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BUDDHISM

Early Buddhism, both in the Canon and as inter-
preted by Buddhaghosa, emphasizes the inconstancy
and the extreme brevity of life under any conditions,
in a2 word, its mortality in the sense that ‘‘all change
is a dying”’ (Plato, Eathydemus 284 D, Eckhart, Evans
ed. I. 384); and asserts unequivocally the unreality of
“beings”’ (satfa)l and of the ‘““self” (affd)2, although

A S, 1,135 evarr khandesn santesy hoti satio U, sammufi...
nayidha satt’ Gpalabbhati; Mil. T2 w'aithi koci satto yo imantha
kdyd afifiam kayam saikamati; 268 na paramatthena soif'ipa-
laddhi. D.3, 211 sabbe safta sonkharatthika: S.1.97 sabbe
saftd marissanti,—cf. Aristotle, De an. 3.6 6 yép yridos &
ovrdioe dsl. Just as much as the modern positivist, the
Buddhist regards ‘individuality” as nothing but a trans-
itory association of sensuous data, mere mame and pheno-
menon, and “the very mother of illusions'; baf at the same
time denies absolutély that all that “is my Self”. It should be
needless to say that the postulated ““self” (a#fd) or Ego
{aham) is other than the Self to which the Buddha “resorts™
(S.3. 143, D. 2 120), other than the “plenary, great ‘177
(piirpam aham mahkeh, Vivekacidamani 240), other than the
" @1 that is “proper to none but God in his sameness” (Meister
Eckhart). On the two “I’'s” cf. JAOS 67, 1947, pp. 69, T0.

* Nothing that can be named or sensed is a real “Self”’, When
the Freedman realises that in the postulated “self” there is no
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both are permissible terms when postulated merely for
practical, everyday purposes?®.

“Brief is the life of human beings . .. none to whom
death cometh pot’” (S5.1.108, cf. A.4.136). Even of a
Brahma, whose day is of a thousand years, is said
that “his life is little, not for long’’ (5. 1. 143). “Life
is like a dewdrop...a bubble on the water’” {A. 4. 137,
of. D. 2. 246 f.),—*like a dewdrop on the tip of a blade
of grass when the sun rises, such is the lifetime of men.
Mother! do not hinder me” (Vism. 231), i.e. do not
hold me back from the Path. “In the last analysis, the
moment of the life (jivita-khano) of beings is just as
over-brief (atiparitfo}* as the turning of a single
thought; like the turning of a chariot-wheel, which
turns by means of just one place on its rim, and stands
still by means of only one, so is the life of beings that
of a single moment of thought, and when this ends the
being is said to have ended. As it has been said, ‘In the
past thought-moment one lived ... in the future thought-

veritable Selfhood, and no longer sees Self in what is not-Self,
then he “no longer worries about what iz unreal’ [esatd na
parifassati, M. 1. 135).

'* The pragmatic validity and real invalidity of the postulates
corresponds to e distinction of relative, transactional (vo-
hérika) and conventional (sammuti — sammafa, or pethaps ==
samvrii, “contingent”) from absolute (peramatthika) truth. The
affimative language of postilation applies literally only to
the world of accidents (D.2.63) and can only be employed
analogically or negatively to wtimate reality.

$ Ct. A, 1,249 where the little self (of which the “life” is
referred to above) is paritts, the Great Self aparitto. On ¥ ric
see my “[Initirikian and Atyaricyata”, NIA. 6. 52-56.
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moment one will live. .. in the present thought-moment
one is alive?,

‘Life, the self-ish nature (alia-badva), pleasure and

pain, all ®

Are conjunct (sasméyaifa) in a single thought, and

its moment passes lighily'c. ..
Such is the ‘Recollection of Death’ in terms of the
‘Brevity of the Moment’" (Vism. 238).

“Connatural are life and its theft? ... Beings are
born bearing in themselves inveteration and death. For
indeed their recurrent thinking is infected with in-
veteration coinddently with its origination; like a stone
that falls from a mountain top, it breaks up together
with the agpregates of which it is composite, so that
instant death (kRamika-maranam)® is connatural with
advent’ (Vism. 1. 230). In other words, birth and death
are-not unique events of any contingent existence, but
of the very stuff (evam-dhamme) of “life”; and this
liability, of which a particular birth and death are only
special cases, is precisely that ‘‘reincarnation® (pena-
bbhava, -agamana) from which a final cscape is sought;
im-mortality (amafz) and life or becoming (fhava) are

& A0, ie the passible five-fold composite "that i5 not
my Sclf? (ma me so 2d), passim.

% Ehg-citfa. .. vattefe (Fere) bkape implying that ciffa-wrfii,
“turning, or inconsiancy, of thought™ thal the Yogi secks to
suppress. The mind is always on the move, and hence often
compared to a monkey.

1 #ETheft”, Le. by the “robber™, or  waylayer ™, or “hun-
ter ', -Death.

s Mot “medden death” at the end of onc™s life, but “instant
death ™ all through it.
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not compossibles, but incompatible; ‘‘the cessation of
becoming is Nibbana' (5. 2.117). “As between one
thought and the next {ciffanfaro), such is a morial®™
{A. 5. 300) : “Could a man be called * quick® who could
=0 rum a5 fo catch in the air arrows loozed at the same
time by four master-archers? Quiicker than that is the
weating out of the compasite-factors of 1ife™ (5 2
2o6); “All that is born, whatever is become, is cor-
ruptible” (palokadiammant, 5.5.163). It is in this
gense that “the Buddha looks wpon the world in
momentary (khane bhape) dissolution” (Dpvs. 1. 16) 9.

“ Four and eighty thousand asons the Maruts abide,
and vet abide not even for so long as for the sequence
af two thoughis. .. In the present lives the world, and
with the break-up of a thought it dies (peccappareina
jivaii ciftabhakza mate loke)19,.. From the unseen come
forth born beings, and broken-up pass into the unzeen;
like a flash of liphtning in the ether they arise and pass
away "™ {(Vism, 623, 620).

Time (samapa, ‘‘co-ition’) is past (afifa, “over-
gone'), future {(@edpefa, “un-come'), or present {pac-
cappaita, “up-come™). The present has three senses;
that of the moment {(&ffaea-) in which there meet forth-
coming, stasis and break-down (wppadae-fihiti-ofanpa-

8 Buddhaghosa derives leka from [xf, palz], to decay, be
dizsobved (Vism. 427).

w Zimilarly ||1%Eﬁuﬁ5ﬂ aod 6, 34.43 “ihis world, measured
by a thooght ED'I:Iﬂ'I.I.H:, just a thought” (idam clifa-
matranT , by L. lasts only for so long
a5 & 1Imught, thm:gh it ma:.r alse be meant that it is “of the
stuff of thought™, conceptual.
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patiem) ; that of the continuation (saniati-), i.e. ““now”’
in the extended and usual meaning of the word; and
that of road (eddhs-) 11 in the sense of span of life,
whether long or short; and of these three presents, the
first is included in the second, and the second in the
third. The becoming of the five-fold aggregates, i.e. of
“beings”, or “selves”, takes place in the course of
all these “times” (Vism. 431, 473).

