vo much importance to the influence of Samkhya
on Buddhizsm has been the misinterpretation of Nirvana as an eternal
state of death, a lifeless realily corresponding to the undifferentialed
natter (prakrti) of Simkhya. Nirvana then is the same as the five
skandhas in their original undifierentiated state. Dr. Dutt justly
points out that this is unsupported by the canonical as well as the
non-canonical texts.  Both the Theraviding and the Sarvistivadins

ate emphatic in their slatement that a being once constituted out of

37 THQ., X, 749. 38 i, 221, 222
39 Aspects of Mulhdyina Buddhism, pp. 163, 164.
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the seventy-two elementy or five khandhas passes through innumerable
existences until, by the removal of Avidyd, hLe enters into the
Asamskrtadhatu or Nirvana, which is an element existing by, itself.
But in the Sankhya the emancipation of any being consists in. the
realisation of the fact that Purusa and Praksti remain apart, and not
by his passing from the constituted to the unconstituted state. In
Samkhya the emancipated being is one of the innumerable Purugas
while in Buddhism he is after death indistinguishable from Nirvana.
Tife agreement between Saipkhya and early Buddhism lies in the fact
thai the undifferentiated matter of Samkhya corresponds in its
differentiated form to the five khandhas and not to Nirvana as
inferred by Prof. Stcherbatsky. Jf an analogue for- Nirvana be
sought for in Samkhya, we may say that it coqld have been found in
Purusa if the innumerable Purusas were one Aramskrtadhatu. -

A. Berriepare Kerrn