Observe that the Stasis is only momentary, not in
the continuing present, except in the sense that the
moments are surrounded by the continuum; “‘as it
might be a mountain torrent flowing swiftly from afar
and carrying everything along with it, and there is
no moment, pause, or misute (bkapo, layo, mul..stio) in
which it comes to rest12,, ., even so is the life of men

U In its most extended sense the Road (addhd) as distinct
from the Way (magga} ... much, indeed, as “byway” from
“highway” ... is that whole extent of the past habitations
(pubba-nivasa) that were “not my Self””, but in which, already,
more tears have been shed than would fill the sea. “It is through
oot inderstanding, failing to penetrate, the Four Ariyan Truths
(of I1l, its origin and its eradication, and the Way) that we have
rim and wandered on this Jong road,... both youw and I...
How is a Monk a ‘Wayman? In that he is moving fast on this
long road to where he has not yet been, there where there is a
cessation of all composites, a refinquishing of all conditions, a
waning out of thirst, an absence of gust, an arrest of becoming,
... Nibbana... There is no surcease of Il intil World’s End
has been reactred” (D.2.60, A.3.164 and 2, 49).

1# Cf, Plutarch, Mor. 432 A, B (on the stream of Time).
dn- my Figares of Speech or Figures o} Thought 1946,
p. 159, n. 10 (on ksepika-mairdimadiy 1 erred in speaking of
existence as “not a contimity but a succession of unique instants

34

brief and light {(parittam lahukam) ... or like the mark
made by a stick on water... For the born there is no
‘not dying’ 13 (A. 4.137). Buddhaghosa’s three mo-
mentary accidents (sppada, thiti, bhanga) 1t are the
same as the “forthcoming, maturity, and alteration or
dying (appada, vayo, aRfiathat{a)'® of things while

of consciousness”, The Buddhist doctrine is one of “continuity
without identity”, and it is because of doth that the question,
Is it the same man or another that reaps what has been sown,
cannot be answered by a simple Yes or No.

18 Aristotle’s toff afrob ... xal yéveors xai @dopd, Mef 11.12.8.

1 Vism. 404—405; where it is asked whether in the case of
one who visits the Brahma-wotld in an invisible, mental body,
he does this “in the moment of the forthcoming or moment of
stability or moment of break-up of the resolute thought” of
going there, and answered that he goes “in all three moments”’;
which is as much as to say that they are not three consecutive
moments, but one. It has been previously explained that if he
goes in a visible body the journey takes some fime, “for the
body moves stowly <.

16 Aristotle’s affnoc, dxps, and @dios, dependent on food,
De an. 3.12; AA. 2. 1.2 annena himani sarvini. bhistdni sama-
nanti; Taitt. Up. 2. 2 annad voi praja prajayante; D. 3. 211 sabbe
sattd dhdraithikd; S.1.97 sabbe saftd marissanfi. “All change
is a desistance from a nature”, Aristotle Phys. 4.13,222R,
cf. 4. 12,221 B: “All change is a dying", Plato, Euthydemus
283 D, 285B, and Meister Eckhart (Evans ed. 1.384);
““Alteratio est via ad generationem et corruptionem”, St. Thomas
Aquinas, De mixt. elemenforgm, ed. Parma 16,333, cf, Sam.
Theol. 1.105.2 and 1-11. 113, 7 ad 1.

It can hardly be overlooked, also, that the three phases of
existence, srsfi, sthifi and laya, that are resumed in every
instant, are the respective functions of the Trinity of Brahma,
Vishnu and $iva in so far as they are logically distinguished
from “the unity of the Person”.
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they last™ (fhifdnanm) predicated in 5. 3137, the same,
to, as ihe “procession, stasis and recession” {paii,
sthiti, mivrtti) that are synthesised in Time, SA.7.20,
and as the “‘efflux, maturity, and Heimgang® {srava,
vidd i, astam gamana) of which the Time without time,
Brahma to wit, is the inexhaustible font (MU. 6. 14);
and these three are characteristic of whatever is com-
posite (seitkfafuom) but not of whal is incomposite
(ssmihklatan, A. 1, 152) 16 —and emphatically nof of
the Buddha’s ¥ incomposite Eternal-Law ™ {asambhafan
dhammep, A 4.330), ned of Nibbina (esantkhatam,
Mil. 2700, not of that home (@yafamem) “where there
is neilber coming nor going nor stopping, nor falling
nor uprising, no this world and that world, no support,
no mofion, no inception’ nor of that “unborn, en-
become, uncreated, incomposite that iz, and were it
not, there would be no way of escape from the borm,
becomae, created and composile’™ (L. 800 19,

15 [noomposite, e, “simpla™: “intellectus noster,.. In co-
goitionem simplicidm pervenice gon polest, nisl per remsafionem
compazitionis , .. aeternitas non varetur per pragsens, practeri-
tum ek futurum® (3t Thomas Agquinas, Sesr, Theoll 1, 100 1and 2,
of, Sumi, eontfea pentiles 1,15); "igitor vita cus pon habit sue-
cessionem, sed est fofe simed, Est o igitwr sempiterma' (Swoen
eanfra pentdez 1,00, 1 would add, nisi gimul, gquomodo om-
nisciens ¥

¥ It will not be overlooked that all these regative terms,
having mibddme and dhemms as their refecence, are equally
such az are applied to CGod secxndam wiom resutionds in Christi-
anity; <f.,, for example, Swm, conlfra peafiies 1, oo 14, 15, 18, 23,
89, ... God is immutafde, incomposite, without accidents, impas-
sible, efc.
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Hdvra gic: Heracleitus, fr. XLI, “ You cannot dip your
feet twice into the same rivers: for other watcrs are
ever flowing in®: sabbe dhamma anfcet (5. 3.132).
That all things—note the plural —are in flux is no more
a denial of the real stability of that which is not a
“thing™ than is the Buddha's destruclive analysis of
ihe composite “self”, always followed by the words,
“‘that is not my Self’, a denial of the Self. As Aristotle
(Mef. 4.5.7 and 15f) points ont, there can be “also
another kind of essence of things that are, whelly
devold of destruction and generation™, It cannot be
shown that Heracleifus ever cxplicitly or implicitly
denied this; “all things" flow, no doubt, but there is
a ane and only Wisdom is distinct from ““all things™
(fr. XVIII),—not one of them; and if, az Ritter and
Preller say, the “Ever-living Fire" is such that ende
granal omtis mofas, this does not mean that itself is
moved. Aristotle had absolutely no grounds for acais-
ing “these men’ of the belief that “sensibilia are the
only realities’!. In Buddhism the reality of an untoved,
incumposite nature is expliciily asserted over against
the evanescence of the composite fransients; and when
Ariztotle poes on fo say ‘°it iz only the realm of sense
around us which continues subject to destruction and
generation, but this iz a practically negligible part of
the whole® (ff.22), this might just as well have been
said by the Buddha himself!

That there is “‘no moment in which the river rests”
shows clearly that fime is not fo be thought of as
“ipade of” a succession of slops, but as a contiminm
{sarmting) ; the indivisible moment is immanent in time,
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but not a part of time; just as for Arstotle “tme is
not composite of atomic nows, any more than any other
magnitude is made up of atoms™ (Phys. 6.9. 239 B, f.
8.8, 2024A).

Inasmuch as all change is a dying, it is from the
inconstancy (amicea) of life and thought that the Way-
farer seeks to be emancipated,—** seeking for stability™
{afititan nissdpa, A, 3. 219), As we have scen above,
Stagiz iz predicated only in the moment (Efara) or
in the Time (k&la) without time that is Brahma—that
Bralma and Dhamma that the Freedman, dbarima-
bhiito, frafma-fhdte, [, 384, 5.3, 93) “has become™;
It we have nof yvet drawn the obvious conclusion that
these two are one and the same, fhough be it noted
that in one the past and future meed, and from the other
flow, and that both are wiffou! darafion. What are we,
thet, to understand by such expressions as “crt':e whose
thaught is stable' ({fffa-cifio D. 2,157, 5.5.74) “one

whaose sud__;h-st&hkﬂi—{-ﬁﬂ-&m_m_ﬂ 5 3. 55, and
notably Sn. 350 pwumﬁfmhr_m_.fﬁ{{’_fﬂf_uﬂlﬂ “stahble,
fionless’® {thilo anejo, Th. 1, 372), “as in the ocean’s
midmost depih no wave is born, but all is still, so for
the Monk, who's still and does not move (fhifo anefe),
nor should he swell at all™ 1% (&n, 920%; or by state-
ments such as that ““having crossed, and reached the
Farther Shore (Niffaaa), and stands’ (&fkaeff), ‘an
Arahant® is meant™ (5.4.173, cf 5n.940), or that

1 “Dhi solt sin stéte unde veste, daz isi: did solt gelich
stin liches und leides, gelikes und ungelitkes™ {Meister Eck-
hart, Pfeiffer p. 71).

a8

“"having overpast inveteration and death, they "stand’ "
(thassanti, S. 2, 46) 12,

1 dStability is the peculiar property of cternity™ (Marsilic
Ficing, Commenstary an Plato’s Spmpesivm IV, 160, “Men saw
these two thinpgs [hody and soul, ie. sawiffdma-%Epe), pon-
desed them, nvestigated both of them, and found that each is
mutable in man. The body is mutable in ifs varous ages, in i3
corruption, its ailments, its reflections amd its defections, iz
life, its death. They passed fo the soul, which they cerlainly
comprehended a5 being the better, and also wondered at as being
invisible, But they found it too to be shatable, now willing
something, now not willing; oow knowing, again not koowing;
now remembering, again forgetting; now fearing, again daring;
now advancing in wisdom, agon relapsing into folly. They saw
that it was mutable, they leff it too, and went in search of some-
thing that should be immutable, And thus they aerived at a
cognition of God the Creator by gneans of the things which He
created ..., methe ridations (ofythings and thouwilts
ererriiere find ‘has heen® an Il be®, Think on God and
thou wilt find izt where * has heen’ and *will be’ cannot be
(Bt Augustine, Serme CCXLL 3.3 - fr foan, Evarg. XXEVIIL
10, versions by Erich Przywara, 5. [.); furtheér, “clarim est
gait [animam] esse mutabilem® (Do ver, rel, XXX, 34), “non
quidem localiter, sed tamen temporaliter® (b, X, 18); Tanima
vers jam ipsa crearcbur™ (De Gem, e S0 VIL 24, 35) and
“omnia quac fecif, quia ex nihilo fesit, mutabilia sant? (De
aad, dond, L1y, Buf “Quod autem imcipit ant desinit vivere,
vel in vivendo successionem patitiur, mutabile est” {5t. Thomas
Acquinas, Sem, condrs penfiler, 1.0%), and more generally,
Wawhatever has had & bheginning muest have an cnd " {Aristotle,
Phys, 3,4, 203 B; Somputtfo Niksps 4.46). How, ihen, can
Yghie soul be or hecome “innnortal™ ? Only if, with 5t. Thomas,
Blate, Philo amd the Upanisads, we recognize that “duo sunt
in homine, cespectively miortal and immortal by nature,—a
created *“zoul zubject to accidents, and an uncreated ' Soul
of the soul” above them. St Aoguostine asks, in fact, *'how
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The znswer in terms of time is that the Buddha,
identified with the Dhamma, must be, like the Dhamma,
“simple’ (asamkhata, A.4.359) and by the same token
“timeless”” (akaliko, A. 4. 406). The Freedman, in fact,
“transcends the aeons” 20 (kappatifo ... vipamutio, Sn.

is it that reason {ratio — ldyoc) is immortal, and that T am
defined as something both rational and mortal at the same
time ?” and reflects, ““if reason is immortal, and if I who analyze
and synthesize all these [temporal] things, am reason, then that
by which I am called mortal is rot ‘mine’... and we ought
to fly from the mortal to the immortal” (De ordine I1. 50).

If we bear in mind that “Dhamma” (Sixawoivn, Justitia,
Lex Aecterna} is one of the Divine Names {dhamma and brahima
being interchangeable terms in the Upanisads and the Pali
Canon), it will be seen that Augustine’s words might as well
have been those of the Buddha himself; both were “intensely
sensitive to the pathos of mutability”. St. Augustine’s ““then
that by which I am called mortal is not mine” corresponds
exactly to the Pali famr n’étam mama, neso’ham asmi, na me
so alta.

® On the incalculable length of the aeons (kappa), in their
sequences of hundreds and thousand for which no earliest
point can be recognized, see S. 2. 178-193, ending with the
words, “Impermanent are all composites the nature of which
is to originate and age, and "having arisen, then to perish; to
have done with them is bliss”

An aeon {kalpa) qua saeculum, is properly speaking a “day
of Brahma?” consisting of a thousand yugas or 4320 million
human years; in his days and nights successive worlds are
manifested and dissolved. The life-span of a Brahmi is a
hundred years made up of such days. It is from even this
“hrief” life that the Buddha teaches a *further escape’. Burt
it should be noted that kappa () &'p, related to kr) is also
“concept” or “multiple arrangement”, xdomos {cf. RV. 10.90.
11 katidka vi akalpayan? and conversely MU. 6. 30 niksarikalpn
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373), “not a man of the aeons” (akkapiyo, Sn. 860);
“they call him ‘awake’ (buddha) who discerns the

nirabhiminas tisthet), i.e. prapaiica, and that just as a Wake
is mippapaiica *unelaborate™, so akeppiyo (So. 914 efc) is
oot only ex fempore but also “other than whatever is con-
ceivable seriatim"”, transcendent not only with respect to
“times’™ but also with respect fo temporalia.

The “former habitations” and past aeons are all imme-
diately present to a2 Buddha who can poimce upon them like
a lion or reach them like an arrow its mark; others need to
look backward through the ages, one or myriad according to
their ability, but a Buddha or Arahant envisages past or future
aeons directly (Vism. 411). It as if they formed a circle
(beginningless and endless cycle) of which he is the centre,
no farther from one than from ary other point on the circum-
ference; while others, less adept, must work their way backward
along the circumference if they are to see any past time.

When just above (Vism.410) Buddhaghosa speaks of the
remembering of “how [ was then, So-and-so, of such and
such a family, etc.”, and of the past conditions az being those
“in ome’s own continuum?” (affarc semtine)—or better, per-
haps, “one’s own lineage”—this is said “conventionally”
(samuced), not in very truth (parematthena); for any well
taught Buddhist monk knows better than to ask, What was /
in a former life, or What am / now, or What shall [ bein
the future? For he sees things “as become”, ie. stricfly in
terms of causal process and only speaks of an “1” for practical
couvenience in everyday life (5. 2.26, D. 1, 202). Similarly in
D, 1. 81 the analogy of cati and apapatti to the case of a man
who goes to ancther village and again returns to his own . (the
“villages” being this and younder worlds, as in CU.8.6,2)
would be a heresy if taken literally, as is explicit in Pv. 4. 3.
31. The three modalities of personality (affa-bh3ve), past,
present, and future, are mere conventional terms of every
speech, not ultimate realities (D. 1. 202). In just the same way
for the Yoga Sitra (2. 39 and 4. 35), the contemplation of one’s
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aeons, the fiux of things in which they fall and rise...,
one for whom birth (jafi = bhava, yéveors) is at an
end” (Sn.517). For such as these, explicitly, *“there
is neither past nor future” (ne fassa paccha na purai-
tham atthi, S.1.141); a Buddha’s “reoollection” does
not operate by a following up of the sequences of
births and deaths in time, but siezes immediately and

former personalities (#/ma-bhava) may be a prefitable exercise
in the earlier stages of a Yogins’ development, but one who
no longer confuses saffva with Self will never propound such
questions as *““Who was 77, eta. Reincamation, in other words,
is a facon de parler, not really a matter of persistent individ-
ualities.

It should be observed that the Buddhist “double truth”
(sammati-, loka-vohira-, loka-nirattiyo, etc. and on the other
hand paramaltha-saccam; corresponding to the Vedantic avidya
and vidyd, vikdra- and paramdirthika-salyam), one relative and
conventional, the other absolute and certain, correspond to the
distinction of metaphysics from “philosophy” (in the parrow
sense of the word), and to Plato’s distinction of “such know-
fedge as has a beginning and varies as it is associated with one
ore another of the things that wo nowadays call realities” from
“the knowledge that abides in that which is absolutely real™
{(Phaedrus 247TE), and distinction of *““true opinion” from

“truth”, parallel to that of becoming from being (Timaeusy

27D, 28 A). The prob-ability of the relative truths cam be
established by repeated observation, and such are the statistical
“laws of nature” discovered by science; but behind the ex-
perience of order “there is a further cause of that which is
“always so’”; it is because of efernity that “there never was
ot will be any fime when movement was not or will not be”;
but such a first cause, being itself uncaused, is not prob-able
but axiomatic (Aristotle, Phys. VIIL 1. 252 B),—i.e. “self-
revealing?, svg-prakasa, self-evidemt”.

42

instantly upon whatever situation in whatever time the
Buddha chooses to perceive (Vism. 411); that is to say,
all times are present to a Buddha’s instant glance,
“Where there is neither past no future” must and
can be only Now?L It is true that for beings in time
the momentary now (kkana) is ever present, But the
word, in the sense of ““right time’’ means also oppori-
unity, i.e. gafeway and although as such this inter~
val 22 is continrually opened and closed again as time
passes 3, what if the instant opporturity is never
seized? From this point of view the Buddha counsels:
“Get ye across this sticky-mire, let not the Moment
pass {khapo ve ma upaccaga), for they shall mourn

+1 “Ubi futurum et praeteritum coincidunt cum praesenti”,
Nicolas of Cusa, De visione Dei, c. X.

B Infer-vallum: the “needle’s eye’” and “strait gate” in the
wall of Paradise, “locum ... cinctum contradictoriorum coin-
cidentia, et iste est murus Paradisi, in quo [tu Domine] habitas,
cuins portam, custodit spiritus allissimus rationis, qui nisi
vincatur, non patebif ingressus™ (Nicolas of Cusa, De visicne
Dei, ¢. 1X).

3 Past and future being, in fact, the Symplegades or Clash-
ing Rocks, and separated only by the now-without-duration
through which the Hero (makavire) finds his way; in other
words, the jambs of the “Doorway of Immortality” (amatassa
dvara, M. 1. 226, cf. Vin, 1. 7) that the Buddha (Brahma-become
and the Giver of Immortality, A 4. 226, S. 4. 94) threw open
to his followers; and of the Sundoor, of which it is asked,
“Who is able (arkaii, cf. RV. 10. 60, 40 arkerd) to pass through
it"”,—i.e. is able to take the way of the “unobstructed Saman, or
othemse, the ldgihtoing




whose Moment’s past’ 2¢ (kkanatita hi socanti, Sn, 333,
cf. Dh. 315, Tha. 403, 653, 1005, Thi. 5, 439); and that
he congratulates those of the Monks “whose Moment
has been caught’” (kkano vo pafiladdho) and commise
rates those “whose Moment has past” (khanatita, S. 4,
126) 25, Cf. Anth, Pal.16. 275 on the passing Moment.
The moment of release is sudden (sub-if-aneus, ‘ go-
ing stealthily’’) : comparable, in fact, to that of an arrow
loosed without further effort from the bow to pierce all
obstacles and penetrate its mark, being already ‘ that-
become” (tad-bhitta, i.e. brahma-bhata), when the arch-
er’s stance, grip and draw are correct,—the arrow corres-
ponding to the Self and the target to Brahma (Mil.418
+ Mupd. Up. 2. 1. 1—-4): and the adequacy of this trope
(apema) is so far precise that it extends to the use of
ths same verbs whether the archer be in fact a bowman
or a “‘target-piercing” (akkhana-vedhin) 2 Monk,—viz.
samdha, “‘synthesise” applied to the setting up of the
bow and the placing (yoga) of the arrow, which can

3 Almost exactly as William Blake’s:

“, ..he who kisses the joy as it flies
Lives in eternity’s sunrise...

But, if once you let the ripe moment go,
You can never wipe off the tears of woe”.

% Jt must not be overiooked, of course, that khaza has also
the meaning of “opportunity” present during a relatively short
period of time; as in Thi. 459 where Sumedhi says, “This is
an age of the Buddhas; gone is the absence of opportunity, the
moment’s siezed!” (virgjjito akkhaso, khano laddho).

.M Akkkamo — Skr. akhapa, “target”, in JUB. 1. 60.7, 8 and
CU.1.2.7,8; and is not to be coanected etymologically with
bhagw, “moment”.

44

stherefore be thought of as “in samadhi’’ 3, muc, “loose”,

with reference to the liberation of the arrow or the
Self, and vyadh, ‘ penetrate” (in some forms identical
with vid, “know?” or “find’’) with reference to the
attainment of the archer’s “aim” 27,

In the case of the Buddha and some other Arahants
(cf. Tha. 173, Thi. 627) the Awakening takes place at
dawn, that is to say at a junction of times (sasdhi), or
twilight, when it is neither night (the prior form) nor
day (the posterior form); and in this connection it is
not-insignificant that a synonym for samdhi is brahma-
bhati, ‘“‘becoming Brahma’'. Even at any point of time,
the event takes place at a oonjunction of times past and
future, and it is not without interest that the word
yoga in its astronomical sense can be substituted for
the “moment”” of Awakening (Thi. 4). The suddenness
of the Awakening contrasts with the length of the Way,
the aeonic time that is #ow and once for all escaped
(much as the sudden release of the arrow contrasts with
the archer’s long training); and this is espedially em-
phasized in the Mahayiana, notably in Vasubandhu’s
Abhisamayalankira, where when the end of the long
road has been reached, the Great Awakening (abhi-
sambodhi) is “single-instantaneous” (eka-ksana-) 18,

¥ See further my “Symbolism of Archery” in Ars Istamice
10, 1943,

 E. Obermiller, “The Doctrine of Prajiis-paramiti as ex-
posed in the Abhisamayilamkara of Maitreya®, Acta Oriestalia
11, 1933, pp. 81, 82. Abhi-samaya, “full attainment”, may be
more literally something like “*super-coincidence”, as of “time*
considered absolutely; cf. also semaywifam (co-ire), to “pass

through” (the midst of the Sun), JUB.L 6. 1, sugpesting mn
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The notion of “instantanous [i.e. timeless) awaken-
ing” (ekaksanabhisambodhi) persists also in Tantrik
Buddhism, where # is given, quite logically, a double
signifance, comparable to that of a point on the circum-
ference of a circle, such a point being at one and the
same time its beginning and end, alpha and omega. As
beginning, the awakening is the instantaneous quicken-
ing 22 from which the development of the embryo pro-
ceeds to the conscious perception of the ‘“net of con-
tingency” (mayajala) in the dimensioned (mirmana-)
body. On the other hand, as already explained above,
the instant or timeless Wakefulness from which gener-
ation (the descent of spirit into matter) proceeds is
not only the first but also the last moment of the temp-
oral cycle (kala-cakra) of existence (samsara), when
conscicusness returns to its source; evolution {ufpaéti-
krama = pravritiy and involution (afpannakrama =

equation of abkisamaya with pardyapa. ¥ substitute “single-
instantaneous” for Obermiller’s ‘““momentary” because the
latter word could be understood to mean “‘ephemeral” or
“transient”, which is not intended; “momentary’”’ would be
right for khane khane, but not for eka-ksane. Eka-ksaga- cor-
responds to Sankara’s sadye in sadyo-mukfi, BrSBh. 1. 1. 11;
sadya, “this day”, like sakr?, *forthwith’”, ““no sooner than”,
etc., cf. St. Augustine, De &b, arb. 111 25, 77 Millia dierum in
temporis mutibilitate intelligantur; unus autem diei nomine in-
commutibilitas aeternitatis vocatur.

22 Cf. Manu 1.56 *“When [the Great Seif] becoming atomic
(apumdiiriko bhitvad) and with a view to existence and motion
inhabits the seed with which it is associated, then it assumes
an actual-form (mériime vimoniati)”. The Tantra asserts the
intemporal, Manu the undimensioned quality of the animating
principle.
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aivriti) representing the two halves of the cycle of
existence, whether cosmic or individual. So in yoga
practise, of which the purpose is involutionary, we find
a contemplation on time, directed towards the imme-
diate realisation of ever greater and greater durations
and pursued until the whole of time can be experienced
naow. Inspiration and expiration 3® are correlated suc-
cessively with day and night, fortnights, months, and
so on, the procedure culminating in “a complete re-
solution of microcosmic time by the disciple who,
having successively fixed his mind on ever greater
periods of time and successively rid himself of them
in the course of his breathing, comes at length to the
great universal aevum; including all creation from its
beginning to its reabsorption”,—or rather, regener-
atior (palingenesis), for ‘this is the yogic rebirth,
briefly and clearly described in the following quotation
from Kalacakratanira: ‘The birthplace of the Royal
Conquerors is in one constant moment (ekasmin-
samaye’ksare) 3t ; when the ‘heart’ is established in the

¥ In Yoga practise, the in- and out-breaths are equated or
identified, each being sacrificed in the other {BG. 4. 29, 5.27); .
and that is, ir the last analysis a realisation of the Supreme
Identity of Mitrivarunau, who are both the in-and-out-breaths
(3B. 1.8.3.12) and day and night (TS.2. 1.74), and of the
Unity of the Gale (Vayu) “who blows as one, but in man
becomes these two, the in-and- out-breathing” (SB. 1. 8 3.12),
“who bestows these breaths” (TS.2.1.1.3) and is in fact
the “other whereby men live” (KU. 5. 5).
- W Akcara, "still”, “not fluent”, from a Hindu point: of
view, a designation of Brahma, and of the syHable OM by .
which he is represenied in verbal iconography, =
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Great Breath, and actual breathing has ceased, when
the physical sense-powers are relinquished and the
divine have arisen, when the natural planes have been
left and the planes divine are seen, then I see All,
Great King, then there is naught that is not always
seen’”, Having thus realised his own-nature or in-
trinsic being (svebhava), become what he is, the Yogi
‘““without any subjective-objective relation. .. knows all
because it [his essence] comprehends all in a geometric
point (bindu) and in one instant (eka-ksand) ... Tlme is
drowned in eternity’” 32,

Such a “control of the moments and their sequence”
(Yoga Sitra 3.52) as this is the contemplative equi-
valent of the Vedic seasonal sacrifices by which Praja-
pati, the Year (Time) having been, by the act of cre-
ation, unstrung and dismembered into the parts of the
year (time), ie. days and nights, etc., of which the
conjunctions are his broken “joints”, is made whole
and complete again 33, at the same time that the Sacri-
ficer himself is reintegrated (Sefapatha Br. 1.6.3.35
and passim). “For because the year is a counterpart

¥ Mario E. Carelli, Sekoddesatika, Baroda, 1941, Introduc-
tion pp. 16, 17 and Skr. fext p. 7 (but the version of the
K&lacakratantra passage is my owu).

¥ These “joimts” (parviri) are (in a surg'lml sense) “re.
set”, or literally “put together” or “syn-thesised”, cf. AA. 7.
20, where Time unites (saridadkiti) past, present and future
times, Things thus put together (samhbifs) are in somddhi, in
wholeness or Ilealth; and this completes the cycle that began
with their division and sickness (vyddhi). The separative act
of creation is necessarily followed by the unitive (re-collectme)
process of iavolution; complication by simplification.
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(image) of Prajapati, they call him the Year” (i&id. 11.
1.6.13); “the Year is everything, and that is what
‘Imperishable’ means” (ibid.11.1.2.12). “How many
days are there in the year?” That depends upon the
way it is divided, but “really, only one; the Year is
just that day after day”; and the Comprehensor of
this doctrine of the Year himself becomes the Year”
(ibid. 12.2.2.23).

Except for the last references, the doctrine of the
“Now that stands” has been dealt with so far only
on the basis of the Hinayina. Many other scholars,
notably Jacobi, Keith34, De la Vallée Poussin, and
Stcherbatsky, have studied it only from the Mahiyana
sources, in which it is expanded, but certainly did not
originate, All schools, of course, retain the doctrine
of the causal efficacy of the past operative in the
present. Keith, indeed, always assuming that the Bud-
dha denied the reality of the Self —which he never did,
but rather counselled men to “seek for” and “take
refuge” -in it (Vin. 1.23, Vism. 393, D, 11.120, S. 3.
143)—goes so far as to say that the Vaibhisika doc-
trine “interpolates the moment of existence (schiti),
which, it asserts, was suppressed by the Buddha be-

si Although Keith himself asks respecting the Buddha’s “un-
fathomable” nature predicated in S. 4.374, etc.,, whether this
“js not to argue that the Tathigata apart from the mortal
constituents is something real ut ineffable?” and cails it “un-
msctomstonseungnegmvlmmwwheremoﬂler
explanation is not merely possible, but probably more in' ac-
cordance with the ideas of the teachers of the early Canon™
(Baddhist Philosophy in India and Ceplon, 1923, p. 26).

- 49



cause of the danger which it involved fo the doctrine
of impermanence” 85; implausible, because the notion
of a ‘“‘permanent” Self and “impermanent” self in-
voives no antinomy, and in any case the word £4ifi, even
in combination with affa, is by no means avoided in
the Canon, where also the verbs fitthanti and thassanti
(as cited above) are used of Arahants; nor can there
be any question but that the Dhamma, with which the
Buddha identified himself is an ‘“‘eternal substance”
(akaliko dhata). For the Sautrantikas, whose very name
implies their orthodoxy, ‘‘the true doctrine is that
there is no distinction between the entity, the efficiency,
and the time of its appearance; entities appear from
non-existence 5¢; they exist for a moment; then they
ceasc to exist. Their existence, activity, and action are

86 A, B, Keith, ipid. p. 167.

8 «\Which temporal things before they are, are not; and
when they are, pass away; and when they are passed away, wili
not be. And so, when they are future, they are not yet; and
when past, no longer are” (St. Augustine, De lib. arb. 3. 7. 21).

In RV, 10,72, 2 asatah sad ajayets, “‘the existent springs
from non-existence”, cf. CU. 3. 19.1, Taiit. Up. 2.7, where
“non-existent” means “not yet existing”, “being in potential-
ity”, pragabhava. On the other hand, in the contrary formulae
of TS, 4.6.1.2, CU. 6.2.1,2 and BrSBh. 2. 1,17, 18, where
being arises only from being, “not from the non-existent”, the
reference is to the fourth, afyanfa, absolute, kind of non-exist-
ence, that of things that could never be, e.g. “the son of a
barren woman”. In Aristotelian terms, “appearance from
-uon-existence {pragabhdva)” would be “reduction from poten-
tiality to act”, and this is the sense in the beautiful prayer of
BU. 1. 3, 28, asato méd sad gamaya, “Lead me from non-exist-
ence unto existence”. Cf. alse FAOS. 66. 154, n. 30,
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all one... Past and future are mere names* 37, All this
involves, of course, the old doctrine of the Void (s&n-
yatd) 38 which Keith discusses in connection with the

st A.B. Keith, ibid. p. 166. Rimi, Mathnawi 1, 2201, “Past
and future are to thee a curtain from God”.

3 Just as in the case of “destruction’ (khayz) it must be
asked, if the “Annihilationist Heresy” (ucchedavada) is to
be avoided, just what can and should be destroyed (Vism. 508),
and as in the case of “escape” (nissaranam) it must be asked,
From what, and To what, if we are to know what is meant,
50 in the case of the “void” (suffiam) it must be asked, Of
what? As Hermes Trismegistos says, “you must not call any-
thing ‘void’, without saying what the thing in question is
void of” (Ascl.lll.'33C); ¢f. Aristotle, who points out that
“to determine whether the ‘void’ (zd xevd») ‘is’ or ‘is not’ we
must know what those who use the word really mean by it.
The current answer is, ‘a place in which there is nothing’. But
that is the explanation given by those who hold that nothing
*is? but ‘matter’ (o@pa), that which is ‘tangible’ (dnvdy). .. and
yet -mo one supposes that they are thinking of the ‘poimt’
(# ouyarf), to which the definition really applies” (Phys. 4.7,
213 B-213 A). It is only because such questions are not asked
that so many a modern recoils from what he calls the “nega-
tivity” of Buddhist formulae; in reality, this via negativa im-
plies a “transvaluation™ of values, and not tli_eir'destruction,
and what the modern empiricist and “optimist” really resents
is precisely the sacrifice that amy transvaluation of values
demands.

The Buddhist “Void” is empty of things that become and
to which the language of affirmative empiricism really applies
{D. 2.63). “Freedom”, though a good, is always a freedom
from limitations, or “de-veid” of them.

On various senses of the term swifiatd see Vism. 512, Note
also that “Void"” and *“Plenum’ are never unrelated, but rather
coincide, cf. Aristotle Mef. 1.4.9,4.5.5, and references in my
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Madhyamikas, or Middle-Waymen, whose name again
asserts their orthodoxy. For them ‘““the doctrine of
causation nwst he taken as referring only to the world
of ignorance”, i.e. opinion. This I take not only to
mean that things only happen in time and space but
also that cause and effect are not only transcendentally
but actually always simultaneous; we think of cause
and effect as precedent and sequent because all logical
formulation applies, in so far as language (the language
of postulation) is employed affirmatively only to events
(D.1.202). So we find it uneasy to understand just
how a cause can operate at a distance 32; how, if things
exist only for a moment, can they work on one another?
How can their order be explained? In fact, if we pre-
sume that acts are causes, then the orderly sequence of
events will have to be explained by a ‘“pre-established
harmony”, arbitrarily established; and this was the
false position, into which the Islamic Mutakallemin

#Kha and other words denoting Zero...”, BSOS, 7, 1934, pp.
487—497. This coincidence 18 implied by the MahAyina aphor-

ism, yas sartsaras lan nirvapam, and the words of the J§vara

Pratyabhijia Vimarsini, 1,193, yac cid visegatvarh tod sadd-
Sivatattvam are only saying the same in other words,

8 For example, when a plant, transferred from its original
environment to another and different set of conditions, con-
tinues to flower in “its own” time regardless of the new con-
ditions, this represents in it the working of a kind of memory
that, as such, is “imperceptible” (adrsfa) to human beings,
who can investigate the distant causes in the plants original
environment, but cannot “see” them as they still actually exist
in the plant, in which cause and effet coincide at every “mo-
ment” of s growth.
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were foroed by the logic of their own kind of atomism.
The answer to all these difficulties is that causes never
operate at a distance, but are present when and where
their effects are seen 4, Nothing of an act outlasts
the act itself; but the actions leaves its trace in the
environment, which will for ever afterwards be other
than it would have been if the event had not taken
place; the act and its causal efficacy are two different
things, of which one (which is perceptible) and the
other (which can only be inferred) persists. It stands
to the high credit of Indian logic to have distinguished
acts (karma) from causes (karana), and to have given
the sigmificant names of “unseen’ (adrsfaz) and *“not-
past” (apirva) to “causality”; the latter term, in
particuzlar, at the same time implying that the efficacy of
an act. (unlike the act itself) is really present-when
the effect appears; the consequences of past actions
always remaining latent until the conditions under
which they can operate arise. From this point of view
there remains no inconsistency in a combination of the
concept of instant actuality with the operation of medi-
ate causes in time.

On the other hand, it would be obviously impossible
to apply the causal formula, that the efficacy of the

© Sp it is that, as St. Thomas Aquinas says, “fate lies in
the created causes themselves¥? (Swm. Theol. 1.116.2). The
deduction will naturaliy follow that, to escape from fate, to be
free, which is to fulfil one’s destiny (reach one’s destination,
man’s last end), one must have “denied himself” (desegat
seipsum, Math. 16. 24) and passed over from becoming to being.
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cause is really presenf-when the effect appears, the
consequences of past actions always remaining latent
unti{ the conditions under which they can operate are
established; whereas, the causal act and its effects are
never simultaneous, however soon the latter may be
realised.

On the other hand, it would be obviously imposs-
ible to apply the causal formula, ‘‘this being so,
that follows”, to that other world in which there is no
becoming and no triad of origination, existence, and
decay to be accounted for. Keith continues: ‘“Absolute
reality, Cantideva points out, does not fall within the
domain of the intellect (buddhi), for that moves in the
realm of relativity and error. Niagirjuna denies con-
sistently that he has any thesis of his own, for to
uphold one would be wholly erroneous; the truth is
silence, which is neither affirmation nor negation”41,
All of these aie positions already established in the
Hinayana Canon 42,

4 A, B. Keith, ibid. pp. 235-239.
2 Just as for Sankara “this Brahma is silence” (BrSBh. 3.

2. 17): “Whom only silence can declare” (Hermes Trisme- -

gistos, 1.31, cf. X.5): “Nothing true can be said of God”
{Meister Eckhart in Evans, 1. 87, citing St. Augustine, cf.
Kena Up. I and II). Silence is the “Middle Way” bet-
ween affirmation and negation; and corresponds to that
“untold” (anakkkdtam, Dh. 218, avydkatam, S. 4. 3741.) which
the Buddha, for all that he “holds nothing back", camnot
reveal for lack of any “‘speechway” (vadapaiha). Silence is
a “Middle Way’* between affirmation and negation; and what
is -probably the oldest text on Silence in this sense is to be
found in the verses quoted in AA.2.3.8, v.3:
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De la Vallée Poussin4® discusses ksapa (1) as a

measure of time and (2) as the limiting minimum of

«“Of speech, that which is ‘yes’ and which is ‘no’...

Discarding, the prophets (kavayah) found -their-quest;

[Erst] bound by names, [now] they delighted in audition

(Srati).

The Buddha characteristically “discards the yes and no” when
he so often says that the condition of a Freedman, Arahant,
post mortem, cannot be described by such expressions as “is”
or “is not” or by any copulative or disjunctive combination
of these expressions,—just as, for the Upanispads, the Self is
neti, neti. The Buddha, moreover, likewise denies that he has
any “views” (Sn. 837, cf. 152 and 878T., 914).

One further reservation must be made: the Buddhist doctrine
of Causality (hefuvida, literally ‘“etio-logy”) refers only to
the operation of natural or mediate causes, or in other words
to necessity ; the same applies to the Western doctrine of causal-
ity as formulated by Leukippos {Aetios, I,25.4): for Plato,
Timaeus 28 a, “everything becomes from some cause, of
necessity”; and so on, to the scholastic doctrine that *nothing
happens by chance” (St. Augustine QQ LXXXilI, q.24) and
the modern scientist’s “faith” in order. Past events determine
the character of any entity at any given moment, and in this
sense “fate lies in the created causes themselves” (5t. Thomas
Aquinas, Sam. Theol. 1. 116, 2). But this no more in Buddhism
(or Islam) than in Christianity excludes the entity’s responsibil-
ity for what, out of the bundle of possibilities that it inherits,
it efects to do. Otherwise, all the Buddha’s exhortations to do
this (kiriyavadsa) and not to do that {akiriyavada), to eradicate
this and to make that become, and the whole concept of “self-
control” (the conquest, control or management, and impulsion
of self by Self, Dh. 104, 160, 379 afiand codd@y'aitinam, 390
and passim) would be meaningless. It is true that all the re-
actions of the self or Ego are fated and determined by past
canses, but all that “is not my Self” (ne me so atta, passim),
and whoever does not identify himself with it is in a position

55



time, analogous to the atom (paramapu) considered as
an indivisible minimum of ‘“matter’; he barely ment-
jons Hinayina sources, and ignores their background
altogether, though he quotes Vasubandhu on S. 2. 265.
He cites various definitions of the moment in which
-a thing (dhamma) 4 exists, all amounting to this, that
the moment has no real duration; it is just as incalcul-
ably short as the sum of the aeons would be incalcul-
ably long; a moment is simply the indivisible present
in which the three phases of any existence take
place,—“on ne peut douter que... le &sana, durée du
Dharma [chose] soit une grandeur de temps se rappro-
chant de zéro a Vinfinité”. At the same time it does
not. seem to me correct to say that “le temps est dis-
continu et fait de ksapas, comme le corps étendu est
fait d’2tomes’, hecause the interval between two ksanas
is no more than the ksane itself a period, and in the
same way the space between two atoms is no larger
than the measure of an atom, which is nil 45. Time flows

to make if behave as ne will. This is not au interference with
the operation of causality; it is simply that with ‘“repentance”,
i.e. “change of mind”, previously inoperative causes are bronght
into play, with new resulis.

¥ ““Notes sur le ‘moment’ ou ksapa des bouddhistes”,
Rocznik Grientalistezny, 8, 1931, 1-13, in which he quotes
from his own version of Vasubandbhw’s Abkidharmakose and
from other sources.

4 Dhamma as ‘‘thing”, & very common meaning also in the
Pali sources, must not be confused with Dhamma a5 “‘Eternal
Law” and (in sa-dkamma) “Natural Law”,

& Aristotle deals with the problem in much the same way
(Phys. IV. 13. 222 3, b} : time is “always beginning” {(dei yoo &
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in the same way that a river flows, continuously, and
never rests (na ramati). Poussin cites also some Jaina
sources 4¢ in which samaye as point of time corres-
ponds to the Buddhist 2sapa: “a moment (samayz) is
the minimum time (kala) required by an atom (para-
méaa) to move its own length”, and ‘‘a moment is the
time required by an atom to pass through the interval
between two atoms” (anvanfaram)4i.
Stcherbatsky’s treatment of the Moment, in Baddhist
Logic 48 is fuller, and he does recognize that “ the origin
of the theory of Instantaneous Being is probably pre- -
Buddhistic”’ 4*, He observes that for the Buddhist
“existence and non-existence are not different appear-
ances of a thing, they are the thing itself”, quoting

doz): it is by means of the indivisible now (fxopoc viv) that
“fime is continuous’ ; in one sense the nows are different from,
one ancther, but in their function of holding time together they
are “always the same” (dei v abrd).

“Moments” are like “points” determining a line; two con-
tignous points will not make a line, but only three, because a
line is not a line unless it has 2 beginning, middie and end;
and so with all other series.

“ Taltvarthddhigama, treated by H. Jacobi in ZDMG. 40;
and Qapifasirasanmgraha, edited by M. Rangacharya, Madras, 1912

T Amvantara, of. citf'antara cited above, and baddb’antara,
“imterval between two successive advents”, is neither Ranga-
charya’s “‘un autre atome” nor Poussin’s “I’intervalle, Pétendu
d’une atome?”.

s Bibliographice Buddhica XXVI, 2 vols, Leningrad, 1930,1932.

@ Stcherbatsky does not go very far back. In a footnote he
says: “The Siokhya-Yoga in this poimt, as in many others,
comes very near to the Buddhist view, cp. Vyisa on III. 52—
kdlo vastu-SEnys-buddhi-nirmanah sarva-jiana-anupali, ksapas-
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Santaraksita, “1he nature of anything is its own mo-
mentary stasis and destruction” (yo ki bhavak ksapa-
sthay? ving$a iti giyate, Tattvasangraha p.137.26). Such
a destruction is not, of course, the empirical event that
takes plaoe when the jar is shattered by a blow and
is then no longer a jar, but as much intrinsic to the
thing as is is very existence (pp. 94, 95).

Stcherbatsky is right in saying that, in Vasubandhu’s
words, “because of immediate destruction, there is no
(real) motion” (na gatir nasat, Abhidkammakosa 4.1)50
and would have been right in emphasizing that motion
itself, and therewith time, is only a pragmatic postulate
—just as for Buddhists the Ego, individuality, is only
a pragmatic postulate—and as a concept, not an ex-
ternal reality but something constructed by ourselves,
whose mannier of knowing is in terms of time ana
space,—Kant’s “forms of our intellect”. But he is not
right in deducing from this that *“motion is discontinu-
ous”’; for, on the one hand, motion is, experientially,
continuous, and as we have seen, ‘“‘the river mever
stops”’; while on the other, there is no motion really;
and neither of these propositions, respectively srelative
and absolute, involves a discontinuity such as would
be involved if we relapsed into the fallacy of thinking
of a line as ‘“‘made up of” points. Vasubandhu illus-
trates his position (as Riimi did) by the example of a
moving light, which produces the appearance of a line
{u vasty patitah”, which I take to mean that time is & baseless
mental construction, and a derivative of the moment.

¢ See in L. de 1a Vallée Poussin, L’Abkidharmakosa de Vasa-
bandhu, 5. vols., Paris 1923-1931.
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of light, and “moves” in the same sense that we speak
of a man as “walking”. But Tscherbatsky 5! is wrong
in saying (p.99) that the so-called “motion consists
of a series of immobilities”. What Vasubandhu aciu-
ally says is that ‘““the arising of instants is untinter-

& Tscherbatsky goes on to discuss ‘““some European paral-
lels™, chiefly in Bergson, He cites ‘“‘the world that the mathe-
matician deals with is a world that dies and is reborn every
instant, the world which Descartes was thinking of when he
spoke of coatinuous creation® (Creative Evolution, pp. 23, 24)
and ‘ithe Ego has no reality... It is an endless flow” (/5.
pp. 3, 4), and “the proposition that movement is made out of
immobilities is absurd” (ib. p. 326). But when he (Tscher-
batsky) sums up (p. 118) by saying *for the Buddhists there
are no stops at all other thar in imagination, the universat
motion never stops... for Bergsonm, on the contrary, real is
duration, the moments are artificial cuts in it”, [ am unable
to understand in what respect there is a contradiction.

For Leibniz there may be consulted F.S. C. Northrop,
“Leibniz’s Theory of Space” in JH/. 7, 1946. Leibniz denies
“the void in space, atoms, and even particles not actually.
divided. And, further, he distinguished two levels of truth,
that of “the primary truths of fact” (amongst which are
propositions relating to the self) and “ the truths of reason?”
(axiomatic propositions, e.g. that “every spirit... is durable
and absolute”),—all of which “has the consequence of making
matter as known by any scientific knower or observer purely
phenomenal”. There is a certain irony, on the other hand, in
the fact that for a typical modern nominalist such as A, B. Keith,
“such knowledge as is not empirical is meaningless, and ought
not fo be described as knowledge” (Aifareya Arapyaka, 1909,
p. 42); this last position has been destructively analysed by
Wilbur M. Urban, who concludes that ““the metaphysical idiom
of the Great Tradition is the only language that is really in-
telligible”” (The Intelligible World, 1929, p. 471)!
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rupted”’ (nirantara-ksapa-stpada);-and the word that
Tscherbatsky renders by “series” is actually samtdana®s,
which is literally and etymologically a “contimum?”,
and what he says is that “‘lamp’ is the name con-
ventionally given to a continuum of lights so as to
make a sort of unity”, and that it is just in the same
way that “this man, So-and-s0’s” name is convention-
ally given to what is really a contimuing process; not
a substantial “self”’. And herein there is no departure
from earty Buddhist doctrine in which panar stpadana
is already explained in terms of the lighting of one
lamp from another, and there is no essence (satta)
that moves on. In any case, any division of the com-
tinuity of time into a series of immobile instants would
be just as artifical as a division of time into 2 discont-
inuous series of hours or days, or as the division of a
line info a series of points; one might as well think
of time as a thing creafed by the jerky motion of the
hands of a clock!

&8 It is precisely this continuity (sam#dsa, which Dasgupta
also misrenders by “series”) that enables Cakrapini to say
that although the existence of the body is momentary (ksapika),
the connection of the Supreme Self with the body is not inter-

~ mittent but constant (Comment on Caraka-sarhité 1. 1. 41).
It is significant here, also, that Cakrapini so well observes
that “the constancy (or eternity) of the Self is a matter of its
concurrence with its own past and future hypostatic experi-
ences” (aityatvam cétmanahk pirvaparivasthannbliatartha-pra-
tisardhani!, Comment on 1.1.55), i.e. inasmuch as It is the
one and only transmigrant. Thus what is for one a proof of
the pseudo-identity of the transient self is for the other a
proof of the real identity of the constant Seif; and these are
complementary, and by no means contradictory, propositions.
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GREECE

In discussing Time and Fternity in Greek contexts I
shall refrain from entering into any long account of
Greek “atomism’ as a whole; since it appears that
a distinction must be made between the physical atoms
of which bodies may be a composite, and the atomic
time that divides and unites periods of time from and -
to one another, just as the point divides or unites parts
of a line from or to one another. Physical atoms nrust
have some dimension, however small, if anything is
to be “made of”’ them; but the time-atom is a zero
and explicitly “not a part of time”, It would be tru-e;
(though not exact) to say that past and future are parts
of t!le time-atom than it would be to describe a period
?f time as “made up of” time-atoms; just as the point
is .the principle and sine qua non of extension, but.
points, having no extension, cannot be added up to
make a length, and we cannot say that extended things
are “‘made up of” points. And so, with perfect logic
Plato does not speak of the elements as “atomic”, bt
?nl_y'as existing in particles “so very small as to be
invisible”, and only forming visible masses when these

g;r(t:i)c!es are assembled in sufficient numbers (Timaeus
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